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Abstract 

This doctoral study is concerned with identifying the determinants of the institutionalisation of art (IoA) in general and institutionalisation of contemporary art (IoCA) in particular. It focuses on the influence of the state and the private sector on economics and politics of arts as artworld in Turkey. 

The proposed relational framework is based on the current controversial problematisation of social theory in terms of various understandings of modernity and post-modernity . Here, modern art is taken to be based on an orthodox (classical) modernity understanding. In contrast, contemporary art (CA) is regarded as either a rejection of modern art from a post-modernity perspective or an intensive criticism of it from inside modernity. Both positions direct their criticisms to the basic assumptions, methodological tools, epistemological sources and ontological basis of the classical understanding of modernity. 

Within this scope, this study formulates and operationalises the research problem in terms of relational sociology and uses grounded-theory to establish the significant interactive relations that define IoA. The unit of analysis is the interactive relations of individuals as artists. The boundaries of the study are primarily limited to national level. The research questions are, in general, framed with qualitative research techniques and specifically substantiated with data sources primarily obtained from a self-employed semi-structured survey method complemented by observations and an extensive review of the relevant literature as documentary-historical data. The analysis of the data and the interpretations of the findings are undertaken within the scope of relational sociology and using the tools of grounded-theory methodology.  The empirical data collected from a sample of artists actively involved as producers of works of arts and/or academicians, advisors and art critics from Turkey. 
Within this conceptual framework, the roles of the state and the private sector are questioned in terms of the economics and politics of arts, including their cultural couplings. The domain of social relations remaining outside the private sector, specifically the art public and the groups, collectives and initiatives of arts are assessed as the civil domain of arts. Knowledge of the arts and its formal (institutional) and informal relations provide an essential source and play a central role in this study. Within this framework, the art market is considered as an emerging hegemonic construct in the economics and politics of arts. Furthermore, artists and artworks are considered as the primary constituting components of the interactive relations of IoA. 

The findings of this thesis have implications for increasing the knowledge about and practices of IoA and contribute to the development of a framework of research questions that explains the interactive relations of the IoA in Turkey and offers an insight into a growing body of literature on art and includes recommendations for the directions of future research. 

The proposed relational framework is based on the current controversial problematisation of social theory in terms of modernity and post-modernity  understandings. Here, modern art is considered to be based on orthodox (classical) modernity understanding. In contrast, contemporary art (CA) is regarded as either a rejection of modern art from post-modernity perspective or an intensive criticism of it from inside modernity. Both positions direct their criticisms to the basic assumptions, methodological tools, epistemological sources and ontological basis of classical understanding of modernity. 
Within this scope, this study formulates and operationalises its research problem in terms of relational sociology and uses grounded-theory to establish the significant interactive relations defining IoA. The unit of analysis is the interactive relations of individuals as artists. The boundaries of the study primarily remained at national level. The research questions are framed in general with qualitative research techniques and substantiated specifically with data sources primarily obtained by self-employed semi-structured survey method in addition to observations and extensive review of the relevant literature as documentary-historical data. The analysis of the data and the interpretations of the findings made within the scope of relational sociology and with the tools of grounded-theory methodology.  The empirical data collected from a sample of artists actively involved as producers of works of arts and/or academicians, advisors and critics of arts from Turkey. 
Within this conceptual framework, the role of the state and the private sector is questioned in terms of economics and politics of art, including their cultural couplings. The domain of social relations remaining outside of the private sector, specifically the art public and the groups, collectives and initiatives of arts are inquired as the civil domain of arts. Knowledge of arts and its formal (institutional) and informal relations provide an unavoidable source and play a central role in this study. Within this framework, art market is considered as an emerging hegemonic construct in the economics and politics of arts. Furthermore, artists and artworks were taken as primary constituting components of the interactive relations of IoA. 

The findings have implications for knowledge and practices of IoA and contribute in the developing a framework of research questions that explains the interactive relations of the IoA in Turkey and adds an insight to a growing body of literature on art including recommendation for future research directions. 
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1. Introduction


1.1.
Introduction

This doctoral study is concerned with identifying the determinants of the institutionalisation of art (IoA) in general and the institutionalisation of contemporary art (IoCA) in particular. It focuses on the influence of the State and the private sector on the economics and politics of art as the artworld and their impact on the IoA in Turkey. This research is based on and utilizing the grounded theory methodological approach, seeks to establish the significant relations concerning the IoA in Turkey and using qualitative techniques, investigates the relationships within and outside the artworld in terms of the related political, economic, and cultural factors. 

Following a short introduction, the background and scope of the study the aims and objectives of the study are given. The next section discusses the research problem and then the expected research contributions are highlighted. This chapter ends by briefly describing the structure of the study. 

This study has focused on the institutionalisation of art as a domain of social relations constituted as the artworld related to society at large. In its most comprehensive scope, the proposed relational framework is based on the controversial problematisation of social theory in terms of the concepts of modernity and post-modernity. Here, modern art, including all its variations reflected as art movements, is considered to be based on, and shaped by the orthodox (classical) concept of modernity. In contrast, contemporary art (CA) is formed by its rejection of a post-modernist perspective and/or an intensive criticism of modernity. The latter position is presented as the contemporary critical standpoint of social theory. Both direct their criticisms to the basic assumptions (rationality, essentialism, universalism), methodological tools (dichotomy, causality (determination), epistemological sources (objective and constructive) and ontological foundations (unified self and determining constructed structures) of the classical (orthodox) concept of modernity. 

Within this scope, this study formulates and operationalises the research problem in terms of relational sociology and uses grounded-theory to establish the significant relations defining the IoA. Such an approach provides the opportunity to overcome the controversial positions of the concepts of modernity and post-modernity and is considered the most appropriate perspective to question the IoA. 

Arts is accepted as a social relation and social construct since the artworld is comprised of its elements (i.e., artists, works of art, art systems and the art public) in relation to each other and related to society at large. The social embodiments of these integrated and interrelated spheres of relations are questioned in terms of the economics and politics of art. 

Although benefiting from institutional theory, the theoretical standpoint of this study diverges from earlier institutional analyses mainly because of their focus on the changing conditions of institutions and an institutional analysis that is framed on the concept of modernity without having a critical standpoint. Although new institutionalism is critical of old institutionalism in terms of escaping from society and its primary social relations and thus extending the scope of analysis by integrating economics and politics into the institutional theory, it also remains within and conforms to the basic assumptions of modernity without having a critical stand. However, new institutionalism is criticised in this study for the reasons given below. 

First, new institutionalism is not based on a deep criticism of the assumptions of modernity. It still uses the structural, institutional, organisational base of the dichotomy of agent-structure. Second, institutions remain the base of the analysis. Although the concept of institutionalisation has been coined, it is still focused on the changing character of institutions rather than encompassing the dynamic features of political, economic, and cultural relations at societal level. Third, the analysis lacks a critical stand and requires a reformulated and restructured modernist concept of institutions. The grounded theory approach appears to counter these criticisms providing a better and more appropriate approach to overcome the existing limitations.

Within this conceptual framework, the role of the State and the private sector (private capital as its integral component) is questioned in terms of the economics and politics of art, including their cultural couplings. The domain of social relations remaining outside the private sector, specifically the art public and the groups, collectives and initiatives of art are considered as the civil domain of art. Knowledge of art (encompassing scientific, intellectual and everyday) and its formal (institutional) and informal (embracing socialisation) relations as indispensable sources have a central role in this study. Within this framework, the art market is considered an emerging hegemonic construct in the economics and politics of art. Furthermore, artists and artworks are taken to be the primary constituents of the relational interactions of IoA within the artworld. 

The unit of analysis is the relational interactions of artists and/or art related individuals. The scope (boundaries) of the study primarily remains at a national level seeking the means of integrating itself into the global artworld with increasing local sensitivities. 

The propositions addressed in the research are in general substantiated with qualitative research techniques and specifically with data sources primarily obtained by the self-administered semi-structured survey method in addition to the limited observations undertaken and with an extensive review of the relevant literature as documentary-historical sources. The analysis of the data and the interpretations of the findings have been obtained within the scope and tools of grounded-theory. The empirical data collected from a sample of individuals integrally related with the domain of art (artists actively involved as producers of works of art and/or academicians, advisors and critics of art from Turkey) have been analysed using the proposed conceptual framework and methodology presented in chapter 5. 


1.2.
Background and Scope of the Study  

Institutionalisation understood as a process of social change depicts the emergence, maintenance, and development of art. Among other factors, the economics, culture, and politics of art are centrally important and influential on the IoA although it has limitations, and faces challenges and obstacles. All elements of art understood as a field of interactive relations (artworld) are concerned with the historical past and the present (contemporary) situation of the world of art. 

The factors referred to above have been influential since the establishment of Republican Turkey in terms of the aims of building and developing the nation towards establishing capitalist relations. Placed within such a historical development the IoA was primarily reflected in the public institutions of art and education. 

Based on this conceptualisation, this research has been undertaken to question the relationality (interactive relations) of the economics and politics of the artworld and its agents (individuals and institutions) and their role in the institutionalisation of the artworld that can support effective and successful policies to be implemented by the State, civil society and the private sector. To this end, this study is conducted in a period where the governments of Turkey have struggled with high inflation, low growth, corruption, increasing population, economic and political instability, industrialisation, repeated military interventions and the problems of unemployment, social security, welfare, human rights, gender, ethnicity, religion, media, and various other factors. Although all these factors are considered to be important, their influence upon the IoA in Turkey is not investigated directly. The focus of the current study is the recent changes that have been influential on the IoA introduced by the private sector (and capital) and the changing position of the role of the State for the IoA in Turkey.  These changes have a long history starting as early as the 1970s and becoming widely researched in the 1990s. Throughout the 20th century, art education initiated in schools and academia focused on modern art. After realising the importance of art as a central construct of social relations, almost all higher education institutions integrated art into their curricula. 

In relation to institutional theory, the IoA received the greatest attention in the 1990s due to the expansion of the global art environment and faced great challenges in dealing with the diversified agents of the artworld. In parallel to academic research, scholars started to venture into this discipline and extended its conceptual basis through questioning the antecedents and consequences of art and its related variables. 

Although many have scholars devoted them to studying the artworld within the scope of institutional theory and institutionalisation, little attention has been paid to the link between the internal constituents of the artworld and their relations with society at large. It might be implicitly accepted that institutions and institutional analysis inherently involve politics and economics, but they are not explicitly formulated and questioned in terms of economics and politics as social constructs of art. Such a viewpoint is considered to be an elaboration of the scope of institutional theory and institutionalisation from the old institutional analysis to new institutionalism. Although it is encouraging that this need is slowly being felt and adopted, there are still areas that warrant research and the general approach lacks a critical formulation and analysis in relation to the current controversies of social theory. It is the criticism and/or rejection of modernity from within and without that, this study considers essential for the critical analysis and interpretation of the relations influencing the IoA in general, and specifically for CA. The use of relational sociology and grounded theory as a theoretical and methodological standpoint for the analysis of IoA is not popular and thus, not widespread in developed and developing societies that are considered to contribute significantly to the growth of research in the area of IoA. 

Institutional theory or the institutionalisation of social relations is analysed as a locus of changing features of social institutions within and between institutions and this is consistent with the old institutional analysis. The latter is considered to be limited in scope and lacking the comprehension of the extensive scope of social relations, that is, economics, and politics. This is a criticism of the structural explanations which present a dichotomic understanding of agents and structures. Any criticism of old institutionalisation is actually a tendency towards criticising the orthodox concept of modernity.
By seeking to question the possibilities of the realisation of such an understanding of institutionalism, the sources and criticisms directed towards the institutional theory become diversified. In its very general scope, it is a retreat from society and a retreat of social sciences from society. This retreat is a dislocation from the social (economic, cultural, and political) as in field laws, field dynamics, and institutional context. That is, it lacks contextualisation and organisational frameworks are isolated from their institutional or societal context. The interests of the agents are separated from the arrangements and frameworks of institutions and they lack the power to influence the related social processes. The tensions and conflicts are not comprehended as social but inherited relations. The taken for granted accounts and assumptions of modernity, that is rational, dichotomic, essential, universal and generalised relations) are utilized for causal and deterministic and reductionist rather than co-variational and relative and holistic, unified, centralised and singular rather than multiple deconstructed and decentralised relations.  This undermines the importance of agency in general and its reformulation of agentic understanding of agents as individuals and structured institutions (as capital and the State in this study), that necessitate reinterpretation and reformulation in terms of power relations and economic formulations. 

As in the case of old and new institutionalism, changes in the organizational features of institutions have been broadly discussed in the literature. Despite the progress in the theoretical and empirical spheres, it is suggested in the current work that the critical framework has been overlooked. Thus, this study aims to address this gap in the literature by substantiating the internal and external constituents of the artworld as a relationality of institutionalisation integral to the culture, economics, and politics of art. Rather than using an orthodox approach this study adopts a contemporary modernist stand for the IoA in Turkey. That is, not rejecting modernity but assuming a critical position from within modernity and without taking a postmodernist  standpoint to integrate the criticisms of postmodernity with the assumption that modern art is based on modernity and Contemporary Art (CA) is either a criticism or rejection of it. 

Within such an understanding, art is considered a social relation and a social construct. In its early history of the contemplations on what art is questioned with concepts of family resemblance and/or open-concept understanding Weitz (1993 [1956]) resulting in controversial views. The impossibility of covering the necessary and sufficient conditions of what art, and a work of art is and by whom and with what criteria it will be judged and interpreted (Danto, 2000) has not been resolved. It is thus suggested that art should be taken as the artworld in interrelated, interlocked, inflected relations with embodied and constituted candidate status (Dickie, 1997 cited in Irvine, 2007).

One way of overcoming the theoretical difficulty of analysing what art is, is to problematize it within the scope of CA simplified as ‘life is art’, without limiting it to its modernist understanding and delimiting art to philosophical considerations and the understanding of aesthetics and creativity of art and works of art. This is centrally important since, without clarifying what art is, its institutionalisation does not make sense in practical and analytical terms.

The analysis of the artworld as a relationality of its elements by scholars such as Dickie (1974), Danto (1964), Becker (2008 [1982], Dimaggio and Powell (1983) reflect this relationality but lacks the critical theoretical stand argued above. The views of these scholars appear to be central to comprehending the institutional analysis of art, in terms of (1) its ability to form links between different levels of institutionalisation; (2) aiming to integrate social, economic and political features at societal level; (3) focusing on the changing features and potential sources of action with and without agency; (4) its objectives of questioning the diversified patterns and degrees of institutionalisation, cultural production, internal frameworks and organisational relations; (5) targeting competing and semi-autonomous institutional orders, exogenous and endogenous factors; and (6) tackling and attempting to resolve problems specific to isomorphism, professionalism, functionality, stability, conflict and constraints. The different formulations of the artworld provided by these scholars are considered to be useful only if such a critical stand is taken towards the modernity-based concept of modern art. This consists of Graves’s defence of Dickie’s formulation, Becker’s arguments of the characteristics of the artworld, Cohen’s contribution to the understanding of ‘candidate of appreciation’ and Danto’s definition of art based on historical and contextual views. (Maanen, 2009)
In addition, extensions to these views also contributed to the relational understanding of art as the artworld if such a critical perspective of modernity is used. These extensions are particularly useful for the relationality of the artworld in terms of its relations with society at large. That is, the non-manifest and contextual views of art; such as art as a ‘clustered family resemblance’ (Gaut, 2000); ‘consensus without aesthetics’(Stecker, 2000); views of ‘intentions and functions’ (Anderson, 2000); ‘embodied meaning’(Danto, 2000); shifting ‘from discussion to attention’ (Eaton, 2000); ‘responsibilities and rights as historical functions’ (Bailey, 2000); the formulation of art as ‘the Others and outsiders’ by  Brand ‘sexist and racist art (Brand, 2000), ‘non-western art and transcultural aesthetics’ (Davies, 2000) and the ‘cross-cultural similarities of art’(Dutton, 2000). All these contributed to the classical understanding of the artworld and provided deeper and further extensions of the analysis of art as a social category. 

Institutionalisation as a social process necessitates an institutional analysis critical of the modernist idea. The approach and different means of addressing art as the artworld if it is not critical of the modernist idea, then the IoA would not be a reflection of a social process but would remain a static understanding of art. In other words, the social and relational scope of the institutional analysis should not be reduced to the analysis of the institutions themselves however conceptualised with their changing and dynamic characteristics. That is, the social character of institutions should not be limited to their organizational characteristics but institutions should be conceptualised as social relations encompassing and related to the other social constructs/institutions of society at large from the perspective of a critical understanding. Here, the societal relations in the scope of society at large are considered to be issues related to politics and economics, that is, the politics of art and economics of art are related to the institutions of art and the institutionalisation of art. The important question here is to what degree the institutions of art and its institutionalization diverge significantly from modern art and CA. 


One limitation of the institutional analysis being based on institutions is that the external factors are predominantly analysed in limited terms with the internal characteristics of the institutions rather than encompassing the social constructs of societal relations (like economics and politics). 

Overall, neither institutions nor institutional theory and institutionalisation approaches if based on the classical/orthodox assumptions of modernity will satisfy the necessary conditions to adopt a critical perspective and will have a limited understanding of art in general and contemporary art in particular. One distinguishing feature of this standpoint is that it is impossible to combine the two distinctive viewpoints of modernity and postmodernity. Within such a framework, to undertake a critical analysis of modernity-based modern art without fully rejecting its basic methodological and epistemological tenets and assumptions, in this study grounded theory and relational analysis are considered as an appropriate position. Such a position provides opportunities to resolve the interrelatedness of modernity and postmodernist formulations as an inquiry fulfilling the relationality and subjectivity of art as the artworld. 

Thus, in this study art is considered a constitution (not as objectified and constructed as in the case of the classical modernist idea) and embodied as a relationality of the elements of art as the artworld. This is adopted in order to overcome the controversy of relations between modernist and postmodernist conceptualisations reflected in the perspectives of structuration (within modernity), intersectionality and inter-subjectivity turning into an approach that  in this study, is considered as critical relationality. 

Since the idea of orthodox modernity rests on scientific knowledge, modern art is critical of such an epistemological (scientific knowledge-based) stand. In addition, since modern art orthodoxy is predominantly based on the aesthetics of art and the creativity of the artist, CA is critical of both these elements. CA is also critical of the basic dichotomic analysis of modernity. It is also critical of the theoretical assumptions of the modernist idea, that is, rationality, essentialism, universalism, and causal explanations, deterministic understanding, and reductionist positions; centralized, unified and holistic self; objective and constructed epistemologies. 

Orthodox modernity based the understanding of institutions and institutionalisation formulated on such an understanding does not comprehend the relationality of art as the artworld. Social analysis based on institutions is challenged by contemporary developments and criticisms of modernity from within and without (i.e., postmodernity). Modernity from its orthodox perspective takes institutions as the structural elements/parts of the dichotomic understanding of objectification and the construction epistemologies of social analysis. Such a scope of analysis lacks the relationality of art as the artworld within itself and with society at large. Institutional theory, if it takes such a viewpoint, does not comprehend the processes involved in the institutionalisation of art. 

In this orthodox understanding of modernity, the social character of institutions is based upon the basic assumptions of modernity and the dichotomy of agent and structure. The agency of the subject is reduced to a rational understanding of the individual and to the objectification of the subjective nature of the subject to the structurally constructed understanding of institutions. The social analysis based on such an understanding of institutions falls short of the criticism of the orthodox modernist understanding of modern art. Since institutional theory is based on the orthodox understanding of modernity, whatever criticism is directed to institutions it will be directed and related to the orthodox understanding of modernity.

Furthermore, institutional analysis should not be reduced to organizational characteristics such as continuity, stability, visibility, identity (reduced individual to corporate status), rules and regulations, norm binding, legitimacy, professionalism, functionality, efficiency, productivity, legality, coupling (loose or tight), isomorphism, exogenous shocks and various internal constraints both formal and informal. Although these are significant characteristics defining the content and scope of organizational features and their changes, their use in theory has remained within the orthodox scope of the modernist understanding of the institutional analysis of social relations. This is the general scope of the institutional analysis of old institutionalism (institutional theory) which is comprehensively based on the classical/orthodox modernist understanding of social relations (society).



1.3.
Research Problem

The research problem of this study is framed in relation to and within the scope of the overall critical discussion and evaluations of the basic features taken into account concerning the IoA. The study addresses one basic research question (RQ).  

RQ: 

Within the scope of the economics and politics of art, how is the institutionalisation of 
art (specifically CA) is associated with the State and the private sector (capital)? 

This main question is divided into six sub-questions (SRQ) as follows:

SRQ1. What policies of the State have an impact on the 
economics and politics of art? Furthermore, how do artists perceive these policies in terms of the
IoA? 

SRQ2. What policies of the private sector have an impact on the 

economics and politics of art? How do artists perceive these policies in terms of the IoA? 

SRQ3. What role does civil society play and how did it gradually become an integral part of the IoA?

SRQ4. How are the art market constituted and which features of this market have an influence the 
IoA in general and IoCA in particular? 

SRQ5. How do institutions of art in general and the institution of education shape and influence the IoA?

SRQ6. How is culture related to art and which cultural policies have been influential and in what ways are they still influential upon the IoA? 

The main research question and its subsidiaries are integral and relevant to the topic of this thesis according to the following eight assumptions. 

First, the comparative scope of the research problem is relevant in terms of the theoretical framework of the distinguishing separation between modern art (based on modernity) and contemporary art (as an intensive criticism and/or rejection of modernity).

Second, the analysis made is not focused directly on the institutions of art but on the IoA as a relational process. 

Third, although, in general art is questioned, the research problem is formulated and analysed specific to CA.

Fourth, it is specifically questioned within one country (Turkey) and substantiated at one specific period. Although a historical analysis is not undertaken, issues that are significant for specific periods in the history of IoA are taken into account.

Fifth, the activities and policies of the private sector and the State are considered to provide data concerning the emergence, maintenance and development of IoA as well as the resistance, limitations and problems faced. 

Sixth, although the global and local domains of art are integrally related and their specificities are important, the research question is designed and formulated at the domestic (provincial, i.e., Istanbul) level integrating local and global relations.  

Seventh, the method used in this study employs a research process primarily based on a qualitative approach. The consistency between the methodological issues, identification of underlying themes, ontological and epistemological positions are maintained. 

Eighth, interviews are made with the most informed sample about the research question at hand. The participants are actively involved with the scope of the research problem, which ensures that adequate and reliable information is acquired to observe, understand, measure, refine, and substantiate the analysis of the research problem and the interpretation of the interactive relationships obtained for the elements of the artworld.

Given the research questions and their assumptions, art in general is conceptualised in this study as a domain of interactive relations of art formulated as the artworld comprising artists, works of art, art systems and art-public that are internally related to each other and related to society at large. All these elements are relationally constituted with the economics and politics of the State, capital and civil society. 

For this study, first-hand data was collected from artists, managers, critics, advisors, supervisors and academics in the field of art from Turkey as the representatives of the population of the domain of art. The selection was primarily undertaken using purposive and snowball techniques. In this qualitative inquiry, the unit of analysis of this study was the interactive relations of artists. 

The researcher started the research procedure by contacting the members of the selected sample to establish whether they wished to participate in the research study and for the researcher to answer any questions regarding the instrument to be used and confidentiality issues concerning the information elicited. After the participants consented to join the study, the survey instrument was either handed over face to face or sent by email. A semi-structured interview was used that was developed to substantiate the main research question and the six sub-questions. The collected data were analysed in terms of the grounded-theory perspective as relational categories dictated by relational sociology. The opinions of experts, primarily artists, managers, critics and supervisors from the field of art, were used to validate the research questions. Interviews were conducted by the researcher himself. Together with the primary data, secondary data was also used to substantiate the relations formulated in the research problem. In addition, the validity of survey questions was ascertained through experts from the field and academic sources. The aims and objectives of the study are discussed in the following section.


1.4. Aims and Objectives of the Study

The specific objectives of this doctoral study are to critically review the literature related to the field with particular focus on the economics and politics of art and to identify and evaluate the factors influencing the IoA. Aiming to design an appropriate and conceptual research framework with a consistent epistemological (integrating subjective epistemology to the critically conceptualised epistemologies of objectively constructed structures of modernity), ontological (critical of rational based unified and centralized self) and methodological (critical of dichotomic methods of social relations) understanding based on relational sociology. In keeping with the objectives of this study grounded-theory is considered to be appropriate and provides the means to achieve a critical substantiation of the developed conceptual framework. To this end, an appropriate research question was created to substantiate the framework within the practice of art and provide a novel contribution to the domain of knowledge specific to the IoA. 

The primary research objectives in this study are empirically (with a qualitative substantiation) to investigate the IoA as a relational domain of art as the artworld. That is, the objective was to use the artworld as a domain to explain those factors that are influential on the IoA and their impact. This can help to examine the dimensions of the artworld within its constituting parts and their relations with society at large. This is a reassessment of the relational position of the artworld in relation to the economics and politics of art (including cultural relations) as reflected in the activities and policies of the State and the private sector. This relational scope was further investigated specifically in terms of the art market (as the economics of art), initiatives (as the civil domain remaining outside of the private sector), big art organisations, activities of municipalities (as the politics of the State and the private sector), the role of artists, the position of the art public, the significance of works of art. All included in this domain are reassessed as dimensions of the relationality of the artworld and their operational features in the interpretation and evaluation of the research question. The research thus proposes to identify and examine the influence of the economics and politics of art, which are considered the key substantial issues influential upon the IoA. 

The study aims to add to our knowledge of how such a relationally understood institutionalisation emerges, with what facilitating and constraining pressures it maintains itself, and with what sources and actions it develops. This should contribute to our understanding of these issues and the development of a frame of reference, which can be used to support the current situation and contribute to the future path of the IoA.


1.5. Expected Contributions of the Study

Based on the framework developed and the research questions substantiated, this study is expected to have theoretical, methodological, and practical contributions to the field of IoA. 



1.5.1. Theoretical Contributions

This study contributes to the knowledge of the relationship between internal and external relations of the artworld and depicts what the proper practical and analytical relations are. 

One general contribution of this study is to develop a comprehensive theoretical framework that examines the factors that influence the economics, culture, and politics of art as the artworld for the emergence, maintenance and development of IoA in Turkey. Such a theoretical framework contributes by extending, verifying, developing and substantiating the existing theories.

First, this study establishes an integrative theoretical framework that combines and corresponds to the economics and politics of art that are considered to be the central influential predicting relations of IoA. 

Second, this study shows that the framework adopted and the way it is substantiated shows the applicability of it within the conceptual formulations of IoA in a developing society, by adding further critical insights into the prevailing literature from the non-western domain. Although most researchers and agents of the artworld may benefit from using an integrated and systematic framework of this study, a broader view of IoA and its concepts and practices need to be refined and better understood. Thus, the questioning of the framework used and the interpretations made in this study will provide a better understanding of the complex driving force of the State and capital and its outcomes. Moreover, this research contributes a deeper understanding to the elements of the artworld. 

Third, this study can be considered one of the few studies that use such a theoretical framework to question and substantiate empirically the IoA. Previous studies within this scope of investigation did not focus on the integration of the economics and politics of art that has a critical standpoint of the modernist formulations (assumptions) thus failing to develop the relationship of the impact of the State and the private sector in relation to the IoA in general and the IoCA in particular. 

The fourth contribution of this study to the knowledge of art is that it provides valuable data from Turkey to the specific and limited critical knowledge of IoA in relation to seeking answers to how the State and the private sector have long been influential upon the emergence, maintenance, and development of IoA in Turkey.

The fifth contribution is that the theoretical framework developed and used for substantiating the impact of the State and capital directed to education and the art market provides invaluable knowledge. As such, it gives a new insight to the existing knowledge of the constituting elements of the artworld specifically by reassessing the formulations of the past research from a critical relationality (i.e., interactive relations) perspective.

The sixth contribution is related to the fact that limited substantiated evidence has been exploited about the nature and direction of the formulation and the practice of art activities as the relations of the artworld in terms of the role of the economics and politics of art directed to the art market and education and knowledge of art in Turkey. 

The seventh contribution is related to the sample of respondents of the study that mainly consisted of artists from two cities in Turkey, the capital city of Ankara and the big metropolitan city of Istanbul. The sample is regarded to have an integrative link and it is a good representation of the diverging conditions of the practice of art and its institutionalisation in Turkey. Most previous studies based their frameworks on organisations and institutions of art rather than critically questioning the institutionalisation of art as a relational process. 

The eighth contribution is related to the fact that it brings evidence from a relatively new cultural context of Turkey that provided a questioning and substantiation representing a good example for a wider validity of findings derived mostly from research conducted in developed societies. It contributes to the experiences and practices of IoA by adding different insights to the possible determinants and consequences in the contexts of a non-western country. The results contribute also to the processes of how global external factors shape and are influential upon the processes of IoA in developing societies like Turkey. 



1.5.2. 
Methodological Contributions

The results and interpretations derived from the study have several methodological contributions. 

The first methodological contribution of this study rests on the fact that past studies have failed to produce a holistic framework based on the relationality of the artworld within and outside of its constituting agents in questioning the role of the economics and politics of art for the IoA. 
Second, in its general scope this study contributes to the academic field and knowledge through using a qualitative substantiation based on grounded theory to explore the IoA. The IoA has generated considerable discussion, and as agents of the artworld, they are deeply engaged with CA activities and seek to contribute to the establishment and development of processes specific to the IoA. 

The third contribution is that this study may be useful for those undertaking research as it could improve their understanding of the IoA. The questioning of universal ideas and the theories of practices can be undertaken to show their suitability and practicality for other than a western one that is for developing societies that could help researchers to question further the already existing theories and discourses. 

The fourth contribution is that educational institutions will be interested in the results of this study. In addition, it will help those involved in the teaching of the subject to understand the concept of IoCA to seek future directions to be adopted in higher education. This will provide the option to study their discipline from a strategic perspective and help them to strengthen their professional status.

Finally, the fifth contribution is that the framework of analysis of art as a relationality of the artworld comprising all agents of art those are not well developed as a relationality of social constructs provides evidence and confirms the significant dimensions of the IoA as an important construct. 



1.5.3.
Practical contributions

Several practical contributions can be derived from this study. 

First, the effect of the IoA on social and institutional factors is not well understood at societal level. This study is expected to contribute by depicting explanations regarding the issues taken that further inform the importance of the societal scope in the IoA. The findings will demonstrate the role of the agents within the artworld and in relation to the external societal relations for an extended scope of questioning the tendencies of emergence and development of the IoA in general and specifically for Turkey. 

The second practical contribution is the confirmation of the extensive scope of influence of technology and communication inside and outside of the organisational activities of art on all agents of the artworld. Since the prevailing scope of communication adopted is limited, extensions in this area will have a strong influence on the IoA and its relationship with the economics and politics of art. This study thus explores the role of the State and the private sector for a better understanding of the IoA. It will further provide policy makers with more information on organisational performance and facilitate them to formulate internal and external institutional communication and training programmes in the domain of art.

The third practical contribution is that it seeks to enhance knowledge and understanding of practices, activities, and strategies of IoA in Turkey. Such a questioning and substantiation is useful because of the positive consequences could inform about particular activities and strategies about IoA more effectively. Art activities and their corresponding organisations that attempt to initiate developed understanding of the relationality of the artworld are expected to contribute in creating awareness and changing perceptions for its agents. Furthermore, understanding the relationality of the artworld and its institutionalisation contributes to enhancing the practice and its impact on the organisational performance of art activities. 

Fourth is that several aspects of the findings are expected to be useful to private and public policy makers. Administrators together with the practitioners of art will benefit from the findings of this study since they need to know the kind of knowledge they require before planning and realising activities of art. 

Having the findings of the research, policy makers will better formulate the policies of art effectively to develop and amend existing practices and regulations. In addition, policy makers related to and acting together with all professional bodies concerned will benefit from interpretations and evaluations to improve, reformulate and redesign their practices and seek alternative ways as a guideline and indicator for future activities of art. Furthermore, they can design and initiate effective measurement and evaluation tools.


1.6. 
Structure of the Thesis

In addition to the references and appendix this thesis is divided into eight chapters outlined below. 

The first chapter begins with the introduction to the study discussing the background and the scope, aims and objectives of the study and specifies the research questions, the conceptual foundation and the methodology adopted, followed by the expected contribution and the structure (chapter outlines) of the study. 

The second chapter provides a critical review of the existing relevant literature beginning with a discussion about the past and prevailing studies that focused on institutional theory and old and new institutionalism. The chapter concludes by critically identifying the gaps in the existing research. 

The third chapter contains the conceptual framework and a discussion of the main concepts, factors, and sub-factors. To reveal its theoretical roots the evolution of the framework is described. Furthermore, the conceptual model of the research is described and an explanation is given of the development of relations considered to be central. 

Chapter four presents the historical setting of the IoA in Turkey with an overview of the art and cultural field. The   province  of Istanbul is described in terms of the role of the state and the private sector, including the civil domain. For this, the experiences of Istanbul art biennials and the 2010 Global Image of Istanbul Project are critically explored within the controversial modelling of the culture of art. 

The methodology is discussed in Chapter five with the aim of developing research questions to examine the IoA. In order to formulate the research questions effectively, the researcher reviews and integrates subject areas in terms of their conceptual approach and theoretical frameworks. This leads to the clarification of the research area and development of a conceptual approach and a theoretical framework, which are identified with the research questions and linked to the research design. This chapter includes a discussion of the research methodology including data collection and data analysis procedure. The research design includes the research setting and data collection procedures. 

Chapters Six and Seven present the analysis and findings of the main survey by providing a discussion of the interpretations and evaluations in relation to the scope and content of the formulated research questions. 

Chapter Eight draws conclusions and discusses the theoretical, practical, and methodological contributions of the study. This final chapter ends with a discussion of the limitations of the research and identifies areas for further study. 
2.
Past and Present Theoretical Discussions on 

Institutionalisation

It is the intention in this chapter to present the theoretical sources and a framework for the analysis of the research problem, A Study on ‘Institutionalisation of Contemporary Art from Turkey’. The chapter consists of two main sections. In the first section, the existing institutions and the process of institutionalisation are discussed, which establish  a theoretical framework for a social analysis of the organised and structured patterns and dynamics of the institutional field that is integral to the agentic role of the individual as an agent of such institutionalism. The second section comprising eight sub-sections offers a critical presentation of the main assumptions of different conceptualisations of both of old and new institutionalism. It is both challenging and fruitful to trace how the focus and perspectives of institutional theories have changed over the last few decades in line with the main controversial approaches to social theory. This chapter not only focuses on the early formulations of institutionalism, but also makes a critical analysis of the new institutionalism, in an attempt to satisfy scientific curiosity.


2.1.
A Framework for Social Analysis: Institutions as 





Organisations and Institutionalisation as a Social 




Field

Institutions can be considered as social structures that maintain social order by enforcing rules that have specific aims and purposes. Individuals, as part of institutions, are incorporated and governed; social relations and individual intentions are transcended and corporate practices and customs are applied. Accordingly, social institutions are established following standardised patterns of rule-governed social behaviours, and the ability to conceptualise these relations through institutional theory, as a sub-social theory, has a long history. “Once created, institutions are powerful external forces that help determine how people make sense of their world and act in it. They channel and regulate conflict and thus ensure stability in society.” (Campell, 2004, p.1).

An institution is an organised, established procedural social framework. The norm binding property of institutions represents the constituent rules of a society, which makes institutions an explicit unit of analysis that can be experienced and analysed externally from the conscious activities of individuals. Berger and Kellner define this process as the “rules of the game” (Berger and Kellner 1973, cited in Jepperson 1991) demonstrating how closely the study of institutions and general sociology are related.

This general definition of institutions s immediately brings to mind the two main propositions of continuity and normativity. For an institution, continuity is conceptualised as the social processes that must take place over time for the institution to be formed and affect society and its compartments as a whole in a stable manner. Here, stability does not necessarily infer a securing of social order, in that organised crime, political and financial corruption and fraud may easily be defined as organisational elements within an institution. In this regard, stability refers to the features that encourage the forging of relationships within a community of any kind. Normativity is considered as the feature of an institution that permits it to regulate its interactions within society and between social groups and individuals. There are ample definitions of the term ‘institution’ in social theory, referring to large groups or important associations, or the identification with environmental or cultural effects (Jepperson, 1991). However, given the level of emphasis to those various identifications, there seems to be a mutual understanding that institutions make up the constituent core of society. 

There is also something of a collective consensus that institutions represent the more enduring features of social life, that they tend to be reproduced and that they serve to structure and organize social action and hence are the most important constituent components of society. (Mohr and Friedland, 2008, p.421).

This approach became a relevant area of inquiry for the significantly central and controversial theoretical standpoints related to modernity and postmodernity. This focused on the controversial aspects of such dichotomies as subject and object, action and structure, and agency and structure in social theory (Delbridge and Edwards, 2007). Contributions to institutional analyses tend to lean towards the understanding of Friedland and Alford (1991), put critically as a “retreat from society”. Eventually, the authors posited the significance of societal context in understanding individual and organisational behaviour. An adequate social theory, in their opinion, must include the following three levels of analysis. As individuals as competing and negotiating elements of society; organisations formed around conflict and coordination; and institutions explained with contradiction and interdependency; and the authors propose an amalgamation of all three levels. 

Individual action can only be explained in a societal context, but that context can only be understood through individual consciousness and behaviour. We conceive of these levels of analysis as “nested,” where organization and institution specify progressively higher levels of constraint and opportunity for individual action. (Friedland and Alford 1991, p. 242).

In their definition of institutions, Mohr and White (2008) emphasise a similar line of thought to the understanding given above. They consider that what constitutes the very essence of an institution is its relational subsystems/social divides, that is, the “agentic” with the structural, the symbolic with the material, and the micro with the macro structures of social organisations, all of which are articulated into a structured whole. The authors propose that relationality and duality are the key analytic principles in empirical research into the modelling of social institutions. In the past, several neo-institutional approaches, characterised by a combination of cultural-cognitive emphasis and trans-organisational operational processes, have focused on such cultural elements as professional knowledge systems. This was most notably seen in the studies undertaken by Meyer and colleagues (Jepperson, 2001), which paid close attention to such macro-structural carriers as international organisations and the state. In addition, notable for its focus on normative elements and the attention paid to different levels, ranging from individual organisations to society, the traditional institutional approach in sociology has been kept very much alive (Scott 2008).  Despite the extensive studies in the field, Mohr and Friedland identified an important theoretical gap in institutional literature resulting from the unattended empirical studies charting the relationships between different institutions and institutional fields. “The concept of institution became an increasingly invisible medium, like water for fish. Institutions were everywhere and nowhere in the social sciences.” (Mohr and Friedland, 2008, p.422).

It is equally important to point out that most institutional studies are concerned with social stability, as a socially reproductive process that underlines institutional order at three differentiated levels; regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive. These vary among each other over time for different institutions depending on their context and level of analysis (Scott, 2008). 
Institutional theory aims to conceptualise these social relations in dynamic processes such as institutionalism, seeking to conceptualise how institutions operate; how they emerge and establish themselves; which relationships influence institutions in stability or conflict and constraint; how all these elements change; and how these changes influence other features of the institutions. In this regard, the character and relationship between institutions and individuals, as participants, are the core source of controversy in the varying definitions and analysis of institutionalism. The concepts of control and action, used to identify both individuals and institutions, and rationality based cognition, as a mode of individual action and control, are considered to be structured within organisational activities and social control. This is made possible through basic assumptions that are mostly formulated as ‘taken for granted’ explanations of the modernist understanding of social theory, being rationality and objectivity. Both individuals and institutions act as agents engaging in rational behaviour. Based on the positivist understanding of modernist thought, the consciousness and capacity for reasoning in the individual is considered to be external; that is, individuals become meaningful social constructs under the conditions of the patterns of structured acts and the means of control of institutional relations. Individual choice and preference, as acting agents is seen as compatible, and supports the efficient and competitive basis of institutional social relationships. The rational behaviour of the individual thus becomes compatible with the rationality of the organisational behaviour that ensures the stability and conformity of the social order, in functional terms. 

The formal character of an organisation, built on rules and regulations as legal formulations, provides the institution with legitimacy, together with a rational basis of institutional logic. Such an understanding of institutionalism, based primarily on the rationality of agents and the objectification of individuals as external to institutionalised structures, are further conceptualised as social constructs. In old institutionalism, formal, legal and objective structures exist independent of human action; while in new institutionalism, they are socially constructed. In old institutionalism, individuals make social relationships meaningful through their cognitive acts, but in new institutionalism, they actively construct meaning within the institutionalised setting. That is, the objectification of the individual action as meaningful in structured organisational relations are conceptualised as socially constructed processes. Although constructionist perspectives aim to integrate individuals on a rational basis and as participants of the institutionalisation process, however, it is the organisational environment, as a structural social relationship, that remains as the primary agent in institutionalism. 

Although the rational basis of institutionalism, in its ideal form ensures conformity and stability in the social order, it is not immune from potential constraints. The integral relationships of two structural environments, institutional and technological, might create constraints in terms of the latter creating pressure to adapt technological innovations to the environmental features of the institutions: the controversy of loose or tight coupling. The rational and regulatory assumptions of institutionalism consider that to be a complementary interaction, however, whether this is loose or tight, it can lead to such an environmental constraint in institutionalism. 

The second potential source of change to the established composure of an institution could originate from ‘exogenous shocks’ and/or internal constraints and tensions within the existing structure. Under these conditions, institutions facilitate or initiate new actions or eliminate existing arrangements in response to the newly proposed changes. “Institutional arrangements are seen as path dependent, that is, emerging as a result of pre-existing institutional formations and the affordances and constraints provided therein.” (Meyer and Rowan, 2006, p. 10). In addition, after the initial adaptation, relationships could intensify, thus creating the conditions for new changes. Related to this issue, Baker (2006) identified endogenous pressures and counter-pressures such as the market-based growth of private institutions. 

Another controversial issue in institutionalism is isomorphism, in which similar institutional environments develop similar functions, and in which structures are conventionally central to cognitive institutionalism. Isomorphism emerges mainly from the homogenising influence of the features and arrangements of the organisation. On this issue, Bernasconi proposes,

cognitive institutionalism with its special emphasis on the legitimation of new organisational schemata, and the subsequent diffusion of such schemata through the principle of isomorphism can be extended not only to explain events in higher education but also to explain the diffusion of highly rationalized forms of management. (Bernasconi, 2006, cited in Rowan, 2006, p.209).

This diffusion by way of isomorphism may be realised to varying and different degrees from the already-established institutions of the centre to peripheries; from ideal forms to real institutions; from common to specific models; and from a global basis to local settings. 

Seeking to understand the diffusion and institutionalisation of change in formal organisational structures, Tolbert and Zucker (1983), identified two highly debated approaches to explain formal structures in organisational theory. The first approach defines organisations as rational actors that exist in complex environments in which the adoption of policies or innovation is diffused according to the extent of their effectiveness or efficiency. The second approach views organisations as being captivated within the institutional environment, and intrinsic to the given organisation, stressing the legitimacy of the organisation within the wider social structure for the diffusion of innovation or policy. Their findings suggest that patterns of individual and organisational behaviour vary institutionally, and that bureaucratic structures are not readily reproducible across sectors and nations. Studies concerning the adoption of new organisational forms, such as multi-divisional forms, personnel practices and employee rights in corporations or civil organisations reveal that while technical or social attributes may account for their early adoption, their effect declines over time. 


2.2. 
Criticisms of the Classical Understanding of 







Institutionalisation



2.2.1. General Criticisms
 Friedland and Alford (1991) criticised the classical understanding of institutionalisation at a very general level, related to the retreat of social sciences from society. In this regard, institutionalisation has been conceptualised based on the utilitarian individual and power-oriented organisational behaviour, without placing them in a societal context. The authors argue that if society is to be analysed in a non-functionalist, non-determinist manner, it must be considered as an inter-institutional system of both supra-organisational activity (carried through material life in time and space) and symbolic systems both rational and trans-rational. Another means of retreating from society is through the isolation of organisations from their institutional or societal context. This has been reflected in early assumptions that give priority to organisational drives towards the rationalisation and control of the institutional environment and its conflicts with other organisations. Conceptualising institutionalisation as an inter-institutional system and a supra-organisational activity, both in time and space, and also as a material and symbolic system not only based on the rational, but also on the trans-rational, could be construed as a very basic and important emphasis that comprehensively links the institutional dynamics in larger societal relationships.
Another critical perspective that seems to identify and clarify patterns of institutionalisation is the common sense assumption of the separation of agents’ interests from the institutional arrangements and frameworks. March and Olsen (1984, cited in Lane, 1993) criticise and resolve this separation, arguing first, that they are interrelated, and second, that institutions should be given priority and placed before interests. 

DiMaggio and Powell (1991) adopted a different focus in their criticism, considering new institutionalism as a renaissance, given its extensive reaction to the behavioural approaches of early institutionalists. The more recent scholars articulated action, based on individual choice that is closely related with institutional arrangements proposed by the approaches of political economy and functionalism (Ingram and Clay, 2000). Early institutionalist formulations are “either largely descriptive and historically specific or so abstract as to lack explanatory punch.” (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991, p.2). Early institutionalisation has also been criticised by Tolbert and Zucker (1983), who claim that the grounds on which the competitive interaction between organisations, technology or organisation-specific environmental conditions that homogenise organisational forms cannot be explained only by efficiency. 

It should also be noted that not all institutions, whether formal or informal, are legitimate. Illegitimate organisations, such as those engaged in organised crime or political corruption, and institutions like marriage and ballots could become misguiding under conditions in which they have a synchronizer influence on contextual or environmental conditions, such as the influence of international markets on national and local economies (Jepperson, 1991).



2.2.2. Taken for Granted Accounts and Assumptions

Related to the general areas of criticism, a widespread interpretation of the early/old institutional understanding is directed to its taken-for-granted assumptions. Jepperson (1991, p.149) proposed a short but critical description of institutions as “socially constructed, routine-reproduced, programme or rule systems … that operate as relative fixtures of constraining environments”. In this definition, what seems to be critical is the emphasis on the ‘relative fixtures’ of the environmental constraints formulated by the general taken for granted assumption of the early institutional perspectives. This assumption highlights the contradictory relationship between the actor’s identity and the corresponding practice. 
It is important to point out that the taken-for-granted assumptions of institutional perspectives are used at both at a micro level, at which Zucker (1977) relates them to cultural persistence and by DiMaggio and Powell (1983) at a broad level, with a particular focus on isomorphism. This allows the analysis to extend from a societal level to an organisational level (Thornton and Ocasio, 2008). 

The taken-for-granted assumptions of early institutionalism came under criticism for their external or exogenous effects, and for their structurally based cultural characteristics. That is, rather than institutionalised social control, social conflicts and contradictions not inherent, but as structured and institutionalised processes provided opportunities for changing institutional tendencies to be linked with the larger societal relations.

Common ideals, world models and central ideological standpoints assumptions of old institutionalism, are rightly criticised by Meyer, who attributes an important focus to its levelling of the socio-economic differences and bridging religious-moral divisions (Meyer and Rowan 2006). In addition, Ramirez (2006) points out that institutionalisation differs between nations, and at global and local levels; while Levy (2006), focusing on the diversification of tendencies in institutionalisation, criticised explanations that are based on the old institutionalist conceptualisations of isomorphism. 



2.2.3. 
Historical Institutionalism: Relationships between 








Individuals and Institutions 

Specific historical explanations and interpretations of institutionalism are important in explaining the changing dynamics not only uninterrupted time spans, but also temporary time periods. While historical institutionalism can hardly be considered as a particular theory with specific methods, it does focus on the empirical questions of how institutions structure and shape social behaviour.  Steinmo, considering the work of earlier social scientists such as Polanyi and Selznick framed within this approach, claims that “formal or informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions are embedded in the organisational structure of the polity or political economy” (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.6). Although this approach has been criticised on ontological grounds (Hay and Wincott, 1998), it provides four distinctive features, described by Hall and Taylor (1996) that are useful in understanding the relationship between institutions and individual behaviour. First, the basic questions of how actors behave, what institutions do and why institutions persist over time are examined in terms of their calculative and cultural features. Second, this approach focuses on the disproportionate mechanisms of power related to the operation and development of institutions. That is, how and why institutions distribute power across social groups to varying degrees. Thirdly, institutional development occurs according to ‘path dependence’, that is, the same operative forces do not necessarily generate the same result, thus social causation should not be treated contextually for every given situation (Koelble, 1995). The latter point distances historical institutionalists from other approaches, since path dependence simply signifies the idea that institutions reflect a specific historical experience. After experiencing complex struggles among organised groups, if an established institution continues to be effective it can contribute further to the processes of institutional building (Campbell, 2004). This can be seen as a novel explanation of how institutions emerge, develop and exercise their capacity to influence the decisions of individuals; however, this explanation falls short of fully explaining structures or institutional change (Peters, 2000). The last distinctive feature of historical institutionalism is its openness to the contributions of other factors, such as socio-economic development and the diffusion of ideas (Hall and Taylor, 1996).

With the aim of how to make sense of organisational fields (Greenwood and Meyer 2008, and Scott, 2008), new institutionalism became a dominant paradigm for organisational sociology. It came to provide a model for other sub-disciplines of sociology and other areas of social science for tackling questions that rise above the mid-range level of analysis without proposing a determinate social structural totality (Mohr and Friedland, 2008). This level of analysis is useful in explaining the delimiting features of social institutions, the systematic connecting of institutional fields, and observing the articulations between and among different institutions or between the institutional and the meta-institutional levels of social organisation (Friedland  and Alford, 1991). 



2.2.4. Relativity as a Source of Contingency

In its general form, the differentiation of institutionalisation defined in comparative explanations in terms of “degrees of institutionalisation”, Jepperson argues that this is a weak point of the description, considering it to be more appropriate to “compare the relative institutionalisation of institutions within collectivities, or types of institutions across societies, or analytical types of social order.” (Jepperson, 1991, p.151). That is, rather than having a holistic perspective for interventions on societal scope, the relative vulnerability of institutionalisation is suggested as offering an alternative understanding for different levels of institutionalisation: 

An institution is less likely to be vulnerable to intervention if it is more embedded in a framework of institutions. It is more embedded if it has been long in place or more centrally located within a framework. (Jepperson, 1991, p.151).

For Jepperson, institutionalisation should be understood according to its relative properties, judged according to; (a) its particular context; (b) its multiple levels of organisation (primary relative to secondary levels); (c) its centrality (i.e. core institutions, relative to those in the peripheries); and (d) to a particular dimension of the relationship concerned. (Lane, 1993)


2.2.5. Critical Approach to Fields: Bourdieu

The reason for this whole sub-section being devoted to the views of Pierre Bourdieu is mainly that his views support and extend the differentiated dynamics of different levels of analysis of fields that correspond to structured organisational fields and social contexts. His analysis approximates to the multiple, contextual and relative levels of analysis. 

Bourdieu introduced of the concept of “field”, which refers to social arenas that are governed by distinctive values and approaches. As discussed below this concept has important connotations and had a significant influence on the understanding of institutional theorists related to institutional processes (Scott 2008, p.16). First, Bourdieu’s emphasis was on the contested nature of the social field, in which power relations were used to resolve these contests. Within the social field, a network of social relations (Wooten and Hoffman, 2008) structured the actions of an agent. For Bourdieu, fields should be examined as “social phenomena external to any particular actor, but [which] also exist as subjective, internalized mental elements.” (Scott, 2008, p.42). In this form, the concept of field can be taken as a unit of analysis in institutional research, being an organisational field in which an organisation’s actions are structured by the network of relationships embedded in a domain. (Wooten and Hoffman, 2008). 

If the relationship between different institutional fields related to power is analysed in a more general manner, the analysis will lose visibility as a sphere of inquiry, “Institutions are everywhere and nowhere in the social sciences.” (Mohr and Friedland, 2008, p.422). Drawing upon DiMaggio and Powell’s ‘classic’ definition of an institutionally recognised field, Greenwood and Meyer (2008), referring to the institutionalisation of performance art, argued that this developed in a similar way as conventional organisational fields. However, performance art “took a slightly different turn than in other art fields and social movements.” (Wheeler, 2004, p.338), since the institutionalisation of the performance art field necessitates a negotiation of structure and agency; this was identified with emphasis on Bourdieu’s conceptualisation of space of possibles. For Bourdieu, this space of possibles is the relational totality of the positions that artists occupy and the artists’ dispositions, and he believes that any continuity and uncertainty in the confrontation between positions and dispositions can be seen more easily in the artistic field. Bourdieu argues that the position of the pure writer, artist or intellectual, as artists’ space is radically independent from economy and politics:

… space is an institution of freedom, constructed … by breaks, partly cumulative, but sometimes followed by regressions. Owing to its objectively contradictory intention, it exists only at the lowest degree of institutionalization [emphasis mine], … which constitute a tradition of freedom of competition, equipped with its own institutions and articulated by mechanisms of competition capable of providing incentives and gratification for emancipatory endeavours. (Bourdieu, 1993, p. 63)

Furthermore, in the direct relationship between producers and sponsors Bourdieu identifies the field as having relative autonomy: “one can use the resources provided by a group or institution to produce products deliberately or unconsciously directed against the interests or values of that group or institution” (Bourdieu, 1993, p.276). In his later work, he extended this relationship beyond the material also to include the mental “dependence on economic powers and market constraints.” (Bourdieu and Haacke, 1995, p.16).

Bourdieu’s contextualisation of the cultural field is central to the criticisms of institutional theory, since it proposes the need for a multi-dimensional approach for the following reasons. First, because of the relational understanding between the strategies of the artists’ practice depending on their class habitus which is “the system of dispositions common to all products of the same structures.” (Bourdieu, 1977, p.85) and to their objective position within the cultural field. Second, as dispositions of producers and the meaning systems it is essential that there is an overall analysis of the structure of the cultural field. The third reason is the positioning of the cultural field within a relational framework that allows the analysis of cultural fields to be interrelated with structures of power (Johnson, 1993).



2.2.6. Action with and without Agency

The agiatic denominations of individual choice and agency should be analysed as contingent elements. For many reasons, some societies do not conceptualise or give value to abstract individuals. 

The Western experience of individuality, of choice, of freedom, has been institutionally and historically shaped. It is important to note that it is difficult to derive a theory of society from the historical individuality that those institutional transformations created. The trans-historical individual cannot have ontological priority in the theoretical representation of all societies. Dominant institutional logics such as individuality, choice and freedom, when they are imported as they are to other cultures, can carry invisible assumptions. (Friedland and Alford, 1991, p.249).
For the analysis of the potential contradiction in an inter-institutional system, society should be conceptualised as non-functional and operational at the following three levels of analysis; individuals compete and negotiate; organizations are in conflict and coordination; and institutions are in contradiction and interdependent. Under those conditions, individual action can be explained in a societal context, but that context can only be understood through individual consciousness and behaviour. The relevant temporal frame in which these levels are meaningful is when the variation is longest for institutions and shortest for individuals and the spatial extent of the activities is greatest for institutions and least for individuals (Friedland and Alford, 1991).

The empowerment of individuals and the expansion of professions, coupled with a technologically informed environment, contribute significantly to the development of the agency capacity of actors. These tendencies introduce various environments for the enactment of policies related to human rights and equality for both individuals and organisations alike. 


2.2.7. Limitations of Discursive and Network Institutionalism

In organisational studies, the term ‘organisational discourse’ considers the role of language and experience to be deeply mediated by discourses in organisational settings. “In processes of institutionalisation, organisational settings taken as discourses are analysed in terms of concrete experiences of all agents concerned in organisational relations.” (Marshak and Grant, 2008, p.2). Discursive institutionalism is not only a communication of ideas or texts, but also an analysis of the institutional context, being constraining structures that are internal to ‘sentient’ agents that explain how they create and maintain institutions, and change them. (Schmidt, 2010). This analysis thus seeks to understand the dynamics of institutional change “by explaining the actual preferences, strategies, and normative orientations of actors.” (Schmidt, 2010, p.1). However, such an analysis provides explanations that are focused on continuity rather than change, and serve primarily as constraints that can often only be explained by exogenous shocks that are external to institutions. 

In contrast, social network theories in general, and network analyses in particular, are distinctive analyses of society that take ‘relational data’ as the basis (Scott, 2007). That is, social relations are conceptualised as “patterns of ties between actors” as individuals, groups, organisations or nation-states engaged in an interaction.  (Granovetter, 1983). This concept has been used in organisational analysis focusing on issues such as opportunity, productivity, discrimination in the workplace and conflict at intra-organisational levels. The “web of interrelated social norms”, as structured interactive activities of groups and organisations, are built into ongoing relationships of “not only market action, but allocative action within organizations of all types and even with the allocation of nonmaterial scarce resources such as time, attention, and cognitive capacity.” (Nee and Ingram, 1998, p.41). Questioning of how an agency within the organisational field is structured reveals an important scope for analysis of the institutionalisation of norms and values as network relations. 

It is clear that the dynamics of institutionalisation, as processes of a structured and institutionalised web of organisational relations, mostly remain a metaphor for explaining social realities without engaging in location-specific social relations. It is also unclear who controls and regulates these networks and how they are constructed under specific historical conditions. 

It appears that these two schools of thought, with all their shortcomings, are unable to sustain a comprehensive theoretical perspective for an analysis of the complicated dynamics and patterns in the institutionalisation of structured and organised social relations. However, their critical standpoint towards many of the modernist understandings, such as rationality, objectivity, essentiality and universality, provide important clues for comprehending the diversified patterns of institutionalism.



2.2.8. Tensions and Conflicts not Inherent but Social

One of the major controversies of modernist social theory is “conceived as a tension between actors and institutions, often discussed as an opposition between agency and structure.” (Meyer, 2010, p.3). New institutional theorists approached this tension from two major directions. For those utilising primarily ‘critical realist’ perspectives, actors and their individual actions have the capacity to change the environment that constrains and/or empowers them under limited institutional rules; while the constructionist approach considers actors and their actions to be constructed largely by institutionalised systems (Zilber, 2002). The actors in the former are purposive and bounded, and are natural entities, whereas in the latter they are constructed entities. 

Successful institutionalisation of social patterns involves the construction on the social stage of purposive, competent and motivated actors who appear to choose the correct and required actions. (Meyer, 2010, p.5).

Kraatz and Zajac’s study (1996) of American liberal arts colleges is one example of the distinction that is specific to organisations and the environment. Based on the fundamental debate between technical and institutional perspectives in organisational theory, they criticised old institutionalism, using longitudinal data from non-profit educational organisations. According to the authors, the advantage of using this method was that these organisations face strong institutional pressure to conform, and at the same time, strong technical pressure for institutional change. Their work further examined the strength of the explanation of the new institutional theory of organisational change over time. “Temporal dynamics of instances of institutionalisation” (Lawrence, Winn and Deveraux Jennings 2001, p.640) as a unit of analysis, is considered to useful for identifying and predicting the nature of processes of institutionalisation This model presumes the institutionalisation process as an S-shaped curve; characterising diffusion first by a contagion phase and then by a non-contagion phase with the consequence that when an innovation emerges it is diffused and remains diffused throughout the field. They refer to this temporal pattern as “instance of institutionalisation.” (Lawrence, Winn, and Deveraux Jennings 2001, p.627) 

Scholars of institutionalism have almost reached a consensus concerning how the new institutional theory emerged. Meyer and Rowan (2006) criticised the rationality of Western culture, outlining the importance of its legitimacy over efficiency, and conceptualised how institutions evolve in an isomorphic manner when faced with the need to change and maintain their legitimacy. 

 Discussing the emergence and development of fields, Wheeler’s formulations (2004) related to the institutionalisation processes provide fruitful clues to the diversified patterns of institutionalisation. Her study focussed on the contradiction inherent in any art field, where the form and meaning system stands against the classical understanding of the institutionalisation of the artworld, of which its legitimisation is a part (Wheeler, 2003).

Exogenous and endogenous factors and internal and external dynamics create predictable and/unforeseen pressures for change. The socially constructed external environment enters the organisation by creating the lens through which the actors view the world and the very categories of structure, action and thought (DiMaggio and Powel, 1991). While the degree of control of exogenous factors becomes differentiated and these factors assert varied levels of influence on the specificities of organisations, the endogenous factors come into conflict with already existing organisations. This creates new elements and arrangements, that is, pressures and counter pressures from internal logic and arrangements that have a significant impact upon possibilities of organisational change (Carter and Clegg, 2007).

2.3.
Conclusion: Power Relations Demand Reinterpretation
Recent conceptualisations of institutional analysis have been concerned with the ways in which power relations should be reformulated as an integral part of institutionalisation. A general criticism of institutional analyses, as a retreat from society, is reflected in the integration of changing power relations and corresponding political stances. The tendency to separate itself from power and politics has been considered as focusing mainly on the constraints and tensions within and outside the organisational framework rather than addressing questions of conflict, contradiction and hegemony (Lawrence, 2008).

Another critical endeavour of new institutional theory is reformulating the meanings attributed to agency, which has traditional roots of the individual autonomy, rational act and rule based legalised social action in institutionalisation of the agents as structured entities. This limits the plurality and multiplicity of the individual and organisational sources of the power relations that are embedded in the conflicting and contradictory choices and preferences that originate from the pursuit of a variety of interests. This originates from differentiated life experiences. The integration of power relations into the politics of the institutional organisation of society demands a politically constituted and institutionally embedded agency. 

Institutionally based sources of conflict and contradiction have been more clearly reflected in the recent restructuring of the institutional organisation of society, in line with the neo-liberal policies implemented in almost all institutions in the developed and developing world. This reorganisation of society has been most prominent in the key public and private institutions, at both national and international levels, and has even diffused into the local organisational fabric of society. However, such a change led to contradictions and conflicts in the establishment and maintenance of the old and new institutional networks of society, which face multiple demands of the many agents who are looking after their own interests. 

The institutional framework of society and its stable and orderly institutionalisation cannot be reduced into economic organisations or the classical and delimited understanding of utilitarian perspectives and taken for granted understanding of social action based on rational choice and preferences.  As individuals and organisations, agents cannot be considered as simply an outcome of market forces and their mechanisms. The conflicts that originate from diversified interests, which create the social grounds for bargaining, cannot be excluded from the dynamic processes of institutionalism. Thus, all agents can maintain and change their conditions of survival by various means, managing and governing conflicts and contradictions as social processes. The agency itself, and its confrontation with social conflicts, are not inherent, but rather created and reproduced, since it is the reason and the source of conflict that it manages and governs. 

A market is simply a scope and an arena in the organisation of society, incorporating culturally based institutionalisation processes. It can be reduced neither to economics nor to the allocation and distribution of the values created through standardised activities of the collective individual. Institutions and individuals are fields in which social and cultural values and norms are internalised and realised through life experiences as part of the institutionalisation processes. The active endeavours of individuals and organisations in the creation of valuable products are not simply commodities with a market value in terms of cost. That is, not all products have a market price, as many valuable assets of life, such as honour, status, prestige, satisfaction, hospitability and pleasure are beyond the measure of market prices, although they are effective sources of demand and interest among agents. 

Subsistence sources and means of survival in non-commodity forms detached from market-based activities, such as domestic labour, informal structures of the economy and the use of family/household labour in agriculture and industry still have an important share in the organisational life of the majority of the population of the world, even in highly developed capitalist societies. “Households not only produce goods, they produce gender.” (Berk, 1985 cited in Friedland and Alford, 1991, p.235). 

The evaluation and the interpretation of the reasons behind choice and preferences should not be reduced to actions of the rational or irrational, but should be determined in terms of how they are interwoven. Agents are rarely labelled and characterised with the common sense and taken-for-granted delimited meanings of such a duality. As a constitution of contradictory life experiences, agents choose and put their preferences into action under specific, concrete and historical processes of institutionalisation. 

Despite the diversified involvement of institutional theory within different disciplines of the social sciences, the scope of inquiry, as new-institutionalism is being extended into three basic but crucial areas of criticism. First, is the agentic understanding of institutional environments (Meyer, 2010; Suddaby, 2010). Second, is the negligence of the role of the state and the power relations that are active in institutional change (Clegg, 2010; Meyer, 2010). Last is the role of markets, as an organisational field, more exemplified in institutional entrepreneurship (Suddaby, 2010; Battilana, Leca and Boxenbaum, 2009). 

In the last few decades, not only in developed societies, but also in the developing world, there has been a major shift and transformation based on neoliberal ideas related to the institutional basis of society. State-based and public-oriented spheres of society are passing through a period of radical liberalisation and privatisation. This is manifested most prominently in organisational dynamics, and mainly reflected in market relations. This necessary reconceptualisation of the constituted and embedded character of the institutional basis of society mainly focuses on changing market relations and economic behaviour, and this change is having a significant impact on the differentiation of the variety forms of institutionalisation. It has become difficult to understand institutional dynamics and organisational arrangements based on the old institutional conceptualisations of taken-for-granted assumptions of objectified and rational based action and control. The changing institutionalisation dynamics of society have made it more apparent that the organisational frameworks brought new and deeper constraints and tensions, not only in maintaining existing organisations, but also for the newly established institutions. “Thus, on the basis of institutional and historical dynamics, institutional change based on conflicting settings of organisations reflecting power relations have become interest-based constructions of institutionalisation of organisations,” (Bidwell, 2006, p.44).  This is realised through major changes in institutional frameworks and organisational dynamics in both state-based and public-oriented non-profit institutions, as well as in capital and market-based private-oriented profit-seeking organisations. 

It is apparent that these transformative major changes are historically specific and “are not only limited to beliefs, values, choices and preferences but are conditioned by the processes of socialisation and learning and the latter are constituted in diversified life experiences” (Bidwell, 2006, p.37). These changes also altered significantly the views concerning the control, direction and execution of institutional fields. Administrative, managerial and governing practices and necessary organisational reformulations and rescheduling in terms of their potentially authoritative, bureaucratic, commanding tendencies of control and legislative measures are used to secure stable and orderly social relations. It is no longer appropriate to rely on rational choices and preferences shaped by economic behaviour and market relations and are reduced to commodity-based exchanges. The impacts of such major transformations demand a re-conceptualisation of the isomorphic and easy coupling understanding of old institutionalism under the changing environmental and technologically informed imperatives of the organisations. 

Renewed interpretation and the critical evaluation of the institutional analysis of the society incorporate and reflect changing tendencies in the new institutionalist analysis. These tendencies are embedded and constitutively formed in relation to the changing power relations of the institution and the organisational dynamics of society. Individuals and organisations can no longer be seen as agents in the simplified and narrowly based understanding of the term. That is, social actions based on the rational behaviour of free choice and preferences and its objectification being external to reason and consciousness have delimited the agentic potentials of the agents concerned. In this regard, agents are both the cause of conflict and the source of empowerment, which can be initiated for the resolution of conflicts in institutions and the corresponding organisation of society. Based on diversified means and the conditions of experiencing both opportunities and constraints, the agency is constituted through the conflicts that are embedded in the social relations. The latter are created and resolved within the power relations that are internal to the institutionalisation of society. The sources and reasons behind the conflicts and their resolution should be sought in the plural and multiple bargaining capacities of the agents. This capacity cannot be reduced either to a rational-based autonomy or to legally based rules and regulations, which are mostly used to legitimise the stable and orderly management and governance of the state and market-based public and private organisations. 

Recent transformative changes in line with neoliberal policies, at both local and global levels, have had a significant impact on the character of the institutionalisation of society. Thereby, changes in its organisational forms have been realised in a comparatively short period, and widely exercised at all spatial levels of organisational life. While the state has been decentralised and public-based institutions have been marginalised or replaced by private institutions, control and management has been passed on to higher ‘independent’ commissions, committees and boards. Meanwhile, the private sector has developed its own institutional network, and filled the gaps left by the state. Both of these transformative changes have extended the scope of the plurality and multiplicity of choices and preferences, as well as the alternatives for monitoring individuals and institutions. Such changes are agentic capacities for their organisational involvement and commitment that create opportunities to realise their goals. 

The decentralisation of the state in the primary spheres of the institutional fabric of society is not limited only to its direct involvement in the economic sectors, but also to its social welfare institutions. This has provided extensive and sometimes “uncontrolled” means and opportunities for the emergence of large corporations, in which power is centralised and concentrated at local and global levels. In turn, the latter level has applied pressure to decrease the competitive character of the market, reducing the bargaining capacities of the agents towards resolving the confronted constraints and conflicts. The evaluation and interpretation of these transformative changes, with their histories of particular pressures from both internal and external sources at local and global levels demands a complex analysis of the changing features of the organisational dynamics and patterns of institutionalisation in society. 
3.
Artworld and the Field of Art: 










Institutionalisation of Art


3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the conceptualisation of the institutionalisation of art (IoA), which provides the base for the construction of the research problem of this thesis. It  contains a critical summary of the controversial discussion of ‘what art is and what it is not’ in the available literature. The purpose is not only to question the definition of art but also to link it to IoA as an artworld and a field of art. 

First, it is necessary to define ‘art’ as a social category in order to discuss its institutionalisation and apply that concept to the target country in this thesis. Although the controversy concerning the nature of art necessitates a complex analysis of the questioning of aesthetics, its social character is apparent in the literature of art and its institutionalization. Dickie’s introduction to the analysis of art as an artworld initiated a vast literature and provided interpretations and criticisms for the analysis of art as a social category (Dickie, 1969). His second more elaborated and focused work (Dickie, 1997 [1984]) entitled Art Circle directed attention towards the conceptualization of art as an ‘art circle’ rather than an artworld. With the intervention of Becker (2008 [1982]) and the influential theoretical contributions of Danto (1964), the questioning of art, in several respects, departed from philosophical and aesthetic content and concentrated more on the social and cultural features. Here, the intervention of Bourdieu with his extensive scope of analysis in conceptual and operational terms had an immense impact on the formulations and analyses of art in general and specifically about its institutionalisation. Bourdieu’s analysis not only prepared the base for comprehending art and its institutionalisation as both an artistic and cultural field, but also provided a scope of analysis at the societal level. 

This chapter discusses art and its institutionalization by tackling the main controversy of ‘what art is and is not’. To achieve this aim, I will discuss the views of George Dickie, Arthur C. Danto, Howard S. Becker, Walter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio on the artworld. I will use this discussion as the theoretical base for the formulation of the research problem of this thesis presented in the following chapters. 

The conceptualization of and the controversies concerning issues of the artworld and the field of art are closely related and offer substantial insights into IoA. In its very basic form, the artworld is composed of artists, works of art, its ‘public’ (as audience, readers, listeners, spectators and others) and the related systems of art. The concept of the artworld encompasses all the different art forms. Thus, as discussed in this chapter, the concept of artworld, in methodological terms does not differentiate between the various forms of art in theoretical terms; it is not specifically a theory about contemporary art per se. 

Institutional theory in general, the framework and processes of institutionalisation are considered in this work as a means and a tool to analyse social relations that are structured and institutionalized as organizational relations. However, it is of central importance for the formulation of the research problem that the endogenous and indigenous constraints and conflicts that exist in the wider social relations in different sectors of society at the local and global levels are not integrated into the theoretical analysis provided here. Similarly, those social relations organized in institutionalized forms are integral to the major social categories such as ethnicity, race, class, gender, and others are not incorporated into the theoretical discussions presented in this chapter. 

Taking art to be a social category, it is challenging to consider whether art differs in theoretical and concrete forms from other social categories. Art is differentiated from other social categories with its epistemological and ontological aesthetic content. Thus, the task of relating this content to the social and cultural character of art and IoA is an interesting task. Although the ontological basis of art can hardly be refuted, its epistemological and methodological nature is controversial. The analysis of art and its institutionalisation involves both philosophical and aesthetic issues. However, in this thesis, its social and cultural analysis will be the primary aim. 

The constituent parts of the artworld are different from the elements of other social categories. In social and economic terms, if it is not possible to relate artists with individuals (worker), works of art with products, consumers of art (public) with the consumption of services or commodities; and the organizational frameworks of art with economic enterprises, then the analysis of art necessitates a theoretical and possibly a philosophical understanding.

Parallel to this question, we can argue that the ongoing controversy of subject versus object and the agent versus structure dichotomy of social theory can have a different form if the constituent parts of the artworld differ from the individual versus structures in the social analysis. In theoretical terms, challenging this controversy at a higher level of abstraction demands modernist and postmodernist explanations of social analysis. This is the reason why IoA with its wider scope of analysis has occupied not only the scholars of traditional and contemporary modernism but also the structuralist and poststructuralist scholars. The question of what art is and its analysis has challenged almost all scholars of art not only in the history of philosophy but also in the extensive scope of the social sciences. 

Based on its dichotomic analysis, the classical and traditional understanding of modernity, i.e. agents and structures, restricts the analysis of art. In line with this, an analysis based on objective and constructive epistemologies would delimit the analysis of art. This is why formulations such as an artworld and the field of art necessitates an analysis of its constituent parts (artists, works of art, and the public) in terms of contextual, relational, social and cultural frameworks and processes. In theoretical terms, the tendencies to question what art is not only broadens but also challenges the orthodox modernist understanding rooted in a dichotomic analysis and its basic assumptions of rationalism, determinism and essentialism. 

Thus, the question of how agents, as artists, the public (consumers and mediators of works of art) and systems of art as an artworld and/or field of art necessitate a theoretical analysis that is beyond objectified and constructed agents and structures but considers various constituted elements as an artworld. Since institutional dynamics are considered to be constituted, they can no longer be considered as independent elements. In addition, they cannot be explained in terms of their connections to societal categories such as the role of the state, capital, and market relations that are external to conceptualisations of what art is and how the artworld is constituted.

Based on such an understanding, this chapter aims to deal with the controversial philosophical questions related to art and its social and cultural explanations related to its institutionalisation through an analysis of the artworld and the field of art. The focus here is on the views and formulations of prominent scholars who have extensively influenced the related literature in a theoretical and empirical scope. This chapter first presents a discussion on the significance of IoA by discussing its philosophical and ‘functional’ character and then tries to conceptualize it with the views of George Dickie, Arthur C. Danto, Howard S. Becker, Walter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio on artworld and Pierre Bourdieu’s on the field of art. 


3.2. Institutionalisation of art

Institutionalisation, in its traditional understanding, brings to mind the formal, rational functional, even bureaucratic analysis of patterns of modernization of society. However, in contemporary analysis, together with cognitive and behavioural views, the emphasis is on the cultural character of the patterns of institutionalisation of organizational relations. The question is how the fields of cultural production constitute and modify these relations (Kirchberg and Marontate, 2004). This provided an important basis and means of understanding that assisted in the analysis of art and its institutionalisation. We can consider new institutionalism as a critical approach that aims to question the changing character of institutional and organizational relations, focusing more on internal frameworks rather than external dynamics and processes.

New Institutionalism responds to the working methods of artistic practice and furthermore, artist-run initiatives, whilst maintaining a belief in the gallery, museum or arts centre as a necessary locus of, or platform for, art and conventional art institutional time frames, programming and staffing structures, distribution mechanisms and marketing strategies no longer address the needs of contemporary artists or their work. (Doherty 2004, p. 1).

In the last few decades, the interest and focus of analysis have developed into relational, historical and social analysis of networks, cultural experiences and production, consumption and distribution of different forms of organizational changes in contemporary art (CA) practices. Specifically, the allocation of increased funds and urban spaces not only altered the role of museums and galleries but also led to an intensification of artistic and curatorial practices to be realized in different forms of biennales. 

There is a tendency that the change of focus of analysis of the individual character and artists’ social and economic histories has become ideological and cultural. The latter emphasis has significantly changed the conventional analysis that has been limiting the possible impact and influence of art on individuals and society. 

The agency of artists, patrons, governments, and audiences shaped and reshaped art practices where institutions no longer directly and singularly determined structures, values and norms. The emerging importance of agency changed and transformed the fields of cultural production in the arts during the 20th century (Kirchberg and Marontate, 2004).

Institutional analysis thus transformed its understanding beyond its focus on the rule and regulation governed perspectives of organizational frameworks and behavioural tendencies to the ‘world’ and ‘field’ of artistic activities. In the constituted scope of worlds/fields of art, artists, works of art, art systems and their ‘public’ acted in the production and consumption of the subjective and objective forms of cultural practices. 

From 1960s onwards, first art philosophy and then art sociology gave birth to a stream of theories, describing and analysing the dynamics of the world of arts. This was in reaction to the difficulties encountered when attempting to understand artworks as artefacts with particular distinctive features that are produced by the unique activity of artists. Most of them focused on the relationship between the production of art and the reception of it, they mainly studied the domain of production; less emphasis on distribution and reception to understand how arts function in society. (Maanen 2009, p. 7).

This chapter focuses more on the conceptual and theoretical questioning of organizational changes than the various forms of artistic practices. Arthur Danto introduced his notion of ‘artworld’ (Danto, 1964) as a response to the aesthetic understanding of the 1950s and 1960s. He asserted that in works of art one should be able see beyond what the “eye cannot descry” (Danto 1964: 577). Art as a social and historical issue is considered a constitution of relational forms of practices and frameworks of artists, museums, collectors and others. Such a theoretical and historical understanding has significantly influenced the traditional aesthetic understanding of art.

In the 20th century, the aim of questioning and understanding how to define art engaged philosophical formulations that mainly referred to the formalist and expressionist conceptualizations. L. Wittgenstein, M. Weitz and W. Kennick, and others were highly influential scholars of the debate who questioned the possibility of formulating and defining the necessary and sufficient conditions of art (Carroll, 2000).

In his article on the artworld, Arthur Danto (1964) provided theoretical explanations negating the ‘impossibility’ of the conditions of necessity. Similarly, George Dickie (1974) formulated and extended the artworld concept that had a significant impact on the discussions of the institutional theory of art. In the last few decades, Richard Wollheim and Joseph Margolis contributed to the task of defining art along with several other scholars including Marcia Muelder Eaton, Monroe Beardsley, Terry Diffey, Harold Osborne, Jerrold Levinson, Jeffrey Wieand, Richard E ldridge, Lucien Krukowski, Susan Feagin, James Carney, Richard Lind, William Tolhurst, and Robert Stecker. (Carroll 2000) The controversy actively utilized reformulations that have a significant impact on the institutional, structural and cultural questioning of art and its institutionalisation. 



3.2.1. From Functionalism to Institutionalism

It is important to question how organizational relations may influence the functioning of arts in society. The theoretical formulations focusing on historical basis of art provided a wide scope of institutional formulations that question the link between functionalist value and function based analysis. 
Something’s being a work of art is a matter of its having a particular status. This status is conferred by a member of the Artworld, usually an artist, who has the authority to confer the status in question by virtue of occupying a role within the Artworld to which that authority attaches. (Davies 1991, p. 218).

Here, Davies favours an institutional rather than a functional understanding. Although it is circular, this historically and culturally informed institutional definition focuses not on functions but on the possible forms of contribution of the value of art to the society. 

Aesthetic objects differ from ... directly utilitarian objects in that their immediate function is only to provide a certain kind of experience that can be enjoyed in itself (Beardsley 1958, p. 572). 

Determining the link between the institutional character of art and its cultural meaning necessitates the integration of the roles that differ in terms of disinterested and interested perceptions and the differences between aesthetic and artistic understanding. This is also central to the nature of the operation of art in society in relation to production, distribution and reception of art, and its contextualization. The questioning of the functionality of art directs attention to ‘ends’ in contrast to a focus on structures and processes (Maanen 2009, p. 13). The assumption is that the latter aspects differ in different cultural and historical settings that demand the questioning of not only the functionality but also the controversial views of philosophical roots of what art is and what it is not.



3.2.2. 
From Philosophy to Institutionalisation: Controversy of the 




Philosophy of Art

Weitz (1993 [1956]) is engaged in neo-Wittgensteinan criticisms of ‘open concept’ and ‘family resemblance’ conceptualizations in defining art, seeking necessary and sufficient conditions as the common elements. Weitz, in his article "The Role of Theory in Aesthetics," argues:

New conditions (cases) have constantly arisen and will undoubtedly constantly arise; new art forms, new movements will emerge. … The very expansive, adventurous character of art, its ever-present changes and novel creations makes it logically impossible to ensure any set of defining properties. (1993 [1956]), p. 196).

Weitz concludes that any definitions would inevitably be closed, unalterable and unpredictable (Davies, 2001), thus would limit theoretical explanations and analysis. In addition to the limitation of open-endedness, Weitz (1993 [1956]) reconfirms his view by arguing that works of art resemble each other in an interrelated constitution; that is, family resemblances. Davies (2001) argues that this is not related to its definition but mainly due to unforeseeable nature of the artwork. Here, it is important not to equate art and artwork as distanced from the practice of art, which would reduce art to a singular and definitive understanding. In contrast to the incompatibility of art being open to everything and every time, definitional standpoints which claim that anything can be art seem to provide liberating means and context, and emancipates the sources of creativity in art.

Weitz (1993 [1956]) supports his argument that we can find essential and unique characteristics such as form, mimesis and expression in the classical understanding of aesthetics, but this is not possible in the theoretical explanations of art. Davies (2001, p. 169) reacts to this by arguing that it is, 

related to ‘artifactuality’, that is human activity is basic for artworks and the latter needs to be distinguished in terms of its classificatory and evaluative meaning. Artwork belonging to an artefact is classificatory explanation but its evaluative meaning is related to its substantial and actual value. 

By seeking similarities in works of art, paradigmatic examples of works of art can be connoted. Here, the definitional approaches focus on the unique properties rather than the necessary and sufficient conditions (Carroll, 2000; Maanen, 2009).

Seeking the criteria to differentiate art from non-art based on the necessary and sufficient conditions of similarities cannot be agreed upon since everything resembles everything else in some respect. Therefore, this attempted differentiation is contrary to the logic of resemblance and including additional conditions would be a circular argument.

In relation to the understanding that ‘every work of art can be considered as art’ gives the artist the freedom and opportunity to present any work as a work of art. For Arthur Danto and George Dickie, artworks are hardly distinguishable from the ordinary objects if they bear any meaning in conceptual terms. The significance of seeking necessary and sufficient conditions would levy important limitations on endeavours of art. 

A further critical elaboration related to the family resemblance approach can illuminate the relevancy of the conceptualization of the artworld as a feasible understanding of art in general and of its structural and institutional character. 


Essentiality of genesis: Mandelbaum’s contribution 

Mandelbaum (1965) argues that in order to have an authentic and real resemblance, it must be related to and based on a relevant crucial and essential mechanism and/or a foundational genesis. If this is not the case, the family resemblance approach is taken only in terms of the perceived, expressive and manifest similarities. Mandelbaum’s criticism shows that only the non-manifest genesis properties related to their historical, social and cultural context should be sought and taken into consideration in defining what art is and is not. Danto relates such genesis of artworks to art theories and Dickie considers the status of art in terms of its institutional character, lately defined as an art circle. For Dickie, rather than the apparent manifest characteristics, the issue can be resolved by a context-informed (relational) non-manifest characteristic since an “artefact is a work of art, for Dickie, if it possesses a certain non-manifest property that emerges from the social context of an artworld” (Carroll, 2000, p. 13).


3.3. Art as an Artworld

An artworld as an acknowledged conceptualization for the analysis of art and its institutionalisation should be understood not only in philosophical terms but also in the larger scope of social relations with their historical, relational and contextual bases. 

First, the assumption is that works of art are always presented in an institutional context. These worlds of art have the knowledge of a network of art systems constituted as an artworld. The latter is structured as an interdependent network of participating social-economic actors. In a network, anything can be art and an artworld is a framework that provides a context and rules for works of art. All actors collaborate with awareness to create value in symbolic and material forms. This is constituted by institutional functions and is independent of any individual actors or implementations in specific organizations (Irvine, 2007). With this form, an artworld describes the social and economic conditions that make art possible. It can be considered as a model and the artwork is not visible only in art objects but can be analysed. An artworld relates individual agency (artist, art viewer) to art without questioning what art is and how an artwork becomes an art (Irvine, 2007). The institutional framework is a constituted relationship of artists, artworks and the artworld public.

Having a critical perspective to the conceptualization of art as an artworld, Scholz (1994, p. 314) argues that such a theory “merely describes a structure that relates positions or roles to each other and is silent on the unique intrinsic properties of the individual objects that fill those roles.” Danto rejects, in theoretical terms, those views based on manifest and decontextualized properties that detach works of art from their social and historical origins. Dickie, in a similar way, emphasizes the essentiality of the social context (predominantly of artists and the public) in the relations of creative art (Hemsley, 2009).

The concept of an artworld, as such, has been established and developed through the contributions of Arthur C. Danto, George Dickey, Howard S. Becker, Paul Dimaggio and Pierre Bourdieu that provided an extensive understanding and insight into how institutional approaches changed within historical, cultural and institutional contexts (Maanen, 2009).


3.3.1. Howard S. Becker 

Becker, as a scholar belonging to the symbolic interactionist tradition, offers a sociological analysis of art rather than dealing with the philosophical and aesthetic formulations. When discussing Dickie’s theoretical approach to art, Becker used Dickie’s first book, ‘Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analysis’ (1974). Becker utilized several assumptions and asked four basic questions related to the artworld: who, what, how much, and how many. He formulated the artworld as having the following characteristics: (1) an artist, who works in a cooperative way at the centre of a network, and all the activities of artists are essential for the creation of a work of art; (2) no constraints for defining art except those that “arise from a prior consensus on what kinds of standards will be applied and by whom.” (Becker, 2008 [1982], cited in Maanen 2009, p. 32); (3) no fixed number of people, material and equipment are involved; and (4) although many artworlds are possible, common factors also make it possible to have one artworld. 

For Becker, the relations established between institutions and participants are considered a weak convention of the artworld understanding. In his formulation of the significance of the distinctions between shared conventions and collective activity, the former constitute the production of art, not by cooperative activities of participants. The list of activities concerning what makes art is very informative; an idea has to be developed and executed; the material and equipment to be used have to be manufactured; money is essential for distribution and the latter requires supporting activities; responses and appreciation are important and a rationale has to be created and maintained. 
In relation to shared conventions regarding the relations between artists, distributors and the audience, Becker points out the central and dominant position of distribution systems as follows:

We can understand any work as the product of a choice between conventional ease and success and unconventional trouble and lack of recognition. (Becker, 2008 [1982], cited in Maanen, 2009, p. 40).

Becker’s work is significant; however, his methodology has a greater dependence on observation, and his formulations are more descriptive than analytical. One apparent problem in his analysis is related to the artist’s activity and cooperation. Although cooperative activities provide a particular position for the artist, Becker gives all participants the same status. The resolution of this problem demands a theoretical understanding of what art is. Becker’s descriptive work contributes to new an understanding and formulations of the artworld. In addition, his emphasis on reception being central to his analysis of conventions and the link he formulates between organizational features with the value of art (reception of audiences) are both important. In addition, the emphasis on distribution systems combining both production and reception provided a useful organizational framework for the functioning of art at the societal level (Maanen 2009). 



3.3.2. DiMaggio and Powell

In line with Becker’s focus on conventions, Di Maggio and Powell argue that although institutions bear conventions since they are flexible and responsive, they are open to negotiation and bargaining. Institutional frameworks constructed with rules and norms can be rigid and unaccommodating. Similarly, views of the new institutionalism of the artworld are related to certain concrete and empirical spheres contained in their analysis of the processes of institutionalisation. In their formulation, bureaucracy and other forms of homogenization emerge “out of the structuration (...) of organizational fields.” (Di Maggio and Powell, 1991, p. 63), without necessarily making organizations more efficient. Organizational fields are considered to be central to defining a field “as an interaction among organisational structures of domination and patterns of coalition; information load that is contended; and development of mutual awareness among participants.” (Di Maggio and Powel, 1991, p. 65).

The structuration (or institutionalisation) of a field makes the actors become more similar to one another in forms of ‘isomorphism’. This occurs in two ways; competitive and institutional, and the latter takes three patterns: coercive, mimetic and normative. Further, DiMaggio and Powell consider professional causes of isomorphism as a cognitive and network base. Both run parallel to the structuration of the field, especially in the non-profit sector of the artworld. Although both DiMaggio and Bourdieu focus on fields, emphasising developments in organizational practices and Bourdieu extends his view to encompass a complete theory of field as a cultural analysis (Maanen 2009).



3.3.3. Arthur C. Danto

The first institutional theory of art is outlined in Arthur Danto’s essay (1964) “The Artworld,” in which he proposed the philosophical question: 

What makes a work of art a work of art? Is the beauty or the aesthetic definitive of art? Are aesthetic properties of an artefact responsible for its arthood status? According to Danto, aesthetic properties did not make artefacts into works of art; something else did. (Graves 2010, p. 11).

Danto’s essay introduced and opened the path to institutional theories by arguing that it is not aesthetic properties but the historical and social context which he considered to be the artworld are central: “To see something as art requires something the eye cannot descry -an atmosphere of artistic theory, a knowledge of the history of art: an artworld.” (Yanal 1998, p. 508). 

Danto first provided a philosophical definition of the artworld. It is epistemological and interpretative (hermeneutics) having an operational value for economic and social considerations and it is compatible with Bourdieu’s conceptualization. The field of art for Bourdieu is conditioned or determined by social and economic positions in institutions that require the knowledge and ownership of cultural capital which has a social class identity based on professional and class distinctions. Thus, institutions are socializing structures that function to reproduce cultural capital (Irvine, 2007). A cultural institution has a system of rules, which creates a framework for its operation, a practice. Institutionalisation creates frameworks that set down the rules of practice that endows stability, meaning and value (Graves 2010). In Davies’ view, Danto comments that it is “the artwork’s relationship to the rules, conventions, norms, standards and history of the very institution which determines the relevant facts of the matter.” (Graves 2010, p 25). However, it could be argued that it is not very clear why anyone’s decision should assert a relevancy to any work of art. 



3.3.4. Work of Art is Relational, Social and Contextual

Like Danto, Dickie regards art as a cultural world, as that realm which encompasses all the various aspects of art, but particularly, art as a social-cultural institution (Graves, 2010). 

Dickie’s first version of the institutional theory of art appeared in his 1969 essay, ‘Defining Art’ and then he wrote two books: Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analysis in 1974 and The Art Circle: A Theory of Art in 1997. In his first book, he formulated art as relational, social, and contextual explaining: 

A work of art in the classificatory sense is (1) an artefact and (2) a set of the aspects of which has had conferred upon it the status of candidate for appreciation by some person or persons acting on behalf of a certain social institution (the artworld)” (Dickie 1974, cited in Yanal, 1998, p. 2).

In his second book (1997), he revised his focus on candidate status as follows: 

‘Artefact’: involves intentionality in the "readymade" object. Its status must be conferred either by an artworld agent or context; “candidate for appreciation” means to be considered as an artwork; object may not be appreciated at all, but can be offered as appreciated by the artworld; it is an institution (who is included, what is its "essential core" vs its peripheral group (dealer, curator, collector) (Dickie, 1997 cited in Irvine, 2007, p. 2). 

In his focal emphasis on artefact and status conference, the former is ‘a candidate for appreciation’ that is “experiencing the qualities of a thing one finds worthy or valuable” (Dickie, 1974 cited in Yanal 1998, p. 509). What it means to be a candidate for appreciation is to be an object for evaluation, not an already evaluated object (Yanal 1998, p. 509). To confer the status, Graves (2010, p. 20) states:

Dickie correctly concludes that certain things about the candidate are relevant to the matter of its appreciation, and other things are not. There is always a certain set of aspects of the candidate that counts. This is an extremely important point, for a moment’s thought immediately reveals that it is not always completely clear what counts and what does not. (Graves 2010, p. 21).

For Dickie, it is possible that an artist may not construct an object, but properly contextualizes an object within the artworld and thus recreates the object as something else. If an object is identified and set as a “purposeful human intervention and determined by people.” (Graves 2010, p. 21), it is an artefact and thus institutions make objects as work of art. 


The artworld as the totality of all artworld systems

In his second book (1997), Dickie disconnects his attention from status conference to the agent who confers focusing on the institution that is the artworld. “The Artworld is an abstract place, a framework, in which people do all the various sorts of things that have to do with art” (Graves, 2010, p. 19). From this point, he turns to the interrelatedness of the institutional roles. The role of ‘artist’ is defined, at least in part, by the role of a member in a public artworld. Dickie thus defines the constituent elements of artworld as interrelated, interlocked and inflected. 

An artist is a person who participates with understanding in the making of a work of art. A work of art is an artefact of a kind created to be presented to an Artworld public. A public is a set of persons the members of which are prepared in some degree to understand an object that is presented to them. The artworld is the totality of all artworld systems. An artworld system is a framework for the presentation of a work of art by an artist to an artworld public. (Graves, 2010, p. 30).


The artworld as governed rules

In Graves’ ‘The Art Circle’, the institution of the artworld is presented as rules and roles. He claims that there are two conventional rules, which he conceptualizes as the rule-governed nature of art making: 

The rules establish a way of doing where the public that institute a practice generally recognizes them. On the other hand there are roles which vest the members with the authority to carry out their respective tasks and art can be seen to be a complex of interrelated roles governed by non-conventional and conventional rules. (Graves, 2010, p. 30).


Non-manifest and contextual art 

Graves’ view constitutes the theory that does not focus on the manifest character of an art object in which he is interested in how the object becomes art; and considers the social context of the artworld in terms of the reception and the construction of meaning and value (Irvine, 2007). His institutional theory places the work of art within a wider and complex framework of networks of relations than other theories of art.

There are three most repeated objections to Dickie’s theory; conferred status, candidate for appreciation and circularity. Dickie’s characterization of the artworld as an ‘informally established practice’ is criticized severely by Beardsley. He argues that (cited in Dickie, 2003, p.50) art does not require an institution. For him, status conference is appropriate for formal institutions but not applicable for informal ones. Dickie accepts this objection as follows:

Being a work of art is not, a status that is conferred but is rather a status that is achieved as the result of creating an artefact within or against the background of the artworld. (Dickie, 2003, p. 50). 

He points out that he was misunderstood when he used the term institution for the artworld: 

When I call the artworld an institution, I am saying that it is an established practice. Some persons have thought that an institution must be an established society or corporation and, consequently, have misunderstood my claim about the artworld. (Dickie 2008, p. 430).

In terms of the criticism of candidate for appreciation, Graves (2010), supporting Dickie, points out that he “neither said nor implied” it in his definition of art. On the other hand, the issue of circularity is widely criticized. If the artworld can be defined, then there is no need for any attempt to define art. Dickie accepted that the definition is circular, but he considered it informative: 

The definitions of ‘work of art’ are circular, although not viciously so. In fact, the definitions of the five central terms constitute a logically circular set of terms. … The circularity of the definitions shows the interdependency of the central notions. These central notions are inflected, that is, they bend in on, presuppose, and support one another. What the definitions reveal is that art​ making involves an intricate, co-relative structure, which cannot be described in the straightforward, linear way envisaged by the ideal of noncircular definition. (Dickie. 2003, p. 53).

Graves supports Dickie by arguing that in order to comprehend the artworld, one must run the full circle and the starting point of the circle does not matter since the constituent parts are inflected. Similarly, Kjorup argues that “one must understand the entirety of the institution of art, if one is to understand any of the particular constituents therein.” (cited in Graves, 2010, p. 31).

There is also support for Dickie in his criticism of contingency that the circularity of the artworld should not be considered as a contingent structure of institutionalisation because it differentiates the artworld from other networks of relations by its historically unique features that are not only based on manifest properties. Art-making is not only social; it is also institutionalized and not contingently but essentially institutional (Davies, 1991).  Davies points out that while it may be true that anyone can create an artwork today, this has not always been the case. According to Davies, Dickie’s theory neglects the crucial point of reference to historical conditions and the way it is understood by all parts of the artworld. For Davies, Dickie could avoid the circularity if he acknowledges the “limits of the role of artist, without appealing directly to artworks." (Davies, 1991, p. 112). This requires considering how one becomes authorized as an artist rather than presupposing the role in art making. This would also allow Dickie to escape the accusation that the artworld (as being considered as an unofficial body) has no essential role in art making (Hemsley, 2009). For Dickie, the circularity reflects the inflected nature of the artworld. Davies argues that an account of the history of the artworld (various movements in the history of art) could overcome the circularity. The idea that art-making was once subject to stricter conditions reflects the more conservative understanding of the artworld in past, where its public were less open to unfamiliar artistic mediums. Although Dickie did not make a direct relation to artworld history, he intended a tacit reference to this in his definition that ‘an artist is a person who participates with understanding in making an artwork.’ Here, the word ‘understanding’ refers, implicitly, to the wider historical context within which the current artworld occurs (Hemsley, 2009).


Appreciation and aesthetics: scholar-based criticisms 
In relation to the issue of the candidate for appreciation, Cohen (1973) argues that for anything to be appreciated, it must possess something to be appreciated and he offers a ‘minimal or ground-floor appreciability’ condition that an object would have to satisfy to qualify as an artwork. However, since Dickie wants to keep open the possibility that anything could be a work of art, he does not search for such a minimal condition. Similarly, in relation to appreciation, Danto asserts that Dickie implies an aesthetic appreciation when he mentions ‘the qualities of a thing’. In Danto’s (1981) understanding, this indicates perceptible features of the object rather than the artist’s act or the conveyed ideas of the object. In his second book, The Art Circle, Dickie used the more neutral term, ‘presentation’ instead of ‘appreciation’. 

Furthermore, Wollheim (1987) argues that there must be a reason why an object is or is not considered a work of art. If this reason exists, then it must be part of the theory; if not, there is no logic in the theory. This argument leads to the institutional theory being thought of as incomplete or irrational. Carroll (1994) argues that the definition of art as objected by open concept view must be informative about the qualities of the art object. This is not contemplated and defined by the institutional theory. 


Paths of the extensions of the artworld

The criticisms outlined above are based on the traditional philosophical questioning of art and its aesthetic understanding. They have opened the way for further development in the analysis of art in cultural, historical, and neo-institutional conceptualizations that been formulated by several scholars and are presented below. 


Art as a cluster: Gaut’s contribution

In ‘Art as a Cluster Concept’, Gaut (2000) points out that the emphasis on family resemblance ignored the cluster as a concept in defining art, which is embedded in the philosophy of Wittgenstein. In Gaut's view, a cluster includes a list (and a subset) of criteria for identifying any work as art. It involves no necessary conditions but the criteria are separated (not connected). Gaut stresses that the necessary conditions should not be united or jointly sufficient. Gaut provides some of the criteria that defend cluster concept as an alternative for defining art: the possession of positive aesthetic properties; being capable of expressing emotions that are intellectually challenging; having a formal complexity; possessing the capacity to convey complex meanings; exhibitablity; an exercise of creative imagination; the product of a high degree of skill; being part of an established artistic genre; and a product of an intention to make a work of art (Gaut, 2000). These criteria provide the means and a framework for the further development of conceptual formulations of the artworld.


Consensus without aesthetics: Stecker’s contribution

In line with Gaut’s view of a cluster, in his article ‘Is It Reasonable to Attempt to Define Art?’ Stecker (2000) argues that there is a growing consensus about what should be included in defining art as an artworld. He considers that it should constitute history, functions, intentions and institutional context. One should notice that he does not use aesthetics in his definition. It is important to point out that these are related as structured elements but they are structured separately/disjointly in the artworld. The second point Stecker emphasizes is that more than one definition of art is possible.


Aesthetic inclusion: intentions and functions James C. Anderson’s contribution

Similar to the trend given above that aims to include historical and institutional definitions, in ‘Aesthetic Concepts of Art’ Anderson (2000) tries to formulate his view in aesthetic terms. Anderson considers that having intrinsic values could be considered as aesthetic appreciations that play an important role in defining art. According to Anderson, one could use two meanings of aesthetics that are related to appreciation: descriptive and evaluative. While the intention in creating an artefact is considered to be related to descriptive appreciation, functions are related to evaluative appreciation. The distinction Anderson provides between intentions and their functions in works of art is useful in terms of understanding the dynamics and processes encountered in the artworld. 

In the last few decades, scholars have developed their theoretical views benefiting from criticisms encountered within the dialogues realized in defining art. Below are examples from George Dickie, Joseph Margolis, Arthur Danto, and Marcia Muelder Eaton.


Natural versus cultural art-making: Dickie’s recent contribution

Specifying the necessary and sufficient conditions in defining art is important for Dickie’s institutional theory of art. Dickie reaches one important conclusion after considering the various diversified controversies, which is that art making should be based on the distinction of natural-kind versus cultural-kind activities (Dickie, 2000).


Cultural relativism: the distinct contribution of Margolis:

Similar to Dickie, Margolis (2000) argues in the article, ‘The Deviant Ontology of Artworks’, that works of art should not be objectified using their physical characteristics but should be taken as elements of culturally based historical and interpretative constructions in ‘relative’ terms. This is a particular and radical opinion since very few scholars utilize relativism in the social and cultural definitions of art. 


Embodied meaning: Danto’s current contribution:

The indistinguishable character of the controversies related to defining art from Danto’s perspective was the major challenge to the family resemblance approaches. He proposes that works of art should tell us something attached with an appropriate meaning. That is, from works of art one should seek an embodiment in terms of intention and meaning. Danto argues that a genuine work of art always informs the receiver/perceiver about something. Danto’s second contribution is related to the distinction between real objects and the works themselves. Since both tell of something with its related meaning then both should be considered to be art (Danto, 2000).


From discussion to attention: Eaton’s recent contribution 

In the article ‘A Sustainable Definition of 'Art’ (2000) and her book ‘Art and Nonart: Reflections on an Orange Crate and a Moose Call’ (1983), Eaton states that artwork should be an artefact and its production (its history) should direct attention to its properties. 

Currently, she is trying to reformulate her emphasis on artwork generating direct attention in contrast to the traditional Eurocentric view of artwork, which is defined in terms of being the subject of discussion. Eaton considers the word ‘attention’ in terms of the intrinsic aesthetic qualities as perceived and reflected experiences within a culture. It is clear that her definition is sociological in the sense that it leaves responsibilities to: 

 [those] communities of artists and audiences, of creators and experiencers who act, react, and interact with each other having responsibilities in complex and mutually informing ways. (Eaton 2000, p. 20).

Responsibilities and rights as historical functions: George Bailey’s contribution

Similar to Eaton, George Bailey, referring to the social practices of art in his article ‘Art: Life after Death’, applies the concept related to responsibilities and rights to works of art (Bailey, 2000). He points out that works of art contain rights [image: image3.png]
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that should be understood as the viable historical consent (of audiences, readers) which rests on the survival of the art with its functions. 


The ‘others’ of art: Brand, Davies and Dutton

The contributions of Brand (2000), Davies (2000) and Dutton (2000) are briefly reviewed below. They not only incorporate issues such as the social, cultural and historical character of works of art, but also approach the artworld from a different perspective, that of integrating ‘otherness’ into theorizing art, specifically the art of women and colour. The approaches of these scholars are centrally important since they challenge the theoretical formulations based on a universal understanding of the artworld. 


Sexist and racist art: Brand’s contribution 

In her article on ‘Glaring Omissions in Traditional Theories of Art’ (2000), Brand radically argues that it is difficult to substantiate the objectivity and the democratic nature of conceptualizations of art. This is due to the art of women and colour being ignored and discounted by previous traditional and conservative theories that are based and sustained on male-dominated (sexist) and racist perceptions. In line with such an understanding, she proposes a feminist theory of art and argues that the sexist and racist assumptions that have dominated arguments of philosophical aesthetics are still part of the mainstream understanding. 


Non-western art and transcultural aesthetics: Davies’ contribution 

In his article ‘Non-Western Art and Art's Definition’(2000),  Davies parallel to the conceptualizations of ‘outsiders’ and the theories of ‘otherness’, tries to formulate non-Western art and outsiders in terms of transcultural aesthetics. He argues that not only ‘high-art’ but also ‘small-art’ (such as pottery), if possesses aesthetic properties that are related to its functions, should be considered as works of art. In his view, not only tribal art but also the traditional and folk art of the West meet the latter condition that reflects the cross-cultural and universal character of art. 

Davies proposes that in theoretical terms, the historical and procedural definitions of art and its functional identification are central to the theoretical understanding of aesthetics and its relationship with art. It should be clear that making art is always related to aesthetic aims and thus the artworld should be taken as an important feature and part of the scope of analysis when theorizing about the cultures of different societies. 


Cross-cultural similarities of art: Dutton’s critical contribution

Taking a critical position in contrast to the conservative and traditional understanding that outside the West either art is absent or different, Dutton (2000) also focuses on tribal art. This obviously limits and results in a historical definition of art. However, he argues that drafting a list of similarities that are diversified cross-culturally would be very useful in conceptualizing and theorizing controversial issues in the artworld. 

The summary of the conceptual standpoints presented above, however limited, does provide a basis and means for further elucidating the controversies in defining art and the artworld. They have the potential to be very useful in composing the arguments to address the research problem at hand. 


3.4. Art as a Cultural Field: Pierre Bourdieu

There is a striking parallelism between Bourdieu’s field theory and the new institutionalist understanding. Bourdieu sees modernity as differentiated, semi-autonomous and specialized spheres of action following Weber and Durkheim, the new institutionalist scholars also point out that various competing and semi-autonomous institutional orders; that is, those fields compose and constitute contemporary societies. However, for the new institutionalist, the nature of relations between these fields is, to some extent, contingent. It could be argued that Bourdieu gives priority to the economic field. 

Regardless of the power dynamics among fields, both Bourdieu and new institutionalists emphasize that fields possess some autonomy from external pressures. Once formed, fields or institutions tend to be governed by largely implicit “rules” or “principles of action,” producing a certain degree of internal homogeneity. (Benson, 2006, p. 188).

However, it is essential to note that Bourdieu sees both a historical and ongoing struggle on the formation of institutions and fields. Here, Bourdieu departs from the new institutionalist theory, where he sees the field as an ongoing production of difference created through class relations that have both cultural production and reception (Benson, 2006).

One of the primary concerns of Bourdieu is to conceptualize and understand the nature of the social distinctions and the processes of their societal reproduction. In one of his pioneering studies entitled ‘Distinction: a Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste’ (1984), Bourdieu shows how different tastes (in particular aesthetic tastes) are connected with, and in a sense determined by, levels of education and class background, habitus (or the distinctions between aesthetic and functional dispositions). Habitus, as one of the most central concept of Bourdieu, is considered useful in understanding the opportunities available for art to function in society. That is, the assumption is that differences between social classes are examined by their cultural consumption that finally legitimates the positions of the individuals with respect to their social class. Different habits of cultural production classified as judgments of taste are assumed to play central role in the 

struggle between groups who are enmeshed in struggles for power and privilege, and who seek to impose their vision of the universe and its division on each other (Fyfe, 2007 p. 165).

Bourdieu’s book on ‘The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field’ (1996) is an important text in which he presents his viewpoint in a composite form that is specific to the ways and means in which cultural fields work together; this includes how the laws as well as the mechanisms of the literary field are displayed not only in theoretical but also in empirical terms. 

Bourdieu’s theoretical standpoint is relevant to the analysis of art and its institutionalisation formulated on his field concept. It can be utilized in three interrelated parts; field laws, field dynamics, and institutional context as relations between determination and opportunities for change. These are considered indicative of how organizations as a cultural field have an influence on the functioning of art. As such, art is central and critical to his theoretical understanding since Bourdieu is deeply concerned about finding the means of resolving the problem of agency and structure that has gone beyond the reach of sociological studies. Art, for Bourdieu, provided the scope for “the symbolic aspects of social change and the historical nature of economic logic.” (Fyfe, 2007 p. 164). His concentration on art also provided him with the opportunity to question ‘the autonomous’ artworlds in terms of the extensive scope of modernity and its intellectuals (Fyfe 2007).

Bourdieu could be considered as one of the most influential scholars of the sociology of art in of the last century since he was concerned with the dynamics, processes and the mechanisms of the reproduction of class distinctions for social categories such as education and art. In order to understand the role of art in the diversified forms of functional and aesthetic distinctions, their habitus as a cultural field is central to Bourdieu’s analysis, specifically for the formation and the structure of literary fields. 

According to Bourdieu, the field of art should be analysed in terms of how its laws and functions influence the relationship between opportunities and determinations within an institutional context. The explanations of the constitutive structural character of the objective relations in both transforming and conserving aims of the field is a complex descriptive, imaginative and recreative formulation of the artworld as networks, systems, constitutions of acts and mechanism of distinctions (Bourdieu, 1996).

It should be pointed out that although the criticisms directed towards Bourdieu’s analysis is diversified to an extensive scope of social inquiry, mostly it is closely related to the controversy of the relations between structure and agency. Some of the important criticisms that are directly related to this chapter are presented below. 

Heinich considers that Bourdieu is a representative example of the neo-Marxist tradition (Heinich 1998). She argues that while Becker focuses on interactions, Bourdieu’s main emphasis is on structures of experience. She also refers to Crane (2008), who pointed out that although both Becker and Bourdieu focused on the relationship between social environment and its producers. Furthermore, Bourdieu gave undue emphasis on contradictions between elite and non-elite arts in terms of their basis of class, ideology aesthetics. 

Focusing on the role of artistic autonomy, Gielen argues that Bourdieu concentrated on the rigidity of the organisation and life experiences but undermined the autonomy of agents as independent of structures in the field of art (Maanen 2009).  Gielen provides a more general / overall criticism of Bourdieu that the social mechanisms (habitus) are taken as the compounded and primary, (maybe the only) explanation of the nature of the artistic dispositions in the field (Maanen, 2009). This is, in Bourdieu’s terms, considered as a situation where the structures involved are structured and the external dynamics are internalized as a struggle in the field of cultural production (Maanen, 2009).

On the other hand, Laermans (Maanen 2009) argues that Bourdieu gives undue emphasis to his field theory and the remaining other theories that analyse social behavioural changes are undermined and dislocated in his analysis of the field. In one sense, this criticism is related to the possible impact of the external influences upon the field of art. How the boundaries of the field of art will be formed in relation to other fields external to literary (art) fields and how they will interrelate and penetrate the existing fields are not clearly analysed in his formulations. 

Dorleijn and van Rees (Maanen, 2009) consider Bourdieu’s analysis of the field highly informative and useful for relations between literary institutions. They point out those active organizations play significant roles compared to passive organization on the mutual relationships of literary positions. For this active role, the authors consider that the field is composed of three distinct domains; material production (authors and publishers), symbolic production (critics, education) and distribution (libraries, bookshops), and they consider that distribution seems to play a central role and symbolic nature of production is reflected. However, it is not clear how their use of symbolic production corresponds to Bourdieu’s symbolic capital. 

One other criticism of Bourdieu is related to his omission concerning the work of art. In her study of socio-materiality of the art product, Strandvad (2012) emphasizes that both the art product and social relations are considered simultaneously co-produced; that is, agency is the case not only specific to humans but also for non-human actors. She argues that in the sociology of art led by Bourdieuian views, the analysis is based exclusively on the social causes behind the formation of the art product. She points to the importance of the post-critical sociology of the arts or Post-Bourdieuian (Born 2010) perspectives that focus more on the performative character of artworks. 

The central and basic formulations and conclusions derived and enumerated from the general considerations of Bourdieu’s analysis of ﬁeld theory and its relevance to art in society should be mentioned. First, Bourdieu focused mainly on the artistic dispositions and its corresponding functional positions occupied in the field are internally composed and constituted. Here, habitus connects the social bases (social class) of the collective individuals and their developmental features (role of education) to the conditions and imperatives of the positions held in the field. The change in the position of the field is a controversial issue for the institutional analysis since both external and internal changes are important. However, in Bourdieuan formulations, external constraints seem to be secondary and marginal. Bourdieu resolves this controversy by the autonomy of the field, specifically the degrees of autonomy. Lower degrees of autonomy make the field more vulnerable to external forces and higher degrees play a more effective and functional role on the (class) positions (class) of collective individuals in the cultural field. The concept of power is another tool utilized for this controversy. Although Bourdieu considers that there is a strong link between structure of positions within and outside of the field, his conceptualizations are more directed towards the internal functioning of the field. However, the functionality of art is not external in his analysis. Cultural fields are clearly considered to be under the influence, and part of the field of power. One wonders whether this is the case for different cultures with their historical specificities. 

To conclude, the autonomy of the field is more central to the cultural production than the domain of distribution. Although markets are important for cultural fields, the distribution domain is a sphere where artists and audiences face each other within spaces of possibilities that constitute the dynamics of social relations. 


3.5. Categories of  and the artworld

Critical approaches to such an institutional understanding from any part or angle of society necessitate a criticism of the modernist basis of social analysis (social theory). The term ‘retreat’ is very informative in this situation. That is, old institutionalism in its very general form is considered to be a retreat from society. This actually refers to the limitations of the integration of social relations; specifically, the cultural, economic, and political features of society at large. Their simple integration into the analysis is not sufficient; they should be based on a critical stand of modernity. Thus the formulations of the new institutional understanding incorporating cultural, economic and political features of social relations into the institutional analysis (institutional theory) are meaningful and consistent if they are based on the criticism of the modernist idea.

Retaining the powerful base of the artworld not simply taken as an institutional social construct but a relationality (constitution and embodiment) of the major agents of art; that is, the artists, works of art, systems of art and the art public as the artworld. This stand thus extends the institutional scope of the artworld as related to each other and in relation to all other institutions of society at large. The artworld is thus a constellation of constituted and embodied institutional relations. 

Within this critical stand, not the institutions but the institutionalisation of the social relations of art as the artworld; that is, the relationality of the constitution of institutions, are analysed in terms of their emergence, maintenance and development as processes of institutionalisation. As such, it is a central controversial question for the case of Turkey to answer to what degree and/or how processes specific to arts are established or not. 

Within this scope, the critical standpoint provides clues for understanding the diversified patterns of institutionalisation from the impossibility of institutionalisation to unlimited advantages, and possibilities of institutionalisation not limited to explanatory and descriptive analysis and interpretations based on a critical stand towards modernity and its assumptions. 

Modern art with its conceptual understanding and its practice still dominates the scope and practice of art in Turkey. The changes and developments in the past and recent history of modern art contributed extensively to this domination. As modern art retains its hegemony without developing a critical stand within itself, it marginalizes the domain of CA although the dynamism of CA is an irreversible tendency in the development of art. This is due to the fact that the transformations of life experiences to practices of CA are centrally important sources not only for the extension of the scope of CA but also essential for the criticism and rejection of modern art practices. In relation to these non-manifest features of art, it is better understood as the artworld and its relation with the societal scope if relationality is adopted. Within the scope of analysis of art as the artworld, its criticism as a circularity (Davies, 1991) should not be considered a vicious circle but relationality understood as the interactive relations of the elements of the artworld without utilizing the basic assumptions of modernity. Such an understanding clarifies the circularity of the artworld. 

Historical past of art in Turkey is intensively engaged with and focused on modern art. In the history of the Republican Turkey, art did not easily distance itself from the intensive engagement with modern art. It is still extensively local art. However, its current stage is integral to and necessitates the practices of CA. That is, the level of modern art influences the level of CA. The latter differs from modern art especially at the preparation and production stages and from its institutionalisation. The notion and practice of CA should not only be squeezed into the criticism of modern art; it should be taken as a domain beyond modern art, i.e. beyond modernity resting on criticisms of post-modernity understanding in its diversified scope of interpretations. 

CA is, in its comprehensive scope, related to and integrated into a collective cultural involvement and reflections of the differentiating societal relations of Turkey. Today, CA is a reality of art and culture in Turkey. Although modern art is distinct from CA, they exist together. In that sense, CA is a historical construct. Its roots exist in the history of art and it is considered a delayed phenomenon in Turkey. Its emergence as a major recent art paradigm dates back to the 1990s. It is still debated, however, whether CA is an emerging or already established phenomenon. The existence of CA does not guarantee its institutionalisation. The degree of internalization of CA within the general domain of art is considered an emerging, continuing and developing phenomenon. Since CA has an extensive critical scope within and outside modernity, it significantly has an influential impact upon IoA in Turkey although its general and specific comprehension involves controversial dispositions. The analysis and interpretations of CA can only be clarified in terms of the modernity versus postmodernity distinctions of social theory. 

Within the framework of this study, technological development in general and the new social media in particular play an important role in the IoCA in Turkey. In its changing character of society, specifically the ascending significance of the service sector, mass media, internet technology, communication and transportation technologies, the shrinking of the working class and the state are significant factors that influence IoCA in Turkey. 

The analysis of the different forms of institutionalism; that is, the historical, discursive, network institutionalism and Bourdieu’s contested definition and significance of the field of art, class and habitus are critically taken into account but not integrated into the framework of this study. One major feature of IoCA is seen as a transition from the public and state-based modern arts to private sector and capital-based CA. This transition is questioned in this study in terms of the economics and politics of art as reflected in the knowledge and education of art, culture and cultural policies, civil art initiatives, art market, artists and works of art as briefly proposed below.


Knowledge and education

The universal knowledge of CA related to social theory is an integral part of art in academia. The background and knowledge of CA, at its basic and universal levels, conditions and influences the practice of CA significantly in Turkey. Academic knowledge is important and essential, but it does not constitute the comprehensive scope of the knowledge of CA. Its scope is not limited to the domain of academia since a significant part of the practice of CA is realized outside the academia. The public educational institutions do not provide even the basic formal academic CA knowledge and the private sector takes almost no responsibility in this regard. 

Scientific knowledge still constitutes the basic source of knowledge of modernity-based modern art. CA is critical of such a monolithic source and considers intellectual and everyday knowledge to be essential sources that reflect realities of life. 

Although knowledge of CA is marginally developed and accumulated in comparison to modern art in Turkey, its concentration in a few metropolitan cities creates a severe unbalanced practice of CA at the local level. Modern art is still widely practiced in Turkey especially at the local level. This creates severe limitations to the accumulation of knowledge of CA at the local level although it has a large potential to contribute to IoCA in Turkey. The tendencies of transition from modern art to CA at the local level are assumed to contribute significantly to the IoCA in Turkey. As CA practices widen, the demand for formal and informal sources of knowledge of CA increases at all levels of the practice of art. 

In both its history and current position, the private sector has not taken responsibility and has marginally contributed to education and knowledge of CA, especially in terms of formal and institutional (academic) domains. The increased domination of the private sector over the world of art with an undue engagement with the art market has a negative impact upon the accumulation of CA knowledge and contributes to the widening of the gap with the universal standards. This, in turn, increases the dependence on the global sources of CA knowledge and places CA practice as a subsidiary to the global domain, thus, undermining the possible contribution of local and domestic practices that could be integrated into the international activities of CA. In other words, the limitations and inadequacy of knowledge push CA into the hands of the private sector and the art market at domestic and global levels. Thus, although art education and the accumulation of knowledge of CA have the potential to contribute at both local and national levels, its limited development and accumulation have a severe negative impact on IoCA in Turkey. In addition, such an accumulation has the potential to transform art in academia from modern art to CA. Furthermore, although having an extensive scope of influence, art movements focused and concentrated on modern art do not exert positive pressures on the development of knowledge of CA either in or outside the academia.


In addition, among the media of knowledge, communication in general and the internet platform in particular have a significant role in disseminating and accumulating CA knowledge providing a widening scope of alternative sources and working conditions for artists in Turkey. Furthermore, initiatives, collectives, and groups with their meagre sources and opportunities have been struggling hard to contribute significantly to the accumulation of CA knowledge in Turkey.  


All agents of the artworld are influenced by the level of the current stage of the knowledge of art. Lack of knowledge of CA influences all parties of the artworld. Its limitations are important and its effects are significant. In addition, its current situation does not contribute to the development of CA knowledge and does not provide positive hopes for the future. Furthermore, art both in secondary and higher education is not satisfactory, and the associated infrastructure is insufficient and inefficient at all levels. In many spheres, its general level is significantly low with respect to the universal standards of CA education and knowledge. Although this is the case, it is interesting that the quality of works of CA is comparable with the universal ones. Although Western influence is high, the scope and level of involvement with global CA activities highly differ in terms of domestic and global practices. Although it has a tendency to increase, still few artists and their works attract attention in the international CA circles. Overall, knowledge of art in general and CA in particular is highly dominated by global knowledge and education. Western influence is still high and universal knowledge is transferred to and transmitted from abroad to the national domain. 

One distinguishing point is that within the elements of the artworld, only the advisors and critics of CA fed by the global academic and intellectual knowledge of CA exercise monopolistic power over the practice of CA in Turkey. Unfortunately, their number is very small. This is one of the most important obstacles to and significantly devalues the potential for IoCA in Turkey. 




Economics of art as the artworld



The private sector (capital) has recently become the most organized agent of the artworld. The private sector has become the central variable of the artworld because of the insignificant involvement of the state (economy and politics), civil society (art public, critical artists and initiatives) and academia (knowledge and education) in the sphere of CA. They have almost no competitors in the field of CA. 

As an organized institutionalized body, the private sector uses its social power and dominates and establishes hegemony on CA. The engagement of private capital with art and culture in its history changed from philanthropy to direct investing in and/or sponsoring of art. The retreat of the state from the sphere of art in general and CA in particular and the visibility of the hegemony of capital are among the reasons for this transition. The private sector has turned from consumers of art to investors. 
Recently, private capital has engaged in establishing partnerships with museums or built its own; invested in collecting and commissioning works of art; occupied itself with initiating and realizing large-scale art activities (exhibitions, fairs, festivals and others). Shifting its investments from modern art to CA, the private sector increased its engagement with global art activities, established hegemony over the domestic CA market and aimed to be more integrated into the global art markets. The involvement of the private sector has been extended to finance capital, and private banks, construction, and energy sectors have become major collectors and investors in CA in Turkey, especially during the Justice and Development Party (JDP) rule. 

The involvement of private capital is focused and concentrated in Istanbul rather than diversified at the local level. Its involvement is concentrated more in large-scale art activities exercising hegemony over small art activities. All agents of the artworld one way or the other are forced to act in parallel to this domain of power; the only exception may be the critical artists and the art initiatives. Their power is related to the historical past of culture and art in Turkey and to the recent neo-liberal social and economic transformations. Since the 1980s, they have become the primary arbiter of the culture and artworld in Turkey. Although the private sector exercises hegemony in the field, its investments are shallow, insufficient, and poor; however, they have been highly influential on the policies of culture and art.



Art market as the artworld

In one sense, the art market is the central domain and occupies the major scope of the economics of art in Turkey. Although CA is dominated by the capital-focused private sector, its close relation with the art market does not comprehend the scope of CA in Turkey. The conceptualization of CA in relation to the art market limits the robust understanding of CA. It is not yet fully established and settled and its 
formation and its structural character involve contradictions that reflect important limitations and problems. It is an underdeveloped market ruled by close network relations. It is mostly considered a fake market and mostly functions with inflated prices, and manipulations overrule the expected competitive rule. It is vulnerable and fragile. The private sector is not investing sufficiently in CA in correspondence with its hegemony in this domain; not investing in the totality of the artworld but mostly focused on the market relations. A better involvement of the state and the civil domain of CA could reduce its hegemony over CA. 


Politics of art and the role of the state 

Although there are similarities in the overall dynamics, the historical past of art and its institutionalisation is divided into pre-1980 and past-1980 periods. The state, private capital and civil domain are the central agents in the politics of art. In the historical past of the Republican Turkey, the state and, after the 1980s, the private sector shaped IoA in Turkey, and culture rather than art was the focus of interest of the state.


In the period before 1980, the state dominated culture and art policies in Turkey. In the early Republican period after the 1920s, culture and art played a central role in the nation-building efforts of the state in line with the concepts of westernization and modernization. Specifically, 
with a 
constructionist perspective and westernized development model covering all fields of social life, modern art was used as a means of nation-building. 



After the introduction of the multi-party rule (in the late 1940s) until the late 1970s, one observes a low level of involvement and indirect ways of interference of the state in the policies of culture and art. After the 1980s, 
a paradigmatic change was observed in the focus of the state. The role of the state being marginalized and the private sector filling this gap with the aim of opening the culture and art field to the domination of capital has increased and extended the scope of its investments accompanied by high profits primarily through monopolistic influence and control over the art market in the absence of state involvement. 


After the 1980s, public policies directed to art and culture eroded and almost no new policies were implemented. 
In general, this is a period of loss of interest of the state to support culture and art coupled with the ongoing censorship applications in line with neo-liberal economics sacrificing not only rural but also urban development. The state is almost non-existing in the field of CA at national and global spheres. The 2010 Istanbul European Cultural Capital Project failed to accomplish its aims. The JDP rule in the last twelve years further marginalized already existing state-controlled modern art institutions and even initiated a draft law on art that is intensively criticized by almost all parties concerned. The JDP governments, rather than seeking central state policies, preferred to extend the scope of municipal policies mainly directed to the activities of cultural centres in local and metropolitan municipalities focusing primarily on regenerating traditional and conservative spheres of activities distant from both modern art and CA activities. At the ministerial level, merging culture with tourism is an indication of a policy that marginalizes culture and art against tourism with an emphasis on policies of privatization and commodification of art. Already existing limited public support curtailed and financial support mainly through tax redemption incentives remained at insufficient levels of scope and content. For almost a century long history of its existence, the state has not yet established a legal framework for the organization of culture and art in its comprehensive scope. Taking all these into account, there is no clear policy consistent with public responsibility in terms of coordination, support, organization, and management of art. 

In the recent rule of JDP governments that started in 2001, the state has dramatically marginalized its role in art giving way to the hegemony of capital and acted pragmatically in cultural policies. That is, in the fields of 
education, media, alternative life style, Islamist priorities, conservative identity, the JDP not only instrumentalized but also explicitly and implicitly blurred and divided the already existing cultural capital of Turkey.


Culture and cultural policy 

Although the field of culture has its own norms, logic and discourses, its  organization, management and administration including the public and private spheres correspond more to the activities of the service sector rather than a cultural and art environment. Especially after the 1960s, 
cultural diversification was initiated by extensive migration and urbanization that ended up with disintegrative channels and paths towards already existing culture and arts activities that reflect the pluralistic content of the changing and diversifying social relations of Turkey.

Within an extensive scope of social change Turkey has undergone in the last half-century, diversified and intensified social mobility and social differentiation has been observed. Unfortunately, a corresponding art public has not emerged in Turkey. It is even hardly appropriated by the increased size of the emerging middle and lower middle classes of the urban population. Excluding the private sector, the civil domain of culture in general and art in particular remained a non-occupied narrow street of social life that corresponds to the fractured and curtailed dynamics of democratic practices of freedoms and human rights. 


Art initiatives 



Considered within the civil domain of IoA, initiatives, groups and collectives came to the scene vigorously in the early 1990s but faced severe obstacles to sustaining themselves. In the recent history of CA, they have played an important role in terms of almost all controversial discussions of art in general and CA in particular displaying their potential and facing important difficulties in their contributing activities. Having no legal framework and emerging as a struggle to sustain their position on a neither structured nor institutional basis, they tried to distance themselves from the hegemonic fields of cultural industry and commercialization of activities and works of art. They positioned their collaborated working groups mainly outside the field of institutions of academia and preferred to exhibit their works not in big and extensively dispersed art activities such as biennials, festivals, and big exhibitions. They were forced to disseminate their conceptual works nourished from interdisciplinary sources in small intellectual circles and keep their critical and activist positions towards modern art that contributed highly to the emergence and maintenance of CA and its knowledge towards IoCA in Turkey. Although they face a wide range of obstacles in national and local spheres, their critical intellectual and activist positions constitute their power and potential to remain one of the dynamic sources of IoCA in Turkey.


Artist within the artworld:



Although the social background and socialization and education of artists are highly influential on their intellectual and academic status, for the purpose of this study, their engagement with CA activities is considered to play a central role in IoCA. Most of the artists, whether they are young or senior, educated or self-taught and occupied with CA or not are highly knowledgeable about modern art, which is very instructive for their attitudes towards CA and its institutionalisation.  



Above all, the changing and complicated social relations inherited from the historical past of the Ottoman Empire, and a century long Republican period, provide invaluable life experiences for artists today. The long-standing issue of creativity and aesthetics is one feature for the majority of artists in Turkey in questioning what art is. The controversial and unresolved significance of these issues, that is a priori acceptance without clearly denunciated social constituents, is still the case for modern art. However, contemporary artists, if they integrate them, have a critical and/rejecting concept of aesthetics and creativity. Such a position of contemporary artists is related to and provides a source for the comprehension of CA in line with subjective epistemology (in contrast to the objective and constructive epistemologies of modernity-based modern art) of the postmodernist perspective that constitute the knowledge sources of CA. 

Whatever their social, economic and institutional positions are, artists need independent support in financial or other terms for all diversified activities and works. Although the content and magnitude of their contributions and support are mounting, the sources of actual support radically decrease and are unequally distributed especially for artists who have weak ties with and have a critical stand towards those who hold hegemonic control and power over art in general and CA in particular. Most of the artists that distance themselves from the mainstream hegemonic circles of art in individual or institutional domains are excluded and isolated from the main activities and sources of art and are hardly accepted to the broader scope of the artworld. They are forced to compete with each other and face severe difficulties even in earning their living, let alone having access to the means of realizing their artistic activities. The unfavourable and damaging conditions of the art market not only alienate them but also exploit their material and immaterial potentials and turn them into brands to compete in local and international domains and markets. The monopolized practice of sponsorship and intensively exercised public and private censorship contribute significantly to the continuation of their precarious and unorganized position as a professional and occupational community of artists. Most of these unfavourable conditions are relevant not only in national and local but also global spheres of art. Young artists sliding more and more into the entrepreneurial side of the artworld are also in the same situation, in which they face intensive vulnerable conditions, and the depreciating long-term effects of the manipulated and speculative art market deteriorating their potential contribution to IoCA at local and national levels in Turkey. 


Works of art as the object of the artworld



Contemporary works of art, being the object of the artworld, take life and society as their subject that is highly fed by the richness of life experiences and the complexity of the social relations in Turkey. Social relations and contemporary works of art are co-produced continuously and simultaneously with and through the processes of transmission of the subjectivities of artists into works of art as reflections that seek answers to the basic question of what life is. Within capitalist relations, works of art instrumentalized in general and specifically have not only been commoditized in the art market but also been capitalized as sources of profit. The material as well as the immaterial content of works of CA is embedded in the artwork as a constituted (not objectified and constructed dichotomy as in the case of modern art based on modernity) unit of subjectivity reflecting the meaning of what social life is or the social meaning of life. 

The value of the work of CA increases in parallel to the degree it reflects the meaning of social life. Thus, CA, in one sense, extends its scope to almost everything about social life that conveys a subjectively acknowledged social meaning to everyone. Any aspect of subjectively constituted meaning of life, if transmitted, transferred and communicated by any work of art, is CA and if it conveys objectified and constructed meaning (as in the case of the modernist idea), it is modern art. Beyond its classical understanding, aesthetics plays an important role in this transmission of the subjectivity of the artist to the subjectively constituted meaning of social relations to works of art in CA. Since individuals are subjective beings, it is not only the embodiment of the subjectivity of the self but also its subjectively constituted social meaning (the social relations) that defines the value of works of CA. The distinction between modern art and CA rests on how the individual and the social are subjectively defined either in terms of modernist constructive and objective epistemologies or in terms of the subjective epistemology of CA. It is imperative to decide whether a work of art is modern or contemporary; then its value is evaluated according to how and to what degree it reflects the social according to the mandate assumption of modern art or CA. All other factors that influence the value of any artwork are external to the artworld as art. This means that every element of the artworld, as defined above, should stay loyal to the mandate assumptions of either modernity or postmodernity. All other influential factors are considered external and alien to arts. The real value of the work of art would not be realistically decided if this distinction is not taken into account. This is considered the basic criterion for valuation of any artwork. Every aspect of life is a source for art as long as it is reflected according to the basic mandates of either modern art or CA. 
Such an understanding of art necessitates what constitutes the knowledge of art. 


3.6. Conclusion

The main conclusions in relation to the discussions presented in this chapter are given below.

IoA is closely related to the philosophical and aesthetic questions about what art is and is not. Although it is hard to disconnect it from philosophical approaches and aesthetic understanding, at least in this study, they are interpreted and considered as integrated concepts of art as artworld. 

The scope of analysis of IoA is not only limited and specific to the institutional theory or institutionalisation and institutionalism but also related to the general problem of social theory at large involving controversies of modernist and postmodernist inquiry, mainly focusing on the validity of the dichotomy of agent and structure.

IoA is not simply an analysis of structures and institutions; it is a conceptual tool and a theoretical approach that aims to interrelate and interlock agents of art with its structures. This is facilitated by two central concepts of the artworld and field of art. These concepts are centrally important for social analysis since they challenge the dichotomy, which is a major methodological tool of modernist understanding. The artworld uses circularity, and the field of art uses habitus. The former challenges the rational and essential assumptions of modernity and the latter its deterministic and causal assumptions.

The artworld is circular, but its circularity does not resemble a vicious circle. It is circular but relational and infected, and can even be considered relative. All parts and elements of the artworld (artists, works of art, art systems and the public) are interrelated as a constituted rather than objectified and constructed entity. One can only comprehend each element in term of its relationship with the remaining three elements. The artworld seeks non-manifested features of art rather than manifested and apparent characteristics of works of art. However, the unique characteristics of works of art are only meaningful in terms of crosscutting and interrelated forms of the genesis of art. 

Circular interrelatedness does not provide independence for any of its elements. None of them can be considered agents and/or structures that can enforce or determine the role they play in the interlocked relations of art. These, in theoretical terms, contradict any conceptualization of preference or priority. The parts are mutually interrelated and jointly exhaustive. Art in this sense cannot be reduced to the artist or work of art nor its public or the systems of art that are involved. All are elements of the processes of constitution. In this sense of the artworld, art can be defined. Anything can be work of art but it must have a social, historical and cultural significance beyond cognitive connotations. This does not necessarily mean that it should be functional or useful. Its value goes beyond its functional and utilitarian features but rests on the embodied meaning it conveys. 

Since everything could be work of art and anyone can be considered to be an artist, no one should be prevented from entering the world of art. Thus, the world of art cannot be sexist or racist and has no reason to utilize terms such as; I, you, we or others, western or eastern, developed or underdeveloped, urban or rural, male or female, and local or global. The artworld should embody all that is social, historical and cultural, relational, contextual, reflexive and relative.

4.
Institutionalisation of Art in the Social 





Setting of Turkey 

4.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the social setting of the institutionalisation of art (IoA) and culture in Turkey in general and in the seven sub-sections of the province of Istanbul in particular. The first two sections take the state and capital as the two major agents and discuss their historical role in periods prior to and after 1980. The analysis provided for the pre-1980 period presents the general and basic determining features of state-dominated and directed institutionalisation that correspond to the import-substituted economic development era. For the post 1980 period, a more comprehensive and intensive analysis is given. Here, the role of the private sector in line with the neo-liberal export-oriented social and economic transformation became the major agent as the corporate capital and private banks extended their direct investments and, with the support and incentives provided by the state, became the primary arbiters of the field of culture and art. The interpretation of state involvement in the pre-1980 period is mainly through two ruling parties.   The period until 2002 covers the policies of the Motherland Party (ANAP). The following period from November 2002 to date details the general situation under the rule of the Justice and Development Party (JDP) and specifically the policies and projects of JDP-controlled Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality. The presentation of the role of the private sector in the institutionalisation of the field of culture and art after the 1980s is mainly in terms of exhibitions, cultural centres, institutions, museums, galleries, auctions and other initiatives. The third section gives a critical of the overview of the historical past of culture and art in Turkey. The focus of the analysis is on the private sector; the investments made by the corporate capital and banks and the implication for the field of culture and art. Section four is devoted to the role of civil society in the field of art in terms of art initiatives, groups and collectives. The following two sections concentrate on two major events in Istanbul Province: 2010 European City of Culture Global City project and the Istanbul Art Biennials. The final section contains a discussion of possible models of cultural policies related to the cultural sector and the conclusion to this chapter. In the analysis in this chapter, the following assumptions and general considerations are useful.

(i) Art as a social construct is closely related to, and should be conceptualised in terms of the relations between economy and politics and their relation with culture. The separation of culture from economy and politics observed in the mainstream literature is perceived as a limitation for the historical and the current state of culture and art. In this dissertation, I consider culture to be related to politics and economy in their wider societal domain. (ii) Chapters 2 and 3 give the theoretical discussion in relation to the concept of IoA. However, due to the focus of the current chapter, the specific conceptualisations provided there will not be directly analysed. (iii) Although the historical past of contemporary Turkey is important, the analysis will focus more on the post-1980 changes. (iv) Basically, IoA is analysed in terms of the role of the state (including municipalities), capital (banks and holdings) and foundations, associations, initiatives and cultural centres with their primary fields of activities of exhibitions, festivals, fairs, biennials and museums, galleries and auctions. (v) IoA takes its scope as the world/field of art; that is artists, works of art, art systems and its consumers as the art public. The term artworld mainly refers to the field of culture and art, but does not give sufficient space and emphasis to each of its constituent parts. (vi) The status of culture and art in Turkey is closely related to its Republican past and its late Ottoman changes; however, the latter period does not form part of this chapter. (vii) The historical past of IoA is mainly a domain of transition from public and state-based to private- and capital-based cultural involvement. (viii) The analysis of the role of art initially conceptualised within the scope of culture has gradually become an independent area of inquiry. This is also visible in social theory with the distinctions and similarities of the modernist and postmodernist interpretations. (ix) In the post-1980 period, cities, especially Istanbul, became the metropolitan centre of not only commerce and finance but also a centre of culture and art where the latter is reflected more in symbolic forms of production. (x) Although local art remained central, it significantly altered its forms of representation mainly due to elements such as rapid urban migration, the privatisation of culture and art focused on ‘high’ culture and art at national and international levels that determined the way art was institutionalised in Turkey. (xi) The use of the term ‘contemporary’ varies; it can refer to time (current, present, modern) or to current arguments of social theory. In this chapter, the latter meaning is mostly used.


4.2. An overview of the artworld, the cultural field in 





Turkey and the metropolitan city of Istanbul 




4.2.1. Organisational and institutional features of art and the 





cultural field: Capital and the state in the pre-1980 








period

If one leaves aside the late Ottoman period, for didactic reasons, we can divide the art scene of Turkey, into the pre-and post-1980 periods. We can also further divide the pre-1980 period into the start of the establishment of the Republic until the 1940s and the three following decades. In terms of guiding and directing the field of culture and art and the process of state-based institutionalization, in the early Republican years, Ankara, the capital city of Turkey, achieved a comparable status with the Istanbul province. The newly established Republican state possessed a constructionist perspective in ‘imposing’ the initiation of a progressive, Westernised development perspective in almost all spheres of social life including the field of culture. In relation to the latter, the state-opened Exhibitions of Revolution (1933-1936) and the Exhibitions of State Painting and Sculpture (from 1939 onwards) carried out Exhibitions and Country Tours (1938-1943) and allocated funds for education abroad for talented students. Of the students that were able to study in Europe through scholarships or education funds, many were influenced by the academic work on visual arts, literature (mainly poetry), theatre and graphic design and introduced to new trends, such as the Dada movement. They encountered views and perspectives that were critical of an ongoing understanding of the state-based wholesale aim of transforming the cultural basis of society through practices of art and culture (Tansuğ, 2005; Tanyeli, et al 2003) 

In 1923, the forming of the national identity and unifying society constituted the foundation of the Republic of Turkey. Such an understanding provided the conditions for the formulation of perspectives and practices on art within the cultural policies. Accordingly, efforts to establish a civilised, modern and contemporary art and cultural sphere were made under the hegemony of the state-initiated policies through modern cultural reforms, sometimes termed ‘revolutions’. The participation of people in activities of art and culture was expected to be essential and assumed to contribute to the envisaged societal change and transformation (Kaya, 2008; Beşkurt, 2006).
Trying to establish power and authority in society, the newly established state (Madra, 2007) supported the cultural field. It took measures to enhance it through initiatives such as providing the opportunities for art education abroad, giving annual awards for painting and sculpture, allocating public funds to the collection of works of art through the state-initiated İş Bank; and restructuring the Istanbul State Academy of Fine Arts that had been established in 1928. 

The 1950s marked the beginning of the multi-party regime. At this time, the state-initiated and supported cultural activities and the bonds formed with several artists lost its vigour and power with restrictions placed upon groups such as ‘D Group’ and ‘The New Ones’. In this period, not only the state but also the private sphere lost its dynamism and the field of culture and art to a certain degree remained indifferent and did not contribute to the development and extension of cultural and artistic activities (Dervişoğlu, 2009). In one sense, the politics of the period was not visible in the cultural field and the works of art since those who undertook the cultural activities tended to distance themselves from political and economic associations. However, within such a cultural milieu, in the 1950s and early 1960s, important art activities were initiated; Maya, the first private art gallery was founded in 1950, the International Association of Art Critics opened its branch in Turkey and Helikon, the first association of artists, was founded in 1953. In addition, 1954 saw the opening of the first art gallery of the Istanbul Municipality; and a private bank, Yapı Kredi, held a painting competition. Private banks opened their art galleries; institutions and collectors started to give art awards, and the cultural centres of foreign consulates organized exhibitions (Abalı, 2010). In the 1960s, with the changing political circumstances following the military coup d'état, the concentration of modernist sculpture and painting works of art diversified. In addition, in the next decade, several important institutional structures were established; the Ministry of Culture was founded in 1971, the Istanbul Foundation of Culture and Arts (IFCA) was founded and the first Istanbul Festival was held in 1973, and in 1977, parallel to the European art movements, the Association of the Definition of Art was established (Duben and Yıldız, 2008; Özpınar 2012).
Despite these efforts, art and the cultural field in the pre-1980s faced many difficulties; some of which can be listed as follows: (i) Cultural policies were not clearly defined or established; (ii) there was insufficient state support and funding for the private sector; (iii) the private sector only marginally supported and provided incentives for the field; (iv) civil society organisations were marginally developed; (v) the legal framework was insufficient; (vi) integrative bonds between institutional and organisational structures with the remaining agents of the artworld were not intensive; and (vii) the connections with international institutions and organisations were very weak (Bayraktar, 2011). 



4.2.2.
Art and cultural transformation: The state and capital in 





the post-1980s

From the 1980s onwards, the size, number and content of exhibitions, galleries and the marketing of works of art have greatly increased, particularly owing to the investments from the private sector and private banks. This period was a turning point in the art environment parallel to the major neoliberal changes in the political and economic structure of Turkey. Private corporations engaged in curatorial activities through their art centres, foundations and established art departments. These corporations benefited from the past experience of the public art museums and galleries organising and exhibiting their existing wide collections in local and international domains. 

In this period, the private sector has altered its orientation from philanthropic and social welfare inclinations and directed its efforts towards establishing, maintaining and sustaining its political and economic positions at the societal level. To do this, the agents of the sector extensively utilised art and cultural activities and events. Above all, it has become apparent to holdings and corporations that traditional advertising have limitations in promoting their products and they have sought other ways of achieving recognition, acknowledgement and appreciation of their organizational and institutional activities. To this end, many large private sector companies have increasingly engaged in building partnerships with museums and/or artists; organising corporate art awards, increasing their investments in collecting and commissioning art, exhibiting both their collections and existing domestic works of art not only at the local but also mostly at the international levels. These companies, (Seçil, 2006) in their corporate philanthropy, gave support to education, health and environmental programs and projects, and increased their sponsorship of activities and events in the field of culture and art. Through their involvement in the production, dissemination and consumption of works of art, they increased their power and prestige in society and became central arbiters of the field of art and culture (Wu, 2002; Stallabrass, 2004; Karaevli, 2013). 




4.2.2.1.
The role of the state

The state ‘withdrew’ from the related spheres and delegated various features of guiding and directing the field of culture and art to the private sector, which facilitated and created the necessary conditions. In one sense, this change was not contrary to the policies and goals of public and private sectors. In fact, they supplement and complement each other and contribute towards the development of the art market. At several ideological levels, this perspective is legitimized. Due to the bureaucratic apparatus of the state, mostly considered as the normal character and nature of the state, the limited and scarce resources of society are used inefficiently, unproductively and ineffectively (Yardımcı, 2005). Those who approve such a preferential understanding easily reach the conclusion that the state should no longer take the major responsibility in dictating measures relating to art and culture not should the state invest directly in art and culture. The state should provide all the necessary conditions to support and provide incentives towards enhancing and developing the role of the private sector in this field. Furthermore, the state should contribute to the marketing of the products of culture and art, and the sector should secure a positive return for their investments. The development of the sector thus should neither be dependent on the decisions of the government nor on its limited allocation of resources from the public budget. It became apparent that the actual desire of the private sector is to control and regulate the cultural field in line with the dictates of the market by transforming culture, works of art and events into marketable products. In order to secure and maintain the field of art and culture, not only as a sphere of profit-making but also as a domain controlled by the private sector and its primary agents, it should be saved from state domination and authority, and become a sphere of ‘freedom’. In parallel to the mandates of the free market economy, the state should limit its policies and actions to coordinating, encouraging and supporting the organisation and institutionalisation of art and culture. It was assumed that this would create the conditions and means for the democratisation of the society through the incorporation of its plurality and multiplicity. However, such a freedom and democratic appeal can hide the desire of the private sector to gain power and act as a hegemonic actor in this field. The changes that were initiated in the legal framework created in the 1980s support this perspective. 

Until 1983, the exchange, transfer and exhibition of products of culture were only possible with permission from the state and registering the process in the archives. A possible reason for this may be that such products, however privately owned, were considered to public assets belonging to society. In 1983, with the Law number 2863 (Ada and İnce, 2009), the exhibition of privately owned collections in private museums became possible. This created the conditions for the private sector to remove the monolithic authority and power of the state. The tax legislation was changed to include the sponsorship of government ministries, municipalities, and non-profit associations. In addition, the government extended the scope of the incentives provided to the private sphere to include: 

the construction, rehabilitation and management of cultural centres. The components of the incentives are the allocation of immoveable properties for the projects, the reduction in the income tax withholding, the reduction in the insurance premiums paid by employees, discounts for the cost for water and supports for energy, the right to employ foreign experts and artists and to operate on weekends and official holidays (Başaran, 2007, p. 95). 

At least from an organisational and institutional perspective, the state considered art and culture as closely related to the functional role of education in society. However, in 1982, the merging of the Ministry of Culture with the Ministry of Tourism reflected a major shift towards an instrumental and pragmatic change. Thus, instead of investing in the cultural infrastructure and assets, the state chose to focus on restructuring metropolitan cities, such as Istanbul, using their cultural heritage to create touristic spaces. 

The privatisation of culture and art after the 1980s is closely related and integral to the social processes and outcomes of the neo-liberal policies in Turkey. In this period, culture became the main dynamic field that institutionalised its organizational structure. The leading bourgeois families reconstructed their hegemony in society and gained prestige by displaying their cultural collections and establishing cultural institutions. They changed their policies from philanthropic aims to maintaining their hegemony in the field of culture and art. Extending and widening their activities at the international level, they became a major arbiter in the cultural transformation of Turkey (Şeni, 2011). 

After the 1980s, there were two long-lasting governments (including coalitions): The first was that of Motherland Party; and from 2002 onwards, JPD rose to power. Although both supported the privatisation of culture and art, they had different perspectives and aims. 


ANAP governments

From the early 1980s until 2002, the policies of the state reflected in the decisions of the government indicate a low level, and indirect ways of interference in the field of culture and art. The governments supported the development of the private sector through legal arrangements that removed the obstacles and eased the path towards the privatisation of culture and art. The government reduced taxation and increased the scope of the incentives. 

The state was responsible for financing museums, cultural centres, galleries, theatres, and opera and ballet, but gradually reduced their budget. Thus, the support of the private sector mainly through sponsoring became the main source of finance for the field of culture and art (Dervişoğlu and Aysun, 2008). Furthermore, civil society organisations, particularly non-governmental and non-profit, increased their influence in the field. Together with a boom in private museums, the private sector established and financed associations, cultural centres and foundations, and aimed to advocate and create an image of an ‘elite’/high-cultured identity. This image, which was shared by the emerging middle and lower middle classes, played a key role in the production of symbolic cultural forms in the society in general, and in major metropolitan cities in particular (Yardımcı, 2005). 

This clear transference of authority and power from the state to the private sector resulted from; the lack of public financing, the legislated extension of incentives and tax reductions, existing accumulated private collections, a positive image of the private sector in the public mind, the ideology of social responsibility and tribute to deceased family members, and other political and economic conditions (Bayraktar, 2011). 

JPD
governments since 2002

Beginning from their rise to power in 2002, the JDP governments have interfered with the cultural field mainly in the sphere of local organisations and through the management of cultural institutions at the municipal level with ample and open-handed incentives and tax reductions. 

In 2004, with the enactment of Law number 5228, companies started to deduct donations, sponsorship and expenses involved in cultural activities from their income and corporate taxes. In the same year, the passing of the Incentives for Cultural Investments and Enterprises Law of 5225, private cultural investments started to be promoted and encouraged (Ada and İnce, 2009; Aksoy, 2009).

During the JDP rule, Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, with the aim of improving the infrastructure, developing cultural industries and generating employment in the field of culture and arts, have implemented several initiatives. The Istanbul Metropolitan Planning and Urban Design Centre has undertaken important decisions for urban renewal and reconstruction programs since 2005, with the centre being extended and restructured under the Environmental Arrangement Plan in 2009. As part of this centre, the Museum-City Project included demolishing the buildings inside the ancient city walls and building new facilities appropriate to the Ottoman style architecture. With the Beyoğlu Urban Transformation Project, the Municipality aimed to restore and renovate historical buildings in the Tarlabaşı and Kasımpaşa districts. In addition, the Municipality has founded numerous cultural centres in the Altunizade, Bakırköy, Başakşehir, Fatih, Güngören, Kartal, Sultanbeyli, Tuzla, and Ümraniye districts. The Istanbul Cultural and Artistic Corporation were established under the auspices of Istanbul Municipality to provide services and organise activities in the fields of culture and arts. Istanbul was selected as the ‘2010 European Culture Capital of Europe’. Together with the Istanbul Governorship and the 2010 European Culture Capital Coordination Board, the Municipality made attempts to transform Istanbul into a city of tourism with conventions, fairs, and cultural events, art, and sports activities (Karabacak, 2010). 




4.2.2.2
Institutionalisation through privatisation after the 1980s


Major exhibitions

In the field of culture and art, among other events and activities, especially large-scale exhibitions played an important role in the organisational framework and IoA. Some of the events established after the 1970s include the Istanbul Art Fair and New Trends Exhibitions (1977-1987), Istanbul Exhibition of Contemporary Artists (from 1980 onwards); Cross Section of Avant-garde Turkish Art Exhibition (1984-1988); New Openings: A, B, C, D Exhibitions (1989-1993); and Youth Activity Exhibitions (1995-1998) (Duben and Yıldız, 2008). 

With their innovative and contemporary understanding in terms of the use of materials and artefacts that were displayed, these exhibitions have extended the intellectual and conceptual potential of art and cultural activities; although at the same time, they possessed hierarchical and discriminating organisational forms. Galleries operating at the international level also contributed to the development of the art market in Turkey. In contrast to the prevailing artistic environment dominated by pastoral artwork, these exhibitions displayed creative and challenging examples within a conservative milieu. Most of the participants of these exhibitions have contributed extensively to the transforming of and creating new lines of developments in the cultural understanding and works of art. The artists extended the conventional boundaries of resources and materials; rejected juries, elective procedures and competitive practices; and distanced themselves from the established and traditional artistic norms. From 1977 to 1987, the Istanbul State Fine Arts Academy (renamed as Mimar Sinan Fine Arts University in 1982) held six large exhibitions in Istanbul Art Fairs intending to; 

create universal relationships for Turkish art; to convey vigour and strength to theartworld; to interpret the social function of art and to re-evaluate the applications in arts education from a contemporary point of view (Aksüğür 1979, cited in Abalı, 2010).
These exhibitions aimed to evaluate, identify and support contemporary works and approaches especially of the young artists, and the ambition was to include domestic works of art. The Museum of Painting and Sculpture Association organised “Contemporary Artists Istanbul Exhibitions” every year from 1980 onwards. These exhibitions brought together young artists, in particular those who exhibited new trends such as art installations in their works. Their work neither resembled the work of the Academy nor was it considered to be adequate for and appropriate to the classical demands of the art market. Financed by their own sources and displayed in International Istanbul Festivals, ‘A Cross Section of Avant-garde Turkish Art” Exhibitions were held annually from 1984 to 1988. These exhibitions had an influential impact on the traditional understanding of the institutional character of culture and art. The artists who participated in these exhibitions mainly focused on visual art that had conceptual, resisting and rebellious content and aimed to present their work to an international audience (Ada, 2011a).

Distinct from the events given above, the avant-garde group organised the New Openings: A, B, C, and D Exhibitions from 1989 to 1993. This group focused on the conceptual works of art and installations in contrast to the aesthetic and visual concerns and classical forms of painting or sculpture. They tried to refrain from the dynamics of the art market without distancing themselves from the art public. They challenged the prevailing traditional and rigid forms of IoA and pursued different and liberating perspectives and conceptualisations. Their work diverged from traditional forms of representation, symbolism, imitation and simulation directed towards concepts, metaphors, intelligence and reason (Yıldız, 2008). Such aims and experience of creating non-traditional works of art as well as pursuing independent organisational forms that ignore awards and juries had a widespread impact on future curatorial international exhibitions, fairs and biennials. 

In the mid-1990s, curatorial practices were introduced into the field of culture and art, and contacts were established between local artworld and the international art scene. For instance, a pavilion was opened in Venice Biennials in 1990 and 1993 followed by the works displayed in the Youth Activity Exhibitions (1995 to 1998), which were considered to represent the turning point from figurative/abstract art to works of installation. With their interdisciplinary perspective, the Youth Activity Exhibitions had innovative, experimental and exploratory aims (Fidan and Onur, 1996) providing for the exhibition of works by 250-300 young artists who came from a diverse range of educational and social backgrounds. It was an opportunity for these artists to distance themselves from the rigid aesthetic values of art academies that they graduated from and to seek ways to present the social and political atmosphere of their youth and to shift attention from Istanbul and its competitive institutions to more local works of art (Altındere and Süreyya, 2007). 


Private cultural institutions, centres and galleries

Contemporary art institutions occupy an important and central role in the IoA and the cultural field in Turkey, specifically in the Istanbul province. 

The Contemporary Istanbul was founded in 2006 as an art fair where national and international galleries were selected to display their work and contemporary art was presented (Ada, 2011a, p.121). Today, it has an extensive coverage of works of art that include paintings, sculptures, photographs, installations and works of video arts. 

Founded with the support of the Ottoman Bank and later taken over by Garanti Bank in 2001, the Platform Garanti Contemporary Art Centre became one of the leading contemporary art institutions. The platform organized exhibitions, conferences and events; hosted an international residency program; and maintained a library and archive of contemporary art. Between 2001 and 2007, the centre organized over 40 exhibitions in Istanbul; hosted the participating artists of the International Istanbul Biennials in 2005; housed an archive of more than 150 artists from Turkey and abroad. Overall, it was a dynamic catalyst for the dissemination, research and practice of contemporary art, and focused on projects covering all disciplines related to architecture, planning and design. Platform Garanti took a break in its exhibition program at the end of 2007 and formally ended its activities under this name in 2010. One year later, Garanti Bank established SALT, a new and autonomous cultural institution, by merging the institutions affiliated to the Platform Garanti Contemporary Art Centre, the Ottoman Bank Museum, and Garanti Gallery. SALT prepares publications, organizes and hosts research, exhibitions, conferences, workshops, educational programs and films from fields of contemporary arts, architecture and design and economic, historical and social studies. Furthermore, ARTER-Space for Art, initiated by the Vehbi Koç Foundation is an exhibition space that aims to encourage the production of contemporary artworks, to provide a platform for artistic practices, and to produce and present exhibitions curated from the Contemporary Art Collection and private collections and archives (Şeni, 2011).

Mainly located in Istanbul, leading private sector corporations, private banks, major conglomerates and individuals who mostly possess large collections of art have established various centres and galleries. The intensive involvement of the private sector began with the establishment of the non-profit and non-governmental IFCA in 1973 to organise an international arts festival in Istanbul. The Foundation’s initial goal was to offer the finest examples of art from abroad and to promote the national, cultural and artistic assets of Turkey. This foundation has created the main source of the International Istanbul Biennials held since 1987 (Aksoy and Enlil, 2010).

The Yapı Kredi Cultural Centre founded in 1944 had an impact on the cultural life of Turkey by exhibiting Yapı Kredi Bank’s private art collection. The Centre has initiated publications, festivals, films and theatre productions, and provided the means for forums and discussions. The Akbank Art Center, a private banking initiative, has supported the most prominent contemporary art activities in visual arts, music, theatre and dance since 1993. The Borusan Center for Culture and Arts affiliated to Borusan Holdings has supported culture since 1997 and İş Bank established İş Sanat in 2000 giving priority to musical and stage performance productions (Bayraktar, 2011).


Private museums 

According to Law number 2863 on the Preservation of Cultural and Natural Artefacts issued in 1983, private museums are defined as those that are not run but supervised by the Ministry of Culture. They include the Museum of the Turkish National Assembly, museums affiliated to other ministries, public institutions and associations, real and corporate bodies and foundations. Furthermore, permission for the opening of private museums was given by Law number 5225 on the Incentives for Cultural Investments and Enterprises issued in 2004 and this ushered in a new era in which the number of private museums increased (Aksoy, 2009).

The Koç family have established three museums. The Sadberk Hanım Museum was opened in 1980 by the Vehbi Koç Foundation to exhibit the private collection of the Koç family including traditional costumes, embroidery, silver artefacts and similar material. Şeni stated that the museum has been a “platform of experience” for the family (Şeni, 2011, p. 34). Rahmi Koç founded the Museum of Transportation, Industry and Communication, a private non-profit institution affiliated to Rahmi Koç Museology and Culture Foundation, and devoted to the collection, housing, research, preservation and exhibition of industrial and engineering objects. The Museum exhibits its collections to inform the public, attract more visitors to museums and support research on the history of transportation, industry and communications. In fact, a significant mission of Rahmi Koç is to preserve and protect the historical heritage. The third museum is the Çengelhan Rahmi M. Koç Museum, a technology museum in Ankara, located in an old caravanserai below the castle that was restored from 1993 to 1995 and transformed into an ethnographic museum. The overall impact of Koç museums is that they have become role models for wealthy families and changed attitudes and approaches to protecting and preserving the cultural heritage. 
Private museums boomed in the 2000s. In 2001, the Elgiz Museum of Contemporary Art, initially called Proje4L-Istanbul Museum Contemporary Art, was founded with the objective of facilitating the globalization of contemporary Turkish art and familiarising public with international works of art (Kalkan, 2011). In the following year, the Sakıp Sabancı Museum was founded, which provided a museum environment. The Ottoman Bank Museum of Garanti Bank sponsored the Ottoman Bank Archive and Research Centre, which possesses rich information on the history of the bank in its archive. The aim of the Istanbul Museum of Modern Art founded in 2004 is to collect, document, preserve and exhibit creative works of modern and contemporary art. In the same year, the Doğançay Museum hosted Burhan Doğançay’s five decades of artistic work from his early figurative paintings to his wall-inspired works as well as photographs. In 2003, Vehbi Koç’s daughter, Suna Kıraç, and her husband, Inan Kıraç, established the Suna Kıraç-İnan Kıraç Foundation, and in 2005, they opened the Pera Museum to exhibit their personal collections. Ömer Koç, from the third generation of Koç family, founded the Alter centre, a space for the exhibition of contemporary art works. In addition, santralistanbul founded by Oğuz Özerden as an international platform for arts, culture and learning, inspired by a comprehensive, multi-dimensional and interdisciplinary vision which promotes urban regeneration (Şeni 2007 and Doğan, 2009). 


Auctions and banks 

In the 1980s when private museums were still few in number, art galleries and auction houses played an important role in representing, transfusing and archiving works of art such as Portakal Art and Culture House, Antik Co., and Beyaz Müzayede. For example, since 1981, Antik Co. has carried out more than two hundred auctions. In addition to holding the first professional fine-art auction, it has organised exhibitions, symposiums, conferences and annual art seminars. Yahşi Baraz is another pioneer in the development of galleries in Istanbul. In 1975, he founded Galeri Baraz, which has held many exhibitions both in Turkey and abroad. In the 1980s, several other galleries and centres were established including Galeri Nev founded in Ankara in 1984 and opened in İstanbul in 1987, Artisan Art Gallery, Gallery Apel, and Urart Art (Okutur, 2011).

Engagement with art has become an issue of investment for the private sector. Major private banks in Turkey that are used to supporting art for prestige and publicity have started to act as consultants in the field of culture and art. In 2007, in collaboration with Christie’s, one of the largest auction houses in the world, Yapı-Kredi Bank specialised in culture and art consultancy in culture and art. Similarly, Akbank, in cooperation with an internationally famous auction house, Sotheby, has integrated itself into not only the domestic but also the global art market. In addition, Garanti Bank has begun to sponsor the Beyazart auctions (Artun, 2011).



4.2.3.
Overall picture of culture and art activities
The extensive scope of development of institutional and organisational events and activities of institutions, centres, galleries, exhibitions and auctions presented above represent central changes and transformations in the field of art and culture. Turkey has experienced significant social and economic transformations beginning from the early 1980s together with changes in the world, which deeply and intensively influenced the culture and art sector. Export and market oriented policies based on the liberalisation of the economy replaced the state-supported import substitution model of society. 

The structural changes at the domestic level that altered the agrarian relations resulted in an extensive and rapid migration and urbanisation from the late 1950s to the 1980s. This exerted an immense disruptive force on the cultural equilibrium of urban life and culture. The peripheral agrarian and rural culture seeking means of integrating itself into the emerging urban, industrial and city culture faced severe obstacles. In relation to the arts, articulated with long social and cultural norms, values and habits, rural populations possessing local and regional customs and identities were introduced to an urban, industrial modernist culture. Faced with the intellectual and artistic ‘elite/high’ culture, they explored ways of expressing themselves. The social and cultural confrontation led these groups to preserve and protect rather than adapt and integrate their cultural norms and values that are deeply reflected in their consumption patterns and in their social life. Thus, they initiated their own cultural representations in forms and objects of differentiated artistic or aesthetic symbols with excessively sentimental overtones, such as arabesque. 

The intellectuals and artists who remained in such cultural disorder and confusion were, in one sense, forced to acknowledge the collaboration of the state and the private sector. Works of art started to be commoditised and the newly rich class and the private banks purchased a wide range of artworks and accumulated their own collections. Enterprises and corporations such as Eczacıbaşı, Borusan, Sabancı and Koçan and private banks such as Akbank, Garanti Bank and Yapı Kredi Bank committed themselves to various activities of culture and art and became the main sponsors of cultural activities. Accompanied by non-governmental organisations, the private sector began to shape the cultural policies in line with the liberal economy connected to global dynamics. 

The establishment of galleries and cultural centres by private corporations and banks and their large-scale exhibitions paved the way for the institutionalisation of the domestic contemporary art market that would be integrated into the already developed global art market. The wealth and capital accumulated in the past decades provided a major source of funds to be spent on purchasing cultural products and works of art for the family-owned large conglomerations (Şeni, 2011).

In line with their tendency to refuse to be part of corporate and commodity-based commercial relations, artists distanced themselves from the traditional and conservative practices of artistic activities. They also wanted to secure their independence from the influence and control of the state. Nevertheless, they participated in the emerging and extensive scope of activities of art and culture after the 1980s. This development was a platform to realise new and original views as well as alternative trends and unconventional forms and expressions of art (Abalı, 2010).
So far, the changing role of capital (holdings and private banks) and the differentiated role of the state (including municipalities) have been discussed regarding culture in general and art in particular. This analysis takes the city of Istanbul as the centre of activities at national and international levels. Including the two major events, the Istanbul Art Biennials that started in 1987 and the European Capital of Culture 2010 Project, the art and cultural events and policies adopted since the 1980s have been analysed by questioning their synthesizing roles at the societal level. The questions concern how transitions at the societal level are connected with the differentiating roles of culture and art; how politics was separated from economy and united with culture; the impact of the withdrawal of the state from various spheres of social life and economy; the implications of the drastic decline of public investments and the dramatic increase of private sector on museums, galleries and art centres and institutions; and how capital based on populist ideas achieved its hegemony in the art and cultural field that secured status quo in society. 




4.2.3.1
Initial engagement of capital: philanthropic intentions

The reason why capital has changed its philanthropic involvement in culture and art and engaged itself with cultural investments should be analysed together with the changing economic policies of the pre- and post-1980 periods; that is, the change from populist import-substitution to export-oriented neo-liberal policies. For the former, it was essential to secure and sustain a healthy and well-educated population compatible with populist policies. At this time, cultural foundations enacted several philanthropic activities believing that it was an ethical and social responsibility to repay what had been gained from society. In addition, these foundations tried to demonstrate and convince people that wealth was honestly earned. This persuasion was essential since people questioned wealth mostly in relation to the unequal distribution of values created by the labouring class. Thus, it had not been considered as a source of pride and status in the pre-1980 period. Since philanthropic activities in general used to be carried out on a personal level, the institutionalisation of cultural events and policies was essential to the corporate capital. They tried to convince people that wealth should not be considered as a personal matter but a collective aim and ideal to improve and sustain the welfare of all people and development of society. In this way, they wanted to demonstrate that corporate capital groups were aware of and sensitive to the problems of the society (Buğra, 2005). 

In the pre-1980 period, large corporations were unease and doubtful about the political aims of the working class. After the 1980s, such sensitivity was no longer the case and the philanthropic attempts were no longer very critical of the prestige and status of corporate capital owners. Since then, the capitalist class have been trying to fill the gap vacated by the state in the cultural field together with an objective similar to civil society organisations. Philanthropic activities were individual, partial, and sporadic, and as such, wider society had hardly been aware of such altruistic acts. The establishment of cultural institutions of art and culture made corporations visible in society. 




4.2.3.2
Hegemony of the capital: investments in culture and art 

Related to economic and socio-cultural transformative policies of neo-liberalism and global influences, there have been several important reasons why culture and art have become central to the society in general and the metropolitan cities such as Istanbul in particular: (i) The manufacturing and industrial base of society had been marginalised in contrast to the extensively developed service sectors. In other words, a major shift from a production-centred to a consumption-based society took place in the post-1980 period. (ii) Along with this, the aim of creating an organised and participatory society, especially the organised power of the working class has been forced to shrink whereas the newly developing middle and lower middle classes have noticeably increased their demands. (iii) This uncovered the role of cultural institutions and the events and activities of art that were assumed to have a tendering and unifying role in the stratified social relations (Başaran, 2007).

As the symbolic economy developed in parallel to deindustrialisation and the growth of the service sector extended, the increasing demands of the middle class to consume culture and its sphere of production became central to the society. The demands of the emerging middle class (e.g. managers, professionals, educators and scientists) with their individualistic and competitive values gained significance, and they wanted to be part of the developing and extending cultural fields, especially in the metropolitan cities (Wu, 2002). Hence, the new professional and managerial groups whose lifestyles were now a hope and ambition for the wider sections of the population became the main target of the private cultural institutions. Since the 1980s, due to the increased income differences, the upper class separated and distanced themselves from the rest of the society in their daily life and forms of social identifications. However, for the maintenance of consensus in politics and economy, a kind of unifying power has been seen as essential. Culture has thus been considered as naturally being in the supreme position to tame the differences and provide harmony, unity and consensus in society. This has distanced politics from the public sphere and led culture to be a major channel for expression and disposition. This has been possible because the field of art and culture, more easily and willingly, could be accepted as moderate and harmless. In addition, it is easier to distance culture from politics than to separate politics from the economy. 

With the neo-liberal policies, the state has lost its mediating role in society especially for securing the consensus between different classes. Culture that had been state-based and nation-focused in the past became inclusive for the different practices of power groups and turned into a competitive area for making profit. The bourgeoisie took a leading role in the reconstruction of its hegemony, which was lost at the end of the 1970s. Corporations increased their involvement in the field of art and culture by establishing and sponsoring cultural institutions. Thus, culture has been integrated into the economy. Through the establishment of their own museums and cultural centres, exhibiting their private collections, establishing cultural foundations, and organising festivals and biennials, corporations have improved and extended their reputations, prestige and popularity in society. The private sector has guided the rest of the society in line with their interests, and maintained its hegemony. Therefore, culture has been reconstructed as cultural capital and production has been construed as symbolic. 

It is important to note that the cultural field and the activities of art in general are considered to be independent from conflicts and contradictions; that is, power relations, in society. In this sense, culture has the power to unify diversified interests in society. Accordingly, the cultural field is considered as a sphere of freedom. Corporate capital has found the means to present their values and norms in such an assumed domain not only in the domestic sphere but also at an international level as reflected in the first Istanbul Biennale in 1987:

We have to take our place in the internationalartworld. … [the] Turkish economy has become international and effective in the international market. Recent improvements in the economic field and the progress in political relations indicate that art will become a very important medium for advertisement and an important tool to raise the respectability of Turkey in the very near future. (Madra, 2003, p. 15).
In such a social setting, the private sector has established foundations and become active in politics. Many rich families have founded museums and opened their large private collections to the public. This has provided them with the means to institutionalise their family holdings and extend their involvement in fields of culture and art by transferring their accumulations to cultural rather than manufacturing investments. Until the 1990s, within the field of culture and arts, the leading bourgeois families were prominent; after the 1990s, the activities have been diversified especially with the involvement of the banks. In general, the private sector has benefited highly from the complementary policies and the support of the state. 




4.2.3.3.
The significance of cultural centres and
institutions

In line with the progressive development view related to civilisation and Westernisation, the emphasis on culture and art in Turkey has been assumed to contribute positively to the underdeveloped and backward character of society:

By opening museums, we pay our debts. We display national wealth … of the past which we have accumulated lifelong. We strain every nerve for clearing image in the Western thought that Turks are barbarian and for showing, we have a civilization too. (Güvemli, 1984, cited in Başaran, 2007, p. 108).

In 2005 and 2006, the number of visitors to the Picasso exhibition at the Sabancı Museum exceeded 250 thousand in the first three months of its opening. This exhibition aimed to represent Westernisation; the visitors considered themselves to be ideal citizens and Turkey proved itself to be a Western country (Şeni, 2011). 
Thus, it is claimed that such institutions could serve at least two purposes: the development of society in general and the articulation of Turkey to the international arena in particular. Similarly, the opening of the Pavilion of Turkey at the International Venice Biennial in 2005 and the performances of the Borusan Philharmonic Orchestra also served as examples of the Westernization of Turkey. 

Works of contemporary art in international networks such as biennials and festivals do not have a national focus; rather, they are considered to be progressive, liberating, innovative and international as suggested by Başaran:
We have no national mission. Our programme is totally international. … Our main mission is not to establish a national programme for such artists. The second main feature of the programme is that it covers the present and the future. The artistic works are produced from a contemporary perspective. (Başaran, 2007, p. 112).

One should note that such representations of civilization and Westernisation assume a homogeneous and coherent society, and as such, hide inequalities, contradictions and conflicts. In one sense, the universal understanding of culture harbours different forms of hegemonies and dominations in society. 

One important issue related to the artworld is the accessibility of works of art by the public where the latter is assumed to be homogenous. If works of art are addressed, its progressive function becomes doubtful only to a small group. Here, one can refer to Bourdieu’s consideration of culture as a contested field and theorizing museum visiting on the basis of the inner relationship between culture and class. Museum visiting cannot embrace all sections of the public but depends on and is limited to the individual’s level of education and/or social class. The consumption of art, therefore, should be analysed in relation to the degree and means by which different groups and sections of the society appropriate works of art. Opening museums, exhibiting private collections, supporting and sponsoring cultural activities have contributed to the perceptions and understanding of a homogeneous public sphere in IoA. However, such activities have the power to hegemonies, legitimise, reconfirm and reconstruct the cultural hierarchy in society. 
Most of the leading corporations have engaged in activities of culture and art primarily supported the plastic arts, jazz, classical music and contemporary art that reflect a reproduction of an elite taste and high culture. If the latter values are accepted as natural and inherited, they cannot be attained by education. Such an assumption has contributed to the maintenance and continuation of homogenous power relations. This is one of the reasons why the criteria of civilization are given as ideals for the rest of society in ways that everyone can reach them.

Although the private sphere is expected to incorporate competitive relations, the engagement in corporate art can hardly be considered a competitive cultural field. However, activities in terms of marketing and advertising are located in a highly competitive sphere (marketplace) and the return of this engagement would only marginally contribute to the creation of a positive image in the eye of the public. In a non-competitive field, where the state is not involved, it is easier to become main actors, arbiters and specialists in those areas, and thus, create an image that differentiates the company from others offering similar products or services. Furthermore, by concentrating on different branches of high art, companies can hold key positions, retain their uniqueness, take on a leading role, and easily include these aspects in their public relations strategies. 

It has become more and more apparent that art and culture is a major source of power in society. In the competitive commercial world, advertisements alone are not sufficient. By associating brand names with cultural practices, the public becomes more familiar with that particular range of products or services and the company. Thus, investments in cultural and arts projects via sponsorships or corporate social responsibility projects reinforce and consolidate the brand names of a company and added to the prestige linked to the corporate image. 



4.2.4.
The civic domain of culture and art: artist initiatives

Artists’ initiatives as alternative forms of institutionalisation of the cultural field and the artworld are indispensable and play a dynamic role in this process. These initiatives consist of artist groups that are outside the mainstream art institutions and they create new platforms for possible discourses and presentations of young and emerging artists, writers, critics, architects and musicians. Inıtiatives provide artists with an opportunity for interdisciplinary collaboration and more radical and original outcomes in art. In the early 2000s, artists began to form various initiatives and these generated dynamism in the art scene of Istanbul and Turkey. The Apartment Project, Pist, BAS, Cuma, Hafriyat, K2 and Masa are some of the initiatives that are active in theartworld (Uzun, 2009). 

The initiatives of artists date back to the late 1920s. In 1929, The Generation of 1914 (1914 Kuşağı) or The Generation of Çallı Artists (Çallı Kuşağı Sanatçıları) and the Association of Independent Painters and Sculptors (Müstakil Ressamlar ve Heykeltıraşlar Birliği) were established. In 1933, influenced by Dadaism in Europe, some artists formed the D Group (D Grubu). (Tansuğ, 2005) As a reaction to the D Group, several painters that had adopted social ‘realism’ in art established the Group of Regenerates (Yeniler Grubu), and in due course, named themselves the Painters of the Harbour (Liman Ressamları). The students of the painter Bedri Rahmi Eyiboğlu and the Painters of the Attic (Tavanarası Ressamları) founded the Group of Tens (10’lar Grubu) in 1946. By 1959, the followers of the Group of Regenerates established the New Branch Group (Yeni Dal Grubu) (Bayraktar, 2011). It is interesting to note that in the following 30 years, although various art initiatives existed, they have created neither an apparent path nor a long lasting perspective. Many scholars consider the early 1990s to be a turning point marking the reappearance of initiatives in the art scene. 

Within the art scene groups, collectives and initiatives constitute the major dynamic agents for the informally based institutionalisation of the artworld in Turkey. The civil character of society manifested itself in cyclical forms and long breaks. The trends that were parallel with the social and cultural features of society influenced and reflected the Art initiatives of the post-1990 period. That is, the political character of art and culture was apparent. It was no longer possible to separate politics from economy and culture. The latter was reflected in and integrated into most of the features of the post-1990 initiatives. These initiatives are contemporary in all the meanings of the word in terms of practice and theory with their questioning of the basic assumptions of modernity in general and conceptualisations of the body, the self, and the subject. 

It can be argued that most of the common characteristics of civil initiatives are related to their devotion to challenging power relations, and transforming, redefining and renaming them in accordance with the possible dynamics of artistic activity. Some of the prominent and apparent initiatives, collectives and groups are; Excavation (Hafriyat), Room Project (Oda Projesi); Apartment Project (Apartman Projesi), Research and Production in Residency (PİST), Mentalclinic (Mentalklinik); K2 Art Centre (K2 Sanat Merkezi), Anadolu Culture (Anadolu Kültür A.Ş), HAZAVUZU, 5533, MANUFACTURE (İMALAT), Extrastruggle (Artı Mücadele), and Istanbul Pedestrian Exhibitions 2 (Istanbul Yaya Sergileri 2). The first contemporary art initiatives were established in the late 1990s. For instance, the Hafriyat group was formed in 1996 and the Apartment Project started in 1999. In 2000 and 2001, the initiatives for and groups of contemporary art suddenly increased in Istanbul (Çalıkoğlu, 2007).

It is worth mentioning that one of the common characteristics of these initiatives, groups and collectives was that they were primarily started by contemporary artists. In addition, they mostly started as a group of concerned and ‘disturbed’ individuals, and then turned into an initiative. They resemble living organisms in terms of renewing themselves and creating new possibilities of collaborations (Işık, 2011). They were established to provide a space for collaboration, interdisciplinary discussion and exhibiting their works and studies. The Hafriyat, Apartment and K2 projects are examples of such an interdisciplinary approach. They are also concerned with theory, conceptualisation and philosophy. For example, a group of artists who wanted to question the basic methodological dichotomy of modernity; that is, the subject/object or agent/structure, formed Mentalclinic. (Çalıkoğlu, 2007) They developed their concepts with long lasting discussions and related their exhibitions to these concepts. The participants decided upon the concepts to be used for their projects through dialogue and discussion, and there were different participants in every project. 

They consider that the main problem in the artword is not to produce a work of art but to display it. The hegemonic organisational and institutional power centres mostly controlled channelled and redirected the events and activities of contemporary art. Therefore, these initiatives aim to provide space for the artists who thoroughly engaged with contemporary art but are unable to present their work in these hegemonic domains such as conventional galleries. In the last decade, in particular those artists working with multimedia or engaged in audio, installation and performing arts have found opportunities to exhibit their products with the support of these initiatives.

One of the most evident features of these artists is that they are and most want to remain amateurs (Silahtaroğlu, 2009). They are non-profit artists and do not want to be involved in monetary issues and relations; they do not even seek sponsors (Atakan 2011 cited in Bursalı, 2013). It is important to note that they want to carry out their projects for ordinary people whose relations with artists and the artworld are very limited (Aktimur, 2008). Their first priority has always been ‘independent’ but open to sub-groups, local artists, artists with civil-political sensitivities. These groups distance themselves from the hegemonic culture industry and create and experience an independent space of art-making. They differ from other civil society organisations in terms of having no legal framework. They are activist groups that facilitate rapid and firm reaction in times of social protest. Their formation, constitution and genesis give them the capacity to act, move fast, and give rapid and strong reactions and responses. They consider that formally institutionalised areas, such as museums and galleries are not the only places to display works of art. They are against all forms of segregation and discrimination, approach them with concern, and provide various means of support. For instance, Hafriyat hosted the exhibitions of Lambda Istanbul, an association of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transsexual and travesty groups. Numerous artists and their collectives participated in the exhibition. Civil initiatives are not institutions; they are neither structured nor institutionalised; therefore, there are no pre-defined work relations between the artists and no hierarchy. Each work begins with the division of responsibilities and when the project is realised, these responsibilities end. None of the members claims any possession or ownership of the work or the project (Çalıkoğlu, 2007).

Collaborative work is important for artists’ initiatives and they want to realise cooperated, associated, shared and mutual collective projects. Their most commonly carried out activities are: (i) exhibiting works in different branches of art; (ii) attending conferences, panels, round tables, workshops, and meetings; (iii) publishing articles and books and showing films; (iv) inviting artists from abroad to share experiences and produce new projects together and establish networks; (v) establishing close contact with local artists; and (vi) running galleries, libraries and documentation centres and archives of art (Bursalı, 2013). 

Some of the basic and important features of the institutionalisation of art and culture in Turkey primarily evaluated by focusing on Istanbul Province are visible in Istanbul being selected as the European Capital of Culture (ECOC) in 2010. 


4.2.5. The global image of Istanbul: the 2010 European Capital 


of Culture Project
The ECOC project allowed Istanbul to demonstrate its features as a centre of art and culture. It is also a basis for questioning how national and global centres of power use the field of culture and art for political and socio-economic objectives and goals. Every year, ECOC designates a different city that represents the European identity and cultural production. There is an emphasis on the marketing of the city in terms of organising festivals and special events. Thus, it is both a cultural and a political project that aims to create a common, united and homogenous identity in times of the declining sovereignty of nation-states. In 2010, within the scope of the project the clashing identities of Istanbul were uncovered within dichotomic discussions of European versus Ottoman, Christian versus Islamic and Eastern versus Western (Uysal, 2011). 

The history of the Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman is embedded in Istanbul and the city occupies a strategic geographical location between European and Asian cultures. Istanbul has encountered different forms of internal and external migration trends in the past and more recent times. The artistic and architectural assets within the city reflect its historical heritage producing a cosmopolitan landscape and life style. Istanbul has the historical experience and the contemporary capacity to combine various religions, languages, traditions and ethnicities. It has become a commercial city of commerce being a centre of business and finance. In addition, the city has recently proved its ability to successfully host various forms of international activities and events. 

The scope and variety of cultural resources in Istanbul are rich and diversified with 760 exhibitions, 1,584 concerts, 1,130 dramas, shows and performances being held and over 10,000 people attending the events. The ECOC project aimed to present the unique features of Istanbul through specific programs directed at preserving the cultural heritage, improving the infrastructure of culture and arts, increasing cultural tourism, and encouraging social and cultural participation (Uysal, 2011). 

It is assumed that through implementing the project, the city would benefit by integrating Istanbul to the international area through culture and art; would manage its cultural heritage in a more sustainable way furthermore, it would transform and reconstruct the city through urban renewal projects. 

ECOC 2010 aimed to create an image of a unified Europe by identifying Istanbul as a world, global, entrepreneurial city and marketing it with festivals and special events at both national and worldwide levels (Karabacak, 2010). In line with such an aim, rather than national, universal symbols and cultural activities were used. The nationalist and religious references are often seen as contradictory to the universal underpinnings such as freedom, equality, human rights, democracy and justice. In ECOC, the aim is to neutralise such contradictory differences. However, constraints and conflicts are an important part of the agenda of the controversy of the degree to which they are compatible with the ideals set forth by ECOC. Thus, it is important to question to what degree cross-cultural multiple and diversified and clashing identities of Istanbul city fit the aim of constructing unity within Europe: Islamic/Christian, Ottoman/European, East/West. 

During the ECOC project in Istanbul in 2010, the Islamic elements were incorporated into art, literature, music activities and in public spaces such as the rearrangement of public squares, modifying concert halls, promoting of Islamic holy days and rituals and presenting images of women with religious headscarves. The headscarf has been and is still used as a symbol of the political ideology of the governing JDP. However, it has been used to eliminate negative images of Islam as being backward, uncultured, and hostile by advancing modernist and liberal ideals such as economic liberalization, privatization, democratization and the desire to obtain EU membership. The liberal-Islamist perspective tries to combine economic and political liberalism with the conservative social values that are deeply rooted in Islam. The symbols and representations of the Islamic/Ottoman identity of Istanbul have become integral to the visual discourse of ECOC. The compatibility of Islam with modern culture is also represented in rather familiar Orientalist images. In a similar vein, in one of the images for the ECOC 2010 booklets for Istanbul, the domes of the mosques became a stage for a ballet performance. Within modernising projects, the desire to bring East and West together serves Islamism. This image project an image of Islam as capable of producing its own educated and cultured elite that appreciates Western performing arts and music. 

Within all these arguments, the Istanbul province/city is conceptualised as coherent and homogenous, a "regional and international centre in fields of finance, culture and tourism, a bridge between the East and the West, competitive, a world leader and centre." (Başaran, 2007, p. 131). Thus, progress for everyone is put forward to homogenise all sections of the society. Such an illusion is also the case in cultural institutions, which claim to be civilization agencies but in fact only serve the interests of the privileged classes. In addition to international cultural activities, we should also consider cultural centres in Istanbul as part of urban transformation projects, which are legitimized by the discourse of the global city. These cultural centres contribute to the image of the city and to those corporations that support them (Şeni, 2011). 

With the ECOC project, some sections of the city were reorganised and revitalised to comply with the requirements of a global city. Urban transformation projects have contributed to capital accumulation and have been supported by gentrification programs carried out in areas such as; Cihangir, Galata and Fransız Sokağı (French Street). Furthermore, these programs enabled middle and upper classes to use and reinforce their social privileges. They have used the city as a global and world-city away from all forms of inequalities and limitations of human rights and freedom. They have used those gentrificated and privileged spaces and activities and cultural centres transformed as public spaces that are widely used mainly by middle and upper classes. 
In this way, corporations that control and exercise authority on cultural institutions and centres have been able to present themselves as universal and accessible to all. Institutions and centres that are part of global events and activities such as art exhibitions, galleries and museums, fairs and festivals have attracted not only tourists but also global capital. As such, culture has not only been integrated into politics but also into the economics of domestic and global market relations. The private sector with its corporations has been able to exercise control and reinforce social divisions. Similar outcomes are observed in relation to the Istanbul Art Biennials. 



4.2.6.
İstanbul Art Biennials

Motivated and influenced by its counterparts abroad, IFCA was founded in 1973 as a non-profit and non-governmental organization mainly engaging in art festivals, films, theatre, music and jazz events with the aim of advancing and fostering Istanbul as a centre of culture and art. The International Istanbul Contemporary Art Exhibition organised by IFCA in 1987 (later renamed as the First Istanbul Art Biennial) was a major art event within the international map of contemporary art exhibitions and it increased its influence and extended its scope of activities with every new event. This organisation has not only significantly extended the volume of sales in contemporary Turkish art market since 2006 but also has increased the number of new galleries, art institutions, art management departments and the public (Aksoy and Enlil, 2010). One hundred thousand people attended the 11th International Istanbul Biennial, the largest contemporary art event in Turkey placing Istanbul at the centre of the contemporary art agenda (IFCA, 2005). 

The first Istanbul Art Biennial has become a prestigious event and media attraction, giving special attention to the sponsoring companies and publicising their corporate identities. IFCA was the first foundation to predominantly sponsor cultural and artistic events with 75 per cent of its circulating capital being from corporate sponsorships, 20 per cent from ticket revenues and international funding and the remaining 5 per cent from the local government contributions (Yurdanur, 2008).

The main purpose and the goal of the Biennials were: 

to establish a communication network among artists and observers from different cultures in the field of visual arts. The Foundation's initial goal was to offer the finest examples of art from around the world while, at the same time, promoting the national, cultural and artistic assets of Turkey using arts to create an international platform of communication (IFCA, 2012).

As declared in the first biennial, the event aims to realise the objective of securing inter-cultural exchange and promoting national and international works of art by introducing outstanding international artistic and cultural activities, exhibiting visual works of art, presenting artists and their work to the partners in the artworld to facilitate interaction between different nations and accommodate the works of contemporary art, augmenting, advancing and vitalizing local art (Abalı, 2010) and integrating it into the global artworld. Through these aims, it is expected that a setting will be provided in which those who seek to display their innovative, conceptual and experimental practices of art will be provided with the necessary knowledge, experience and instruction. 


Themes of the Biennials: From an individual to social stance

Traditional spaces and contemporary art constituted the themes of the first two biennials. In the third biennial, the theme of cultural differences explored the similarities and differences between local and international cultures and identities. The fourth biennial explored the controversial history and the current position of Istanbul between its Eastern (oriental) and Western (occidental) positions. The fifth biennial problematised the relation between aesthetics and social reality. The sixth biennial had the theme of individualism; however, the outcome was not desirable since the event alienated and disassociated itself from the inseparable content of politics. Thus, the sixth Biennial is remembered as pompous and pretentious. In the seventh biennial, the theme of East and West was used again. Although the theme of the eighth biennial, justice, had a pivotal significance, it limited itself to the poetic feature. In one sense, the ninth biennial entitled ‘Istanbul’ was a turning point in its thematic approach in terms of adopting a social and political theme rather than an individualist conceptualisation. The theme of the tenth biennial aimed to promote the analysis of the controversy and implications of liberalism (global) and modernism (Western). The eleventh biennial was considered to be the most political since it questioned how art influences social relations by focusing on issues such as political manipulations, wealth and poverty, food and hunger, social norms, gender oppression, religious hypocrisy, personal responsibility, double morality and consent to oppression (Örer, 2011). 

Organisational Structure and the Curators 

The selection of local or international curators and the organisational structure reveal some of the features of the Istanbul Biennials. For the first three biennials, local curators were appointed, and the ninth biennial was jointly curated. Except for the ninth and eleventh Biennials, the committee selected single curators; and in the eleventh biennial, there was a collective of four curators. In the first two biennials, a clear-cut curatorial system had not been decided upon since the definition, content and the description of a curator had not yet adequately been formulated within the localartworld. The third biennial represented a classic model in which each country participated with its own curator. A single and a non-Turkish curator curated the fourth biennial in 1995. The sixth biennial was organised on a smaller scale since it was soon after the 1999 Marmara Earthquake. The ninth biennial was a turning point in the sense that foreign and Turkish curators jointly curated it. Due to orientalist criticisms, the curators did not use the historical sites of the city stating that they wanted to show Istanbul as a modern metropolis influenced by and integrated into global dynamics (Yardımcı, 2005). Leaving aside its focus on the city, the tenth biennial featured the impact and the implications of globalisation. Clichés such as Istanbul being the bridge between East and West, the clash of civilizations and the crossroad of cultures were totally abandoned. The eleventh biennial was the first to be curated by a collective. Although the first two biennials were designed to attract global attention through well-established artists, they also hosted a considerable number of local contemporary artists; however, their number dramatically decreased in the following biennials. By the fourth biennial, the number of the participant countries increased from 15 to 52 and the seventh biennial hosted 63 artists from 81 countries (Abalı, 2010).

The prominent features of Istanbul including history and heritage, being a centre of business, finance, tourism, culture and art provide some of the essential conditions and resources for the institutionalisation of the art biennials. The historical spaces largely influenced the decisions taken concerning the locations of the venues. One of the reasons put forward for using historical sites was the lack of exhibition venues and their obvious cultural and historical attraction. A single location was used for the third biennial and historical sites were chosen for specific events included in the fourth biennial. For the fifth biennial, environmental and public locations were used and the city itself was the exhibition space. In the following three biennials, the venues were the historical sites again. In the following biennials, the venues were located in the centre of the city, which reflected an important organisational change.

Only recently have the biennials begun to gain artistic infra-structural characteristics and it is expected that this development will strengthen their place in the global arena. However, it is still controversial whether the biennials do contribute to the development of a new generation of artists and audience in Turkey (Madra, 2008). Among various debates carried out concerning the Istanbul Biennials, Madra’s (1993) arguments give important insights focussing on; the periphery/centre contradiction in theartworld, the art market and the possibility of creating a new communication environment. First, she emphasizes that the periphery/centre contradiction is no longer a central issue. ‘Art’ for Madra, seems to be the only environment, where ‘the cultural differences’ can convene and produce a positive and resourceful result for the development of a world culture and a global dialogue. In her view, there have been new changes and developments in art systems. Not only are the activities similar, but also the problems are related to each other. Madra emphasizes that under the continuous shifting of space and time, it is impossible to talk about the specificity of either the centre and/or the periphery; that is, the issue of universal/local dichotomy is no longer important. According to Madra, “now more than ever these centres of art accommodate (encapsulate) centre and periphery as an entity” and “the continuous shifting determines the art of the present, as dislocation, deconstruction, decentralization, discontent or divergence” (Madra, 1993, p. 107). She argues that from the beginning of the 1990s, the situation in Turkey has changed from being the recipient of modernism to a contributor to modernism. The latter is mainly due to the equalization of the differences between centre and periphery, which contributes to the formation of a new communication system that uses art and culture. Madra’s second argument is related to the art market in that the profitability of the international art market has turned works of art into a mercantile object. As Adorno (1997) indicates, in terms of economic consumption, there is a continuous demand for the ‘new’ in the international artworld. However, Madra indicates that this is not the case in the periphery. She asks whether it is possible to be a part of the international art market without losing the regional and local emphasis. She states that a regional cooperation is essential and this should include a regional art journal, a regional TV channel on contemporary art and exchange of artists supported by government and private funds. 

The cooperation formed through the biennial networks greatly contributed to the Istanbul biennials being considered a global art occasion and an emerging international centre of art. The development of the organisational structure and the institutional character of the biennials were mainly determined by the predominant and intensive support of the private sector and the sponsorship of the local companies. There was no well-established, consistent and embracing model for the initiation of policies and the establishment of the venues for the biennials. In fact, they consisted of various hybrid forms and were highly authoritative, commanding and, in one sense, rigid. The primary concept of the biennial is that the curatorial practices select the participating artists; the advisory committees only consist of the professionals who select the curators, and the venues unnecessarily benefit from the historical and cultural heritage of the city. 

In conclusion, the biennials fulfilled the needs of national, international and global economies, provided a space for young artists, and in due course, a thematic approach replaced the national presentation model. Thus, the biennials have been transformed from a local art event into a global one. The outcome of this change was that the biennials have become events that are considerably supported by sponsors and global cultural institutions. A considerable increase in domestic and international audience was due to the cultural heritage and the authenticity of the city linking East and West. Furthermore, the combination of modernism and history allowed the city to become a centre of commerce, industry, finance and culture and art. This latter aspect helped to improve the local cultural infrastructure, and provided a platform for a broad global circulation of various cultural events and new trends in the field of culture and art (Abalı, 2010).



4.2.7.
Controversial modelling of culture and art: The case of 






Turkey

Cultural policy models and the cultural sector mainly indicate how different models of financing of art and their infrastructures influence institutional and economical support for the artistic field of a country. These models and the sector are interwoven and mostly used interchangeably. While the policy models exemplify the mechanisms of the financing of art, the cultural sector is indicative of specific artistic practices. They are not only central to the institutionalization of the artworld but also depict the relationship between state, government, capital and the civil society including cross-cultural differences. 

Zimmer and Toepler (1999) present the following three main cultural models in Western European countries; Continental Europe, Nordic and Anglo-Saxon liberal. These models differ according to their historical background. The Continental-European model is characterised by the aim of creating excellence-oriented artistic institutions and possessing strong central governments. The hierarchical structure and the legitimacy of government intervention dictate the plans for administration that are exemplified as ministries of culture. The Scandinavian model is mainly based on a social democratic welfare state that adopts an approach based on universalism and egalitarianism rather than being normative or hierarchical. Based on multi-purpose cultural centres and active local government involvement, this model does not have any predominant institution or form of administration. The Anglo-Saxon liberal model is characterised by non-profit sponsorship and support of cultural institutions as the role of the state is minimised, and the regulative processes based on market relations, as in United Kingdom. Zimmer and Toepler (1999) and Esping-Anderson (2000, cited in Ulldemolins and Arostequi, 2013) argue that there is also the Mediterranean model adopted by Spain and Italy. This model is described by Akdede (2013) as;

…essentially interventionist with some traits of arbitrariness, political particularism and clientelism. It can also be characterised by a lack of clear guidelines and technical or transparent criteria in order to manage public policies, a limited awareness of the res publica as subject to collective responsibility and a remarkable tendency to lobbyism (Akdede, 2013).
Ulldemolins and Arostequi (2013) justify the necessity of state intervention in terms of the “market failure” and social and cultural equality approaches of the “welfare state doctrine” in the 1960s and 1970s. However, starting from the early 1990s, the European Union introduced a new culture system for the members and candidate countries. This system was defined as culture institutions working with “the independent and autonomous administrations and expert staff via the funds provided by the state, local authorities and private sector” and the managers of these institutions and with the commissioned artists rather than any particular bureaucrat, politician or businessperson, should set the artistic standards of the institutions (Madra 2009, p. 23).

After the 1980s, as a general trend, the instruments of the New Public Management have begun to be implemented including performance and management contracts and funding agreements with cultural organisations in various European countries that have had a diversified impact on cultural models. The New Public Management approach transfers the management of state and public sector to private market conditions and Akdede (2013) cites this clear transition from public-based service production to the public performance of cultural services. As Ulldemolins and Arostegui (2013) argue that there is a tendency for Continental-European and Mediterranean models to evolve into the liberal Anglo-Saxon model. 

There is evidence that artistic field in Turkey is partially converging with the cultural policies of its European counterparts. This evidence consists of three elements; the draft law forming the Turkish Art Institution (Türkiye Sanat Kurumu, TÜSAK); Istanbul ECOC 2010; and İnce’s (2012) discussion of the isomorphic trends that have reconfigured the cultural services in district municipalities of the Istanbul province.

The formation of an art council by the executive council of the government raises issues of autonomy and accountability of the art institution. Moreover, the directorate of State Theatre and State Opera and Ballet of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (MoCT) has been liquidated. The officials of the Ministry state that their intention was to establish a “foundation of a structural body that resembles the examples of England, Italy and Australia.” (Boyacıoğlu 2013, p. 1). Although there are partial similarities in the involvement of culture and art agents in terms of the projected content of the support system, there is little resemblance to the systems of the countries that are to be imitated. The Arts Councils in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland apply cutting-edge standards and use New Public Management instruments to support cultural policies and artistic production. Thus, there is almost no ground to compare the level of achievement of the United Kingdom in the field of culture and art with Turkey (Boyacıoğlu 2013; Özkoray 2013; Sanul 2013; Karabey 2013; and Erciyes 2013). 

The experiences derived from Istanbul ECOC 2010 are also an example for this convergence. In 2010, when Istanbul held the title of a capital of the European culture, the city organised a series of cultural events with a strong European understanding. Two years before her appointment as the Visual Arts Director of Istanbul ECOC 2010, Madra had argued that “the vividness of cultural life in Istanbul is accurate yet divisive. Unlike Europe, we do not have a pluralistic culture industry. The activities addressed to a small group. 2010 ECOC is a fine opportunity to solve the structural problems.” (Madra 2009, p.50). Although ECOC is a phenomenon of global culture industry and marketing and branding of the cities, the Project was an inspirational challenge for an integrated and encapsulating cultural policy to flourish in Turkey. With the establishment of an ECOC Agency (Avrupa Kültür Başkenti Ajansı), various actors and stakeholders from central and local government institutions and independent professional art institutions assembled to establish a cooperation that would promote an understanding of the new governance (Aksoy and Enlil, 2010). However, the experiences derived from the implementation of the Project reveals only a partial convergence. 

Soon after JDP came to power in 2002, the government presented its vision of transforming the entire public governance structure to a more decentralized one. This was declared by the late Minister of Culture and Tourism, Atilla Koç, to be a “mind shift” in cultural policy. Yet, the JDP government failed to implement the new decentralized model; in fact, central intervention and management modality continued (Aksoy 2011). The internalization of New Public Management approaches for public services in general and for the cultural field in particular goes back to the late 1990s in Turkey, especially visible in the programs of municipalities governed by the ruling party, JDP. An intermediary position rather than a directing one fostered a critical development of infra-structural transformation at least for the metropolitan municipality of Istanbul. In her study on the implementation of cultural policies in the metropolitan municipality of Istanbul, İnce (2012) investigated the isomorphism of the district cultural centres of municipalities. She reported that JDP municipalities declared that they would take measures to secure the “cultural access of all people without any ideological intervention in the content of the cultural field” (İnce, 2012, p. 179). However, this discourse turned into hegemony of the private sector and district municipality being the sole producer of the cultural services. Although more than 80% of the district municipalities opened cultural centres, they faced central problems concerning management and programming. İnce (2012) explained that this problem occurred at two different levels; horizontal and vertical. For the former level, three bodies of authority, district, metropolitan and central are involved. At the vertical level, democratisation, professionalization and commercialisation shaped the cultural policies. Ince argues that all three forms of isomorphism, coercive, mimetic and normative, are observed. Her conclusion is that such an organization, management and administration correspond more to a service sector rather than a cultural and art environment that is rich and productive in terms of content and creativity. 

Taking these three issues into account, we can conclude that based on a neoliberal economy and privatisation programs, the central government has interfered in almost all spheres of public life as the sole producer of the cultural field. In addition, professionalism was inadequate in the management of culture. These were the two main reasons for only a partial convergence of the cultural field of Turkey to European cultural policies. 

From a broader perspective, it can be argued that the distinctions or boundaries between arts, social and educational policies have become blurry within the extended scope of activities of the welfare state. When this is the case, it is likely that typical institutional arrangements in the field of arts and culture will be similar to those in the more established policy fields of the welfare state (Zimmer and Toepler, 1996).


4.3
Concluding comments

The cultural changes experienced in the Republican history of Turkey are integrated into and show parallel dynamics and developments with the major transformations that brought about societal changes, which involved the transition from state and public sector-based import substitution model of development to capital and private sector-based and export-oriented neoliberal development.

From the 1950s, the most powerful families in the private sector collected works of art. This was mainly due to and shaped by their aesthetic understanding and not necessarily perceived as an investment in culture per se but as philanthropic activities. However, since these collections were privately owned, the public were unaware of their existence. 

In the pre-1980 period, the central and directing position of the state determined the main features of the art and culture policies in Turkey. Due to the direct involvement of the private sector mainly through private corporations and banks, private cultural institutions became central to cultural life. The strong state notion of privatisation determined cultural policies. The state withdrew from directly investing in fields of art and culture and changed its policy to providing the means of support and giving incentives. Cultural events and activities increased in parallel to the increased financial and political power of corporations, banks and, to a certain degree, the local administrative bodies. This, coupled with the increased integration of capital in the global economy, influenced the character of the tendencies towards the institutionalisation of culture in general and of art in particular (Ada, 2009). 

The pioneering families of the private corporations played a significant role in IoA and this role expanded with the corporate capital and banks in the post-1980 period. In the pre-1980 period, the left wing influence on politics led to the adoption of economic policies focusing on public welfare and the private sector sought to utilise consensus politics. However, in the post-1980 period, the tentative consensus politics disintegrated and the gap between classes widened and contradictions increased in parallel to the emergence of the middle classes and the empowerment of bourgeoisie. With the support and integral involvement of the middle class and their integration into private corporate capital, the sphere of culture and art started to be controlled and determined mainly by decisions of the private sector agents. 

Although in the private sector, there is a strong tendency to break the link between not only politics and economy but also the links between culture, economy and politics. This is visible in the universal ideals of civilisation, Westernisation and progress taken as ideological cultural constructs detached from their political and economic content. 

The justifications made and the legitimisations given for the involvement of the capital owning families and corporate capital reflected a transition from philanthropic justifications to cultural investments. While social investments had priority in the pre-1980 period, cultural investments intensified after the 1980s. The latter are closely related to the import substitution industrialization model where developmentalism and populist strategies are used to create a productive and consumer society by contributing to the education and health of the society. 

The field of culture and art has been integrated into the domestic and global markets. Urban settings, specifically metropolitan cities such as Istanbul have become centres of not only commerce, consumption and finance, but also culture. Cities were no longer considered units of production but they were seen as symbolized units of consumption. Culture has become a means for constructing the image of the cities; however, this image rendered social problems invisible.

Rather than investing directly in the field of culture and art, the state has intensified its mediating role of supporting the private sector through extended provisions and economic incentives. With the decline of the power of organisation of the labouring class parallel to the levelling of the manufacturing sector after the 1980s and the rise of middle class and the growth of the service sector, the lifestyle (consumption in general and cultural products specifically) of the new urban professionals has become an ideal form of life for the rest of the society. The private sector has increased its involvement and extended its investments in the field of culture and art, and achieved accumulation capital, power and prestige in this domain of social life.

The field of culture and art has become a domain of unity for homogenising contradictions and conflict in society. The ideals of the progressive development of the pre-1980 welfare policies have been eliminated and culture and arts have become central mechanisms for change and development. These aspects are closely related to the withdrawal of the state from the economy and direct investment into the field of culture and art. However, the state still exercises its power indirectly providing the consolidation of the policies and projects of the private sector, and the means to secure the domain of culture as a profitable area. 

Although at least in the symbolic production, culture in its general form may have a uniting and universalising power. The question arises concerning the degree to which institutionalisation will result from such hegemonic power. On the other hand, such a unifying character actually hides and limits the differences that are involved. 

The exhibition of works of art has guided and pioneered the development of the field of art. Although exhibitions incorporate the public, the actual character of art would be hidden if exhibitions were considered predominantly as only the works of the artists. 

Local art should not be considered as a domain that should be left to the policies of conservative governments similar to those of JDP. Is it reasonable to argue that while capital institutionalises global art, conservative governments institutionalise local art? 
5.
Research Design and Methodology 

5.1. Introduction

This chapter presents relational sociology as the theoretical base and grounded theory as the methodological approach for the analysis of the research problem developed in this study. This work takes a critical standpoint for the controversial interpretations of institutional theory and the institutionalisation perspectives that are primarily formulated on the basis of the assumptions of an orthodox modernity understanding. To this end, relational sociology is considered to be an appropriate perspective that distances itself from the views of Giddens (1984) and Bourdieu (1993) in general, and specifically on the prominent controversy of the contemporary social theory of the agent/structure dichotomy. 

In its general scope this study is formulated on the basis of relational sociology and provides an analysis through a qualitative substantiation based on a grounded theory method approach. The first two sections cover the main features of relational sociology and qualitative research, including its grounded theory version. The following sections present the research question and the research design of this study.


5.2. Relational Sociology

In one way or other, society and the ‘social’ had always been conceptualized as a ‘relation’ based on and critical of the theoretical assumptions of modernist and/or postmodernist formulations. Since 1983, among others, Emirbayer (1997), Kyriakidou and Özbilgin (2006), Syed and Özbilgin (2009), Donati (2015), Depelteau (2015), Prandini (2015),  Crossley (2015) contributed significantly to almost all the classical understanding of social theory. Once again they critically questioned the way social relations are defined in terms of the kind of reality in which societies emerge, change and configured. Donati (2015) directed his criticisms to individualism and holism, while Depelteau (2015), based on practical and ontological formulations, proposed a ‘transactional sociology’ that detaches relational sociology from social determinism. In line with Donati (2015), Crossley (2015) defined and contrasted his arguments focusing on interactions and social networks with the ‘classical’ individualistic and holistic alternatives. Although embracing several difficulties and challenges such as the specification of boundaries, network dynamics and causality Emirbayar (2015) directed his criticism on duality and opposition, based his arguments on the distinctions between substance and process; ‘things’ and unfolding dynamic relations; and substantialism and relationalism. 

Social analysis in its predominantly modernist formulation is based on institutions as social structures that maintain social order by enforcing rules that ensure the relations of individuals. Individuals and all collective forms of social organisations (structures) exist and maintain themselves as actors within a network of interactive relations. 

These actors are not self-contained, self-sufficient and self-determined, that is their actions are not made meaningful from outside the structures and institutions, and their interactions, as networks are not independent from agency. It is central to note that the general approach of relational sociology is critical of the basic assumptions of classical (orthodox) modernity understanding. Adopting this critical stance, the interacting agents form the agency not by their rational choices (rationality assumption of modernity) and the determining (foundationalism and essentiality assumption of modernity) circumstances of structures. 

The holistic comprehension of the relation between agent and structure as the basic methodology of modernity is based on the view that parts fit the whole and their sum total constitutes the whole; that is the parts are meaningful within the entirety. Institutionalised functional explanations as in the formulations of Radcliffe-Brown (1952) and Parsons (1979) are primarily based on the functions and performances of this dichotomy. 

In its general form, agents are self-contained, self-sufficient and self-determined entities in holistic formulations therefore, their agency does not make a difference; it is reduced to determining features of the institutional (i.e., structural) understanding of the social relations. Thus, the historical past is thought to be destined and institutions are explained by their functions. One should notice that in this functional understanding, if parts (i.e., the agents and the structures) are explained with their functions, the consequences become causes; that is the functions determine the roles of the actions and institutions as parts. This is clearly inconsistent, in that consequences in logical terms do not precede causes. (Crossley, 2011, p. 8)  

Individuals as actors and their properties although they exist and are real their corresponding actions cannot be perceived, at least in ontological terms a priori and their actions are distinctive and should not be reduced to the properties of individuals. The agents as individuals and structures therefore, cannot simply be considered as rationally acting agents (i.e., seeking the most efficient way of realising their goals) external to and beyond their capacities and qualifications of their agency within their relations as interacting agents. Thus, agents cannot be reduced into structures as in the case of the holistic understanding of the self-determined characteristics of agents and individualistic formulations of rational action and both standpoints contradict each other. The consideration of society as given (holistic) and a pre-constituted structured entity (in correspondence to the essentiality assumption of the modernity) external to and beyond the interactions of social relations escape from and distance themselves from the historically contingent specificities that end in ahistorical foundational and substantial explanations. In this sense, society is not holistic or individualistic; it is not an object with fixed properties, but a relationally constituted interaction. Such a dynamic relationality of the processes of social relations are continuously made and remade. It is not a state of being but a relation of becoming within a network of interactions. Not only action, but also the structures emerge and reconstituted as interacting relations and their properties and functional aspects are reducible into a whole and the actors not subsumed within the whole. Similarly, structures as interactions and networks posit actors with their interrelated collective actions as a process. 

Such a relational understanding (relationality) assumes that interactions are irreducible and interactive networks of actions are central and the basic unit of social analysis. The unit of analysis is not individuals but the relations of interactions of individuals and structures as agent and structures. Any understanding of relationality should be distanced from the basic assumptions of rational, deterministic (causal), substantial (essential) modernist understanding of holism and universal (abstracted) formulations of individualistic formulations of the actor and action as agents. In contrast, this understanding should be formulated as network relations within the context of interaction and collective social relations that are continuously established and re-established constituted beings not objectified and constructed as in the case of classical modernity understanding. Actors thus exist in relation to others acting and beings shaped according to and by the concrete and historically specific circumstances (positions) within the networks of relations. 

In the general framework of relational sociology, the interactions both enable and constrain actions in different forms and actors occupy multiple positions according to their location in the network of relations. A different form of describing the agency of actors is to designate them as emergent actors. They are formed and continuously re-formed in and through interaction and they attain different identifications within different interactive relations. In this way, actors are formed, maintained and transformed in interaction that facilitates reflective action. (Crossley, 2011, p. 11) Furthermore, action with a purpose is not self-determined capacity; it is an embedded and constituted capacity that emerges and bound by the interactive relations. 

Within this scope, based on exchange and coercion social power should be conceptualised as the relations between actors having multiple positions. In contrast to essentialist conceptions of power as possessions of actors, the actors’ power change over time and what is exchanged depends on practice within the making of and becoming processes as interacting networks of relations as Crossley summarises below. 

There is no exchange without actors but exchange transforms those who participate in it, in various ways, both temporary and more durable. Furthermore, the value of what is exchanged, like the meaning of what we say, emerges in the (exchange) interaction and does not exist independently of it. Again we see that, whilst the social world cannot be 'rolled up' in a  teleological whole, neither can it can be decomposed into its parts without us losing much that is important about and characteristic  of it. The social world cannot be reduced either upwards or downwards to unifıed wholes or disconnected parts. It is a network of dynamic interactions and relationships. (Crossley, 2011, p. 122)
In relation to social power, conventions, networks and resources are indispensable elements, especially for social structures conceptualised within the controversial duality of structure/agency dichotomy. The positions adopted by Giddens (1984) and Bourdieu (1992) are critically informative. Their engagement with structures are mostly defined as asocial relations and located within rather than between actors as in the case of  ‘rules’ of Giddens and  habitus in  Bourdieu. One should bear in mind that actors retain agency in a context (structure) of connection to and interdependency on the others within a network and their resources as accumulated and sediment accumulations of the past are embodied in conventions and constituted according to their interactive relations. 

Structure/agent dichotomy is often conflated with the individualism/holism dichotomy. Regarding agency, the latter dichotomy raises issues of holism (that precludes any role to individuals) and individualism (that takes agency as foundational). Conventions in past social relations can influence and shape actions without wholly determining them. The structure can enable and constrain agency but there is no structure without the agency as Crossley formulates:

Where 'holism' and 'individualism' are mutually exclusive, 'structure and ‘agency’ necessarily presuppose one another. Moreover, where holism and individualism are reductive principles of explanation, structure and agency are (entirely compatible) properties of the social world, which need not, in any way, be thought of in reductive terms. … Structure is always in process. Patterns emerge and endure within the flow and they are important because they constitute opportunities and constraints which shape the possibilities for its (immediate) future, but they are always a part of the flow, never fixed or external impositions upon it. (Crossley, 2011, p.126)
History, as the sediment of conventional structures is embedded in the interactions of relations. Giddens’s and Bourdieu’s structure/agency understanding is problematic in the sense that it is one-dimensional since it strips structure from its relational content. It is clear that if one brackets process and historical change together then structures can be analysed without reference to agency. The point is not that they fail to recognize that actors interact or are capable of improvisation, innovation, strategic manoeuvres but rather they attach no explanatory significance to interaction and conceive of improvisation etc. as individual achievements. Interaction is not allowed to make a difference to structure; at most, it is mediated by structure. There is little sense that actors make and remake the social world together, in ways that are irreducible to them as individual actors. (Crossley, 2011) 
 Conventions are neither static nor determiners of conduct. They evolve with the dynamics of the social world, as inter-actors adapt, and actors may elect to interact in unconventional ways. … ‘Convention’ provides a better basis for our conception of structure than either rules or habitus, because convention implies the embodied know-how suggested by habitus, and also the agreement and normativity suggested by 'rules' and integral to meaning. (Crossley, 2011)

Convention is only one aspect of structure; however structure involves conventions, resources and networks. These three elements overlap and interpenetrate. Crossley (2011) proposes that 'social worlds' (as coined by Becker, 1982) in terms ofartworlds are constituted through interaction in which actors mobilize resources and networks of relations and interdependency. These worlds contain structures, but they are structured and entailed as dynamic interactive relations. 
Qualitative content and the concreteness and processual nature of structures are often omitted   in abstract discussions of structure.  Structures as interactive relations are thus social entities that are always changing. Given this understanding of relational sociology this study adopts a qualitative methodology as discussed in the next section. 

5.3. Qualitative Research 

This section presents the basic characteristics of qualitative research, the distinction from quantitative research techniques, basic methods and strengths and weaknesses together with the advantages and disadvantages of this method. 

The propositions addressed in this research are generally substantiated with qualitative research techniques and specifically with data sources primarily obtained by the self-employed semi-structured survey method.  In addition there are the limited observations and an extensive review of the relevant literature as documentary-historical sources. The analysis of the data and interpretations of the findings are undertaken within the scope and tools of grounded theory. The empirical data was collected from a sample of individuals integrally related to the domain of the arts. The majority of these people are actively involved artists as producers of works of art and/or academicians, advisors and art critics from Turkey. 

Using a qualitative substantiation this study investigates the IoA as a relational domain of art as artworld. The term artworld is used to explain those factors that are influential on IoA and their impact. It is a reassessment of the relational position of the artworld in relation to economics and the politics of art (including cultural relations) as reflected in the activities and policies of the state and the private sector in Turkey. This relational scope is further investigated specifically in terms of the art market (as the economics of arts), initiatives (as the civil domain remaining outside of the private sector), large art organisations, the activities of municipalities, the role of artists, the position of the art public and the significance of works of art. All the elements included in this domain are reassessed as dimensions of the relationality of the artworld and their operational features in the interpretation and evaluation of the research question. 


Characteristics of qualitative research 
Qualitative research is holistic, empirical, descriptive, interpretative and empathic. It is holistic in the sense that emphasis is given to the context and it is case oriented and relatively non-comparative. It is empirical because it is field oriented and emphasis is given to observations. It is descriptive and noninterventionist. It is interpretive and relies heavily on intuition. It is empathic because intentions and the values of the observed are important. It generally works from the bottom up and the interpretations of the participants and their subjectivity is highly recognised. (Colwell, 2006) Overall, the researcher-researched interactive relation is the key instrument for qualitative research. The bases of the validations are the total of the observations and interpretations provided from multiple sources and through methods. 


Comparing qualitative with the quantitative research 

In quantitative research, interpretation is less pronounced and rather than the interests of the subject, pre-set parameters are prioritised. Quantitative research is more static since it has a rigorous framework). In contrast, qualitative research mostly adopts a loosely structured approach to data collection and is more concerned with what is interesting and important for the participants. In addition to observation, interviews being carried out and the examination of documents improve the validity. In quantitative research, facts wait to be untangled as something external to the actor however, in qualitative research priority is given to the perspectives of those being studied rather than the researcher’s prior concerns in relation to subjects’ understanding. It is central to qualitative research that the stance of an insider is adopted with a strong emphasis on the interpretations of the participants. Importance is attached to the process, in terms of the unfolding of events in time which is greatly unstructured. (Bryman, 1989)
The quantitative approach is highly formalized and explicitly controlled, however, the procedures in qualitative research are not as strictly formalized, and the scope is more likely to be undefined. The constructs and concepts used in qualitative research can be interpreted within an extensive scope to obtain a rich meaning that is intuitive and connotative. In contrast, in quantitative research, concepts mostly carry an unambiguous meaning being precisely identified and operationalised for measurement. It is considered as an advantage for qualitative research that the concepts and constructs are analysed in their own right to gain a greater depth of understanding of the specificity of the concept. In qualitative research the propositions used are merely stated in the form of a general research goal and they are mostly developed during the investigation. In contrast, in quantitative research the propositions are formulated beforehand. In qualitative research, the issues are subjectified and personally experienced. Spontaneous and unexpected issues are observed, recorded and contextualised in a confounding and confusing milieu. In contrast, in quantitative research, the observation is pre-planned; the context is controlled as much as possible, with the researcher remaining mostly indifferent. (Mouton and Marais, 1988/1996)
To summarise, the differences between the types of approaches originate from structuring, control, and scope of the research. Compared with quantitative approaches qualitative research is relatively more open and broader. In qualitative research, events are reported in a more fluid, rich, and redundant style but quantitative investigations are written up in a tight and impersonal style. Those engaging in qualitative research are interested in the uniqueness of the individual case, the variety of perceptions and intentions of the actors. The researchers mostly seek to work with a small number of participants in order to find easy-access situations and have little reliance on objective measurement. They also draw their own generalizations, combining past and present experiences. The integrity, complexity, and conceptuality of individual cases are interpreted. (Colwell, 2006)   

 
Methods of qualitative research

In qualitative research three main sources of data are commonly used; observation, unstructured and semi-structured interviewing and documentary-historical data. The design of the study is emerging and progressive.  

It is based not only on a strong sense of the research questions or issues at hand but also on the growing body of interpreted observations. When assuming the more common nonparticipant role, the researcher observes ordinary activities and habitat, the people, the exercise of authority and responsibility, the expression of intent, the productivity, and especially the milieu. Believing that important understandings are situationally rooted, the researcher carefully describes the contacts, noting not just space and time characteristics, but social, economic, political, historical, and aesthetic contexts. The nonparticipating observer is as invisible and nonintrusive as possible, often even refraining from appearing to record what is going on. (Colwell, 2006, p.294) 
Interviews used in qualitative research are relatively simple and efficient. They are relatively loosely structured and not guided by a pre-existing schedule. Memos are used to remind the researcher what will be covered and this gives respondents considerable scope and flexibility in their responses. (Bryman, 1989) 

Documents, both historical and current are essential supporting sources for qualitative research since they provide information that cannot be obtained through interviews and they can be used to validate information and furthermore, they are seldom used on their own. (Bryman, 1998)

Strengths (advantages) and weaknesses (disadvantages) of qualitative research 

Although having advantages, the qualitative research also has disadvantages. It is time consuming in data collection (transcribing and translating) and analysis. It can be questioned in terms of the substantiation using qualitative data sources. The difficulties of controlling and minimising bias could result in misinterpretations. Probably, the weakest aspect of qualitative research is that generalizations made have limited contribution in terms of policy implications. Although its primary purpose is to facilitate the understanding of the particular, Colwell describes qualitative research overall as;
its weakness originate from excessive subjectivity in observations, imprecise language in descriptions, vague descriptions of the research design, unwieldy and voluminous reports, cost and time overrun, unethical intrusion into personal lives. But it has also strengths: it is holistic, systemic, emphasizes inner workings and contexts, a strong, empirical commitment to triangulated description, an obligation and opportunity to get the most from fieldwork interpretations and a sense of empathy enhancing the utility of use for applied practice. (Colwell, 2006, p. 300-301) 
5.4. Grounded Theory


5.4.1. Grounded Theory and the features of its method

Grounded theory approach extends and develops the scope and the means of qualitative research. Grounded theory (GT) is the method of generating and developing theory, by analysing the collected data in consecutive stages rather than adopting an existing theory. At the outset, it seeks to generate theory that is grounded in data and entails a constant moving backwards and forwards between data and emerging theoretical constructs. Initially, as Bryman (1989) puts forward that the researcher elaborates categories that correspond to the data and undertakes further data collection to refine them until confidence is reached for their relevance and boundaries. The researcher then seeks to extend these categories by asking what kinds of phenomena can be subsumed under them and by exploring possible connections with other emerging categories to develop hypotheses. 

In general, theory is developed during data collecting and subsequently coding the material. The data is used to search for categories, their characteristics and relationship between them through continuous comparison. In its general form, the terms that are going to be explored and identified are developed and then reduced to determine the central theme and integrate them to elaborate the theory. 

GT uses an inductive approach and its research design combines the planning of data collection and the analysis of the data. GT uses an inductive approach and its research design combines planning of data collection and analysis. In principle, the two stages of GT method are elaborating categories from the consecutive data collection in order to refine them until confidence is achieved in their relevance to the research topic and its boundaries, and extending these categories to link them with other emerging categories to develop further conceptual relations consistent with the scope of the research topic.

Having an inferential potential and capacity, in these concurrent stages of generation of theory, GT is conducted simultaneously as soon as research begins. It is a sequential process of data and analysis of comparing and constructing at the level of relating categories that lead to theoretical integration.  http://www.groundedtheory.com/what-is-gt.aspx  Abduction, logic / reasoning offer the opportunity to make plausible inferences based on the cerebral, intellectual act, a mental map, cognitive logic of discovery. (Birks and Mills, 2011) In its general form, the systematic GT method includes the stages of preparation, data collection, analysis, memoing, theoretical saturation and writing-up. Each consecutive stage is advancement from the previous one in terms of the interrelated generating and analysis of data and these stages are integrated with each other in the process of achieving a theory. 

The research design of GT is generally a data acquisition and analysis plan. The plan of the design to acquire data can be made without a clear view of what knowledge exactly will be developed, but in most cases, the researcher has a prediction of the type of knowledge and the category of construc, that will emerge. 

Starting with the initial stages of the research, in every subsequent stage until reaching a sufficient theoretical level, the work is undertaken in relation to the scope of the study and the preliminary research work to generate new and emerging interpretations that are secured at the saturated theoretical stage. The relationship constructed between the interview data and the existing conceptual and intellectual understanding of the researcher is integrated into interpreting the words, categories and themes that emerge from the data. In addition, the related literature, expert knowledge, and observations are used in the interpretative analysis together with the newly emerging ideas that are reconstructed taking into account the difficulties, means, and limitations encountered at every stage of the GT method.

In the preparation stage, the pre-determined concepts and theoretical perspectives are minimised and a very limited preliminary literature review is made. A general research topic is decided with no strict predetermined research question rather sets tentative research issues. The intellectual background of the researcher has a central role in the method. The conceptual and intellectual views, perspectives, insights, observations, experiences of everyday life and the researcher’s existing theoretical and empirical knowledge that are reflected in his or herself and to the research topic become  important as soon as the researcher becomes deeply integrated into the analysis of the data. 

The sample used in GT is, above all, a purposively selected ‘theoretical’ sample assumed to be closely related to and possess intellectual imperatives that provide the most possible comprehensive data about the research topic that is considered to be capable of generating a theory. In the GT method, in its general form, sufficient numbers of consecutive samples are selected until theoretical saturation is achieved. In each sample, the respondents are purposively selected and initial, intermediate and axial coding are constructed and analysed to reconnect data conceptually and in abstract form to generate core and sub-categories. In all consecutive samples and at all stages, data collection and analysis are interwoven and overlap each other.  

At the data collection phase, intensive interviews, often combined with participant observation are made. Any type of data, including quantitative data can be used. The data is not collected at one single time. Initial analysis demands further data to be collected. The analysis of data obtained from the initial sample informs decisions, depending on the emerging and developing categories, concerning the selection of the following samples until theoretical saturation is reached. Although the researcher has a prediction about the categories that will emerge, data is collected without a clear view of the exact knowledge to emerge and to be developed. Although intensive interviews constitute the core data source, in most cases, it is combined with plural data sources; that is, documentary, observation and quantitative surveys. For the GT method, analysis is integral to data collection with each process continuously informing the other in coding and selecting additional sampled data until theoretical saturation is achieved. 

One distinctive feature of this approach is the mutual interaction between theory and data. In contrast to the conventional theory of testing and verification, it is a mutual interaction of interpreting and broadening data using techniques that generate theory with repeated interpretations and coding to develop and generate categorical relations, constituting the emergent thematic construction of theoretical interpretations. (Colwell 2006)

Analysis and data collection continuously inform one another. Selective coding begins when core variable and major dimensions emerge. Closed coding involves limiting the coding to things related to the core variable and theoretical coding is reached when codes are related to each others as propositions that are integrated into the theory. 

The analysis in the GT method begins with initial coding where the data is coded by selecting words, referring to incidents, events, phenomenon and similar other factors that are considered to be important and related to, and constitute a base for the research topic. Each coded word that is selected is assumed to have the capacity to reflect the properties and dimensions of the expected construction of categories. Having such a potential, each word is related in comparison to another selected word to obtain categories. This coding is actually a search to generate categories and their interrelationship through continuous comparative interpretations that are noted as memos. These include those notes that were obtained in the very early phases of the study. In general, the categories that are to be explored are identified, developed and determined as to whether they are central themes integrative to the elaborated emerging theory. In this way, each code (word, category, and theme) is constantly compared, developed and integrated with the others (theoretical coding) to construct the propositions/hypotheses of the theory. To develop the individual, particular and specific dimensions and properties of categories and sub-categories in their wide range of interrelationship each of the intermediary stages is actually an interrelated process of going back and forth in selecting, sorting, construction and interpretation between consecutive data collection and analysis. Such an exhaustive process of developing continues until the core categories emerge (closed coding) and new findings do not produce any new insights meaning that the characteristics of the categories have been sufficiently explained. At any stage of the analysis, if saturation is not achieved; that is, if additional data to find out more about the properties and dimensions of a category is needed, the concurrent data generation (collection) and construction of comparative analysis continues. This is realised in a highly abstract conceptual manner until the theoretical saturation of the core and subsidiary categories are attained (axial coding). Although the initial and intermediary stages begin and develop to identify the core categories, each coding increases the refinement and reconstruction of the core categories. It should be noted that in the GT method, it is possible to use categories from existing theories if they possess explanatory power in relation to the level of theoretical integration reached in the final stage of theoretical saturation between the constructed categories. 

It is central for GT method that data collection and analysis are interwoven and overlap with memoing where ideas about codes are interrelated.  Memoing precedes ideas and codes since it is the actual write-up of what is emerging from the data and the analysis. Memos are always modifiable as one discovers more about the topic. When confidence is reached about the theoretical conclusions existing relevant literature is analysed and integrated and not the data but the memos are sorted to outline the emergent theory that inform the relations between concepts. When sorting ends one has the first draft. (Colwell 2006, p.317) 

It is the memos not the data that constitute the base and backbone of GT. The researcher keeps a detailed diary of all the stages of the study taking notes about all relevant issues and conceptually interprets them as memos starting from the initial phases of the study. The process of memoing is the beginning of writing the first draft of the study. At all stages of the GT, newly developing ideas emerging from the data are restructured and reinterpreted in terms of coded interrelationship of words, categories and themes. Memos are taken from planning of the research and in the consecutive generating and analysis of the data. All memos at all stages of the research, including all those initial review of the literature and the observations undertaken, are used to achieve the emerging theoretical saturation that informs the relations between the generated categories. 
The ideas and conceptual notes in the memos develop into categorical and thematic coded relations. As such, they constitute the first draft of the study. As the researcher discovers more about the topic in each consecutive stage of the GT method, the memos are modified and reconstructed. When sufficient confidence is obtained concerning the theoretical conclusions, the existing relevant literature is integrated into the final draft of the study.

In using GT approach it is informative that one should keep in mind the following points as Jonker and Pennik (2010 p.84) note:  

Keep a diary and note down all the relevant activities from the start; to develop theoretical notions use memos; constantly compare and integrate; use plural data sources; use existing theory at different movements; continue until the point of saturation has been reached (when new findings do not produce any new insights). 

One limitation of the increasing use of the GT is that in most of the applications a continuous back-and-forth movement between data collection and theorizing is not fully realised. In most cases, conceptual elaborations follow data collection. Sometimes a rough theoretical framework is framed before data gathering that might run into difficulties. (Bryman 1998) 



5.4.2. Justification of the use of Grounded Theory 

The basic assumption in this study is that art as a social relation (construct) institutionally constructed within the agent-structure dichotomy based on the modernity understanding necessitate either a deep criticism from inside and/or should be rejected from outside. This study aiming to question the social character of art at several integrated theoretical and concrete levels proposes that GT is the appropriate conceptual base for its analysis. The reasons for this choice are given below. 

The first reason emanates from the single paradigm of modernity understanding being intensively criticised from inside (contemporary modernity) and/or rejected from outside (postmodernity) from the early 20th century.  From this development of social theory, four possible paradigms appeared which created the following problems. First, there is no intersection between these paradigmatic stands; second, modernity and contemporary modernity are interrelated, but PM is a rejection of any variant of modernity; and third, modernity, contemporary modernity and postmodernity are interrelated, but relational sociology is a rejection of any variant of either modernity or postmodernity.
Thus, it would not be easy to choose any one of these paradigmatic stands and the theoretical problematisation is further confused by the issue of subjectivity. All the above paradigms question the social relations within a comprehensive scope of their inquiry problematized the individual subject (self). Such a widely appropriated criticism of the classical modernity understanding based on verification and confirmation aiming to accumulate the knowledge of the reality as a dichotomic relation was a reason for not using pre-determined existing theories and provided a convincing justification for the use GT in the current study.

The second reason supporting the choice of GT concerns the controversial status of theories (positivist, interpretative, critical realism) of modernity. Not only is it difficult to choose between them but also each of the theories are intensively criticised and/or rejected in terms of their basic assumptions (rationality, universality, essentialism), their theoretical content and consistency in their ontological (unit of analysis being the individual), methodological (dichotomy and causality), and epistemological composition. This situation creates extensively a theoretical ambivalence and looseness in using any set of the existing theoretical stands. 


In relation to the scope of this study, the third reason for adopting GT is related to the historical and the current theories of art. The distinction between modern and contemporary art (CA) is a very recent issue. Since Enlightenment art is considered to be part of modern art (albeit appearing in differentiated forms as art movements) based on the theoretical foundation of modernity. It is a presumption of this study that modern art, in its long history, has not satisfactorily constituted itself in consistency with the foundational principles of modernity. In other words, although modernity could explain any social relation, it could be argued that since Enlightenment, modernity is not capable of satisfactorily explaining the social content (sources) of art. This is especially the case under conditions where the distinctive character of modern art as a social relation is reduced to unstable and indecisive, mostly descriptive definitions and explanations of the social reasons of creative aesthetics. In addition, the theoretical links between art movements and modern art are indecisively and loosely associated with each other. Although the diversifications of art movements are mostly treated as specificities of historical changes, their singular or interrelated status and positions are not theoretically related to the modernity understanding. At most, the differentiated traits of art movements are related to some of the changing features of modern urban industrial social relations. In line with such a critical theoretical defect, modern art although based on modernity has not been satisfactorily problematized in terms of a theoretical stand and thus paving the way for the adopting of GT in this study. 

The fourth reason for using GT in this study is related to the above-mentioned failure to define art in terms of being an institutionalised social relation. In attempts to remedy this deficiency, scholars of art, benefiting from institutional theory and theories of institutionalisation, in the mid-1960s the term ‘artworld’ was proposed to define the relational character of the constituent elements of art comprising artist, artwork, art system and art public. Such a development  significantly compensated for the failure in defining art as an institutionalised (old and new institutionalism) social relation; however, the term  artworld lacked the incorporation of the aspect of the aesthetic creativity of the artist and his/her work neither did this term comprehensively encapsulate economic, cultural and political domains of social relations of the society.  Thus, artworld considered as an encapsulated and limited social relation did not fully satisfy the theoretical social meaning of what art is within a modernity understanding.  

The fifth reason is related to the historical paradigmatic development of social theory in that at a time when the social meaning (definition) of art consistent with the modernity-based inquiry has just been achieved, a modernity understanding has started to be deeply criticised from inside modernity and/or rejected from outside. Such a demanding paradigmatic development once more created significant indecisiveness and hesitance to the use of existing theoretical standpoints that present numerous combinations of intersectional conceptualisations of art beyond the perspective of classical (orthodox) modernity-based art. 

The sixth reason for adopting GT is related to CA being the major outcome of such a diversification, which is the primary focus of this study. CA emerged with and reflected all possible theoretical controversies of defining what actually art is. Although, in general, CA is assumed to be based on a postmodernity understanding, it created further ambivalence and indecisiveness in terms of the existing diversified meaning of what art is. For example, the discursive stand of postmodernity was hardly operationalised within CA and created numerous intellectual unresolved controversies of the critical stand of postmodernity of whether CA has a critical view or rejects modernity without any reservation. This ambivalence is considered as a valid justification of adopting GT method. 

The seventh theoretical reason for employing GT in this study is related to the status of organisational and institutionalisation theories. As discussed in detail in Section 8.2.1.1. of  Chapter eight, the main crux of institutional theories although based on the modernity understanding contain critical defects in the formulation of concepts regarding the organisational domain of social relations as socially constructed (structured) institutions (primarily reducing the social relations to organisations), and as domains distancing themselves from the interrelated institutions of the society at large. In addition, these theories do not relate to or base their formulations on the comprehensive scope of theoretical elements and assumptions of modernity. Furthermore, for those current organisational theories that are critical of modernity-based organisational studies, in their criticism of the modernity understanding, almost none rejects the modernity understanding. Most of the theories attempted to focus on and propounded on various reformulations of rationality assumption.  All these issues created doubts and an uncertainty in using a specific pre-determined theory for the proposed research. 

Consistent with the theoretical reasons, the specificities of the social setting of the scope of the research topic at local, national and global levels comprise the eight reasons for employing GT in several respects. First, as a developing country, Turkey with its long historical heritage of the Ottoman Empire and almost a century of being a republic have inherited and acquired diversified features not only from developed but also from other developing societies in terms of culture, economy and politics in general and religion, ethnicity, class, gender, and ecology specifically. In addition, in terms of several important social features, the discrepancy at local, regional and national domains are so intricately interrelated and generate intersectional relations that they create severe difficulties in conceptualising these features with existing theoretical standpoints. Largely this is also the case for the metropolitan city of Istanbul, which is the primary focus of the current study. Furthermore, in line with the nation-building history of the Republican Turkey, the central role of the state until the 1980s and private capital since then in relation to establishment of democracy, constitutional order, and human-rights related to and reflecting the divergent and distinctive features of urbanisation, industrialisation have created detailed and specific relations at local, national and international levels. All such variations and distinctions demand conceptualisations beyond the fixed theoretical stands.  

The ninth justification of exploiting GT is related to the classical theory-based social inquiry. GT methods and techniques have original and inspiring characteristics that are considered consistent and relevant to this study. In contrast to classical modernist research techniques, GT utilises notable and emphatically different methods. The research issue does not predominantly rest on theoretical curiosity; the research problem is not predetermined and pre-set; the method is hypothesis generating rather than hypothesis testing; sampling is purposive and consecutively extended; data collection and analysis are interactively related and interpretation based on memos start as soon as the study begins and continues until theoretical saturation is reached. All stages are highly integrative, interlocked with each other in a consecutive interaction where the researcher is interactively involved in all phases of the research. In contrast to once-and-all character of classical theoretical inquiry, GT method as a process is cumulative, accumulative, interactive, consecutive, continuous, emerging and generative. Thus, drawing on the GT method is considered appropriate justified and consistent with the scope of the current study.  



5.4.3. The application of GT to the current study

Due to my interest in and intellectual curiosity about arts, it took several months before I finally made a decision concerning the methodology I was going to use in my study. In this initial period, I acquired invaluable knowledge from the related literature and undertook observations necessary for setting the boundaries of the study. In this sense, the GT process actually started from the first day of research even before I decided to adopt it in my research for the reasons given in Section 5.4.2. The preparation of the first draft of interview questions was based on the work that I had done before starting the fieldwork. After reviewing the questions several times, the final interview protocol was achieved. Within the scope of the study, the first purposive theoretical sample (with nine respondents) was selected based on the researcher’s accumulated knowledge and experience, the specific context of Turkey and relevant to the social background and characteristics of the respondents. Remaining consistent with the aim of the study the questions were drafted in the most general manner meaning that the intellectual and conceptual abstraction of the questions was explained to the interviewees without specifying the details of the proposed study. The interviewees were contacted directly (face-to-face) or indirectly by telephone or email, and during this process the scope and aim of the study was explained. All the interviews were conducted face-to-face in the interviewees’ native language of Turkish. All interviews were audio-recorded and no significant external interference was encountered. After listening to the recording several times, the interviews were transcribed in their original form and transferred to the computer in separate word files for each interviewee. 

Table 1: Illustration of a summary of the application of the GT method

	Column 1
	Column2
	Column 3
	Column 4
	Column 5
	Column 6
	Column 7
	Column 8
	Column 9

	Text 
	Words W
	Memos 

M
	Categories 

W-W(C
	Memos

M
	Themes 

C-C(T 
	Memos
	Theoretical Saturation

T-T 
	Write-up

	GS1
	WG1
	MG1
	WG1-WG1(CG1
	MCG1
	CG1-CG1(TG1
	MTG1
	
	

	GS2 
	WG2
	MG2
	WG2-WG2(CG2
	MCG2
	CG2-CG2(TG2
	MTG2
	
	

	GS3
	WG3
	MG3
	WG3-WG3(CG3
	MCG3
	CG3-CG3(TG3
	MTG3
	
	

	GS4
	WG4
	MG4
	WG4-WG4(CG4
	MCG4
	CG4-CG4(TG4
	MTG4
	TG1-TG2-TG3-TG4(
Theoretical Saturation
	MTG1-MTG2-MTG3-MTG4(
Write-up


W: words; 
C: categories; 
T: themes; 
M: memos;
 G: group; 
S: sample

Notes: 

(1) Each of GS1, 2, 3 contained 10 interviewees each and GS4 consisted of six interviewees.

(2) The incidents, events and phenomenon are separated, sorted and related within and between each item as words, categories, themes and memos. The interpretations of the themes constituted the content of the sub-sections of the related chapters and the relations of the themes in the chapters.  

In each interview, the words were decided, transferred to the second column and sorted, in terms of their similarity as set of words. All related notes that taken before the fieldwork, that is all observations starting from the initial stages of the study, documentary data and together with the notes taken during the data collection and interpretations made in the first sample were sorted and transferred to the third column as memos. 

Column 4 contains the categories consisting of the selected words related to each other. In constructing the categories, the corresponding memos recorded before and during the fieldwork played a central role. 

The set of categories that emerge are constructed through the words that are related to each other, first by sorting them internally and then relating them to the second group of constructed categories to obtain the themes and transferred to the sixth column. The themes emerge from the process of sorting and comparison of the categories within and between themselves. The themes are interpreted as memos until theoretical saturation is reached and transferred to the seventh memos column. In each memo column, the interpretations benefit from the previous memos. The interpretation of the themes is checked by the related existing literature, some are extended, and others determined to be secondary. 

Taking into consideration the process of coding, categorization, memoing and comparing that was implemented for the first interview group, the second group is determined and the interviews are conducted accordingly. The method is applied to the following three sample groups; in this way, further (concurrent) data generation is achieved and the analysis is advanced (axial coding) leading to theoretical saturation with thematic interrelationship. In extending interpretations, each thematic group is sorted within itself to obtain the sub-sections of the analysis chapters and the interpretations between the themes constitute the subsections of the chapter. 


5.5. Research Question and the Design

In line with the theoretical base of the study formulated on the summary given above of the relational sociology and the qualitative methodological approach in general and grounded theory specifically the research question of this study is framed in relation to and within the scope of the overall critical discussion and evaluations of the basic features taken into account about IoA. In the first part of this section, the research question and its constituent assumptions are given and the second section presents the research design.



5.5.1. Research Question

The study addresses the following single basic research question (RQ).  

RQ: Within the scope of the economics and politics of art, how is the 
institutionalisation of 
art 
(specifically CA) associated with the State and 

the private sector 
(capital)? 

This main research question is divided into the following six sub-questions (SRQ):

SRQ1. What policies of the State have an impact (if any) on the 
economics and politics of art?  How do artists perceive these policies in terms of the IoA? 

SRQ2. What policies of the private sector have an impact (if any) on the 
economics and politics of art? How do artists perceive these policies in terms of 
the IoA? 

SRQ3. What role does civil society play in the IoA and how did it gradually become an integral 
part of the IoA?

SRQ4. How art market is constituted and what features of this market are influential for the IoA in general and IoCA in particular? 

SRQ5. How do institutions of art in general and the institution of education shape 
and influence the IoA?

SRQ6. How is culture related to art and what cultural policies have been and remain influential 
on the IoA? 

The main research question and its subsidiaries are integral and relevant according to the following assumptions. 

First, the comparative scope of the research problem is relevant in terms of the theoretical framework of the distinguishing separation between modern art (based on modernity) and contemporary art (as an intensive criticism and/or rejection of modernity).

Second, the analysis made is not focused directly on the institutions of art but on the IoA as a relational process. 

Third, although, in general, art is questioned the research problem is formulated and analysed specific to CA.

Fourth, the research question specifically questions one country (Turkey) and is substantiated at one specific time. Although a historical analysis is not undertaken, the issues that are significant for specific periods during the history of IoA are taken into account.

Fifth, the activities and policies of the private sector and the State are considered to inform the emergence, maintenance and development of the IoA as well as the resistance, limitations and problems that are faced. 

Sixth, although the global and local domains of art are integrally related and their specificities are important, the research question is designed and formulated at the domestic (provincial, i.e., Istanbul) level integrating local and global relations.  

Seventh, the method used in this study employs a research process primarily based on a qualitative approach. The consistency between the methodological issues, identification of underlying themes, ontological and epistemological positions are secured. 

Eighth, interviews are carried out with a sample that was most informed about the research question at hand. The participants are actively involved with the scope of the research problem and this allows sufficient and reliable information to be acquired to observe, understanding, measure, refine, and substantiate the analysis of the research problem and the interpretation of the interactive relationships achieved for the elements of the artworld.

Given the research questions and their assumptions, art in general is conceptualised in this study as a domain of interactive relations of art formulated as artworld comprising artists, works of art, art systems and art-public that are internally related to each other and to society at large. All are relationally constituted with the economics and politics of the state, capital and civil society. 

In this study, first-hand data was collected from artists, managers, critics, advisors, supervisors and academics of art from Turkey as the representatives of the population of the domain of art. The selection is primarily made by purposive and snowball techniques. In this qualitative inquiry, the unit of analysis of this study is the interactive relations of artists. 

The researcher began the research procedure by contacting the members of the selected sample to establish whether they wanted to participate in the research study and answering questions regarding the instrument that is employed and that the information obtained will be treated as confidential. After obtaining the participants agreement to engage in the study and their consent, the survey instrument was either handed over on personal visits or sent by email. A semi-structured interview was developed and used to substantiate the research questions within the framework. The collected data were analysed in terms of the grounded-theory perspective as relational categories dictated by relational sociology. The opinions of experts, primarily artists, managers, critics and supervisors from the field of art, were used to validate the research questions. A self-administered interview schedule is used. Along with primary data, secondary data were also used to substantiate the relations formulated in the research problem. In addition, the validity of survey questions was ensured through experts in the field and from academic sources. 

In line with the research questions, the following issues were examined in terms of the IoA. First, what are art, modern art and contemporary art? Second, how is contemporary art considered as a criticism and/or a rejection of modern art? Third, what is the relationship of art with knowledge, science and education? Fourth, how is art, especially modern art differentiates based on art movements? Fifth, what is the role of commercialization of art and the art market? All these relationships are addressed within the scope of the institutionalization trends of art and are particularly analysed in terms of academia/education and the art market related to the artworld and its relation with society. 

The analysis is largely based on the data obtained from the interviews conducted during the fieldwork. Data related to the general literature and to Turkey were used to substantiate the discussions and interpretations obtained from the interviews are further extended and discussed in detail in Chapters 6 and 7. 

Although the questions posed in the interviews relate to concrete situations in connection with the research question of this study, the most fundamental characteristics of the received responses are general and abstract. Consequently, the analysis achieved and the interpretations provided were also consistently undertaken at a general level. Although specific cross-references were not provided, in the analysis an effort was made to establish a link to the earlier chapters in this work. Also additional data and cross checks were undertaken in relation to the work of some of the interview participants.

The analysis given in this chapter relies on the assumption that it is necessary to critically approach modern art grounded on modernity in order to contemplate any diversified form of contemporary art based on the broad understandings of post-modernity. Such an assumption constitutes the theoretical ground necessary to understand, analyse and explain the comments given by the interviewees. Without employing this approach, the concrete and empirical ground regarding the nature of contemporary art and the scope and manner in which it criticizes and/or rejects modern art cannot be clarified, particularly regarding its explanatory content and meaning. 

The responses to the questions of the in-depth interviews conducted in  33 interviews with 39 participants were deciphered first by coding and then classifying the coded data into groups to obtain the main themes. The responses related to these themes were further condensed when necessary and used as the main ground for the analysis. 

The interview data has strengths and weaknesses. Almost all respondents are either artists or agents of the artworld directly connected with contemporary art endeavours. They had considerable knowledge regarding the modern and contemporary dimensions of art due to their education and the art pursuits in which they are engaged. Although a great majority of the respondents carry out their art activities in the province of Istanbul, in the past they have received art education or worked in art institutions abroad and some of them currently continue their art careers in Ankara or London. The respondents were not simply descriptive in their evaluations but engaged in an effort to analyse, criticize and interpret their evaluations. Although they often tended to make generalizations and abstractions in their analyses and comments, they made efforts to enrich and support their views with concrete information concerning the issues that play a role in the IoA (particularly, in terms of exhibitions, art fairs and festivals, biennials, galleries, museums, art auctions, and art initiatives involving curators, critics and collectors). Their presence in different moments and constituents of the artworld and their common experiences were informative in the process of reaching conclusions that could be generalized from their assessments. The diversity of the insights obtained from their emphasis on different subjects of art provided an important advantage. In addition, although the participants had different opinions, their concentration on certain themes contributed significantly to the analysis and the interpretation in relation to the research questions of this study. The respondents are active in varying and multiple areas of the contemporary artworld and have accumulated knowledge and experience in the field of art which is reflected in their responses. 

Some of the respondents work in universities and others had attended postgraduate education abroad related to contemporary art and this was noticeable in their responses, evaluations and analyses. In addition, some of the interviewees had engaged in a high level of responsibility in major art activities that had an important role in the IoCA, including art biennials, festivals, exhibitions, initiatives and galleries. The engagement in these activities increased the diversity, richness and reliability of the interview data. In addition, a great majority of the interviews lasted for more than two hours and contained intensive discussions focusing on the themes of the research question and this contributed to the quality of the information gathered. The participants’ sincerity in their responses, their lack of objection to recording the interviews, almost no external influence or interruption during the interviews and their willingness to enter into further discussions if requested can be seen as some of the positive features regarding the validity of the responses given. The respondents appeared to convey both personal experiences and general opinions concerning the subject matter in integrative interpretations. In addition, the participants found the general problematic of the study and the content of the questions posed to be important, and responded very eagerly and enthusiastically. The proximity of the research subject to their intellectual and professional tasks had a positive impact on their responses. Furthermore, the fact that the respondents maintain close contact with the global contemporary artworld increased the content and the quality of the assessments they provided.

It is also necessary to mention that certain situations and limitations may have had an unfavourable impact on the overall quality of the interview data. In particular, those respondents, with a strong background in modern art, were somewhat narrow in their responses to contemporary art criticising or rejecting outright the concept of postmodernity. The link established between contemporary art and the approach of postmodernity, which is the basis of contemporary art, rests on rather weak descriptions. The respondents also did not relate to or sufficiently problematize the role played by the art movements of modern art in the formation and development of the IoCA. It is perceived that the respondents were in close contact with and knew the other actors in the artworld. However, these agents of the artworld, especially collectors, auctioneers, art dealers, museum managers, and foreign actors were not directly interviewed and this is considered to be a limitation of the current work, but it can be an avenue to be followed up in future research.

Furthermore, although the interviewees represent a powerful representation of the contemporary artworld, this does not provide the basis for a statistical analysis and generalization. As agreed by most of the respondents, contemporary art and its institutionalization in Turkey are, largely at the stage of formation and do not date back more than twenty years. The short history of institutionalisation is one of the limitations of the present study. This, as evidenced by the responses given and in the descriptions and analyses achieved somewhat limited the richness and diversity of the information gathered in the fieldwork.


5.5.2. Research Design and the Fieldwork 

As a case study based on relational sociology and grounded theory methodology the research design is constructed on a single setting that focuses on the interactive dynamic social relations of art in the domain of Istanbul province. Within the controversy of single and/or multiple settings of research in terms of place (location), time (history) and institutions (organisations) are considered as social relations. That is, in conceptual terms, all agents (elements) as the focus of analysis, art as artworld, are constituted as the interactive social relations. This consideration partly overcomes the drawback of multiple research settings. Within the five basic types of case studies which are; critical, revelatory, extreme or unique, representative or typical and longitudinal (Bryman, 2008, p.53), this study, in its general form, excluding the longitudinal type, uses several features of the remaining four types, but takes the uniqueness of Istanbul province as its main focus. The social domain of the contemporary artworld of Istanbul is highly recognised internationally as one of the emerging and developing contemporary art scenes of global art. In terms of being a social research site of CA, not only in demographic terms, but in almost all criteria Istanbul is the most important metropolitan city of Turkey. 
The selection of Istanbul is considered to be appropriate in terms of the design and execution of the study in terms of the conceptual framework of the research question and its methodological understanding. Alongside the social, cultural, economic and historical character of the province, Istanbul is the central and pivotal social domain of culture and art, specifically the pivotal hub for the global, domestic and local CA that comprise the emerging and developing diversified interactive activities of CA practice in Turkey. The international Istanbul biennials are one important reflection of this practice described by Antmen (2006, p.1) as: “Since the early 1990s, Istanbul, owing greatly to the Istanbul Biennial, has written itself on a map that can be considered as the new Grand Tour of the contemporaryartworld.” Certainly, despite its relatively long history and its extensive scope of its global integration with the CA scene the IoCA cannot be reduced to the features of the Istanbul Biennials. Antmen (2006, p. 2) emphasizes this problem in her critique of 9th Istanbul Biennial as: “Considering the work on show at the Ninth Biennial, it can be argued that the city definitely took over; and the interest directed towards the city surpassed art.” The long history of these biennials, the prominent features at national and global levels has positive impact on the IoCA in Turkey.  Thus, it is considered that Istanbul with its comprehensive diversified interactive social relations is an appropriate and most informing research setting in which to undertake the fieldwork and consistent with the developed research question developed. 


Sampling plan 

In accordance with the research design used in this study, the sampling plan is related, consistent, and specific to and originates from the research problem with its theoretical and empirical scope.  Considering the research design as a case study, the sampling plan is based on theoretical sampling that chooses the participants according to the conceptual scope of the proposed research questions (Eisenhardt 1989). In relation to this theoretical sampling procedure, the adequacy of the sample is decided according to the ‘saturation’ of categories being developed consistent with the grounded theory approach. (Bryman, 1988, p. 117)

Initially, the snowball technique was considered to be appropriate since the researcher starts generating the sample by establishing links with a few willing participants then through their contacts a chain develops to give a sufficient number of potential participants relevant to the research design (Ruane, 2004). In the current study, the research field appeared mostly to be a closed community in which there was a limited number of contemporary artists and professionals that would participate in the research. However, after the pilot study was carried out with nine participants, who significantly contributed to decisions being made on many unresolved features of the research design, including the type and the composition of the sampling plan, then the decision to change the sampling technique was made. The shift from snowball to purposive sampling technique was influenced by two factors. First, throughout the preliminary research, I discovered that the research field was not that closed as I had thought and most of the people I contacted were very willing to participate in the study, especially after I briefly explained the topic and the basic theoretical framework of my research problem. Second, my involvement in the ‘Who Left What Behind Project: Centralisation of Modern Art through Women’s Eyes’ of Flying Broom (http://www.wholeftwhatbehind.org/), an Ankara-based prominent feminist NGO engaging in important research and art related activities, provided the impetus for a more intimate approach to the research.
Those initial links led to further contacts and academicians from the art faculties of Anadolu University in Eskişehir, 19 Mayıs University in Çanakkale, Hacettepe University and Middle East Technical University in Ankara. Academics of the faculties in these universities were included in the sample. In addition, several distinguished painters in Turkey and intellectuals working in non-governmental organizations related with culture and arts (e.g., Anadolu Culture) were also added to the sample. 


Semi-structured interviews

A challenging part of the interview process was the modification of the semi-structured interview form. To gather cognitive data that would provide answers to the research questions, initially I prepared an interview form consisting of 90 questions. However, I realized that it would be impossible to implement such a lengthy schedule and changed the administration of the interview into a reflexive study.  I considerably reduced the number of questions without distorting the content and ensured that the remaining questions were consistent with the initially formulated conceptual scope of the research questions.   The result was a semi-structured interview form with 20 main questions.  Depending on the flow of the interviews, I removed some of the questions. I conducted 33 in-depth interviews with 39 interviewees that lasted between one to six hours. 


Participant observation

For this study, in-depth interview and participant observation comprised the two qualitative techniques. These techniques supplemented each other and facilitated further access to the interviewees and new areas of participatory observation.  Istanbul Biennial and its parallel events,  such as ‘Depo’ an old tobacco warehouse that serves as a cultural discussion centre and a platform supporting the collaboration of artists, artist collectives, civic and cultural organizations were among the first milieu that I was able to involve in the research. Istanbul Modern, the first contemporary art museum of Istanbul, Contemporary Istanbul Art Fair, exhibition openings and artist performances held in art initiatives were other places where I met potential interviewees and collected visual documents and audio records. 

In relation to the sampling plan, engaging in the field-study and the participatory observation, my involvement in the ‘Who Left/What Behind:’ of Flying Broom as mentioned above, was both an opportunity to share my academic knowledge and meet with new people within the field of art. I even considered that this Project itself could be a gatekeeper for field study of the thesis. At the first meeting of the project with the full-time members of the Flying Broom responsible for the Project, I offered some of my eclectic views about the Project. These were primarily related to an overall conceptualisation of the contemporary art in general and focused on how and to what extent we might distinguish centralisation and institutionalisation of art and the boundaries and the common features between the two neighbouring countries, Turkey and Bulgaria that might be seen as belonging to the periphery of the globalartworld. I even thought that questioning the centralisation of contemporary art practice and its consequences for women artists could be seen simply a question of “systematic exclusion” of women from artistic production. (Wolff, 1993, p.42)  Within the scope of the preparation of the research project, Özlem (the Project coordinator) and I prepared the press release and in two consecutive exhibitions and conferences held in Pleven in Bulgaria and Ankara in Turkey, I contributed with two oral presentations.

(http://www.wholeftwhatbehind.org/media/FCKEditor/files/EmekCanEcevit.pdf ) 

It was in this first experience in the preparation of an exhibition space that I encountered my research subjects in their ‘natural environment’ and I recognised that I could develop my sampling plan by shifting from snowball to purposive sampling. In addition to this Project, my participation in the meetings of the Association of Art Workers (AAW) contributed highly towards several features of the field-study. The Association of Art Workers   emerged from of an e-mail group formed in December 2011. The idea came from a discussion on recently experienced censorship in one of the prominent art institutions of Istanbul. At the first meeting of the Association that took place at Depo, as a participant observer, I was fascinated by the depth and content of the discussions and the resourcefulness of the composition of the newly emerging collective organisation. It turned out to be an extremely critical part of my field study. During the following two months the group had three more meetings two of which were held in in BAS, a printing house for art related publishing and a gathering venue for generally contemporary artists. The participants in the e-mail group increased from 40 to 170.  Being part of such an informative initiation contributed extensively to contemplating and understanding how an inner organisation of a collective group was emerging step by step. Also the sharing of rigorously recorded documents at each meeting became invaluable and reliable source of secondary data for my research and propelled me to further critical questioning of my thesis and paved the way for writing several parts of chapters 6 and 7 of this thesis. 

My participatory observations at the meetings of the Association and the memos of the discussions that I took contributed extensively to the formulation and reformulation of the codes and themes used in the adopted ground theory approach of this study. In addition, I had the opportunity to combine the memos with the interview data to check and validate both sources. At least for the case of Istanbul province several points of views from artists or opposition initiatives predominated the discussions that dated back to the proliferation of the use of the internet and the coverage in Turkey. Some of the common features were; the expected functionality generally occurring within four months to two years after the establishment of the initiative; administrative complications are difficult to foresee the initial stages; the priority given in most of the initiatives was to achieve consensus on decisions; and lower attendance at meetings compared to e-mail discussions. At the stage of completion of the first draft of the thesis, the e-mail group was still active yet to date no meetings have been held for the last 18 months. However, a more encompassing enterprise may be an umbrella initiative, in which an Open Table Participation Program formed with the collaboration of the Association is expected to open a new path for the participation and organisation of artists as declared in their (sanatorgutleniyor.org) statement: 

We would like to come together, as the beholders of experiences arising hand in glove at different times and in different organisations, as individuals who are working in the visual arts sphere, as culture and arts labourers and groups to stand in solidarity and question how to proceed from now on. 

(http://sanatorgutleniyor.org/?category_name=sanat-emekcileri&document_type=bildiri ) 

While artistic initiatives mentioned above should be identified as gatekeepers for the researcher, within the developing stages of the field study they also became the subjects of the study as well. These initiatives are constantly changing, transforming and developing over time and at several points departing from each other for various reasons and establishing novel associations. This is troublesome in terms of validating, identifying and categorising the qualitative data that has been gathered, and even for researchers who use longitudinal methods or cross-sectional studies (Corbetta 2003), due to the interaction of the researcher with the groups that are the subject of the research. 
Attending meetings at Muaf Beyoğlu a new gathering place for artists and a hub for initiatives and not for profit organisations of all shades of social opposition created a Eureka moment for me in my ongoing research.  I conducted three semi-structured in-depth interviews During my participation in their meetings as a social researcher, I observed the protest against the visit of Ali Agaoğlu (owner of highly influential and active construction firm and agent of land speculation with his known acquaintance to the ruling JDP governments) to Istanbul Design Biennial organised by the Public Art Laboratory (Kamusal Sanat Laboratuvarı). This helped me interpret other similar protests on artistic grounds that I had experienced before entering the field of art. 

6.
An Analysis of Contemporary Art and the 



Art 
Market   


6.1. Introduction

This chapter gives an interpretation of the interview data obtained from the fieldwork, and its relationship to the research problematic outlined in this thesis within the scope of relational sociology. As a derivative of the relationship between artworld and the society, the following issues are examined in terms of the IoA. First, what is art, modern art and contemporary art (CA)? Second, how is CA considered as a criticism and/or a rejection of modern art? Third, what is the relationship of art with knowledge, science and education? Fourth, how art, especially modern art, can be differentiated based on art movements? Fifth, what is the role of commercialization of art and the art market? All these relationships are addressed within the scope of the institutionalisation trends of art and are particularly interpreted in terms of academia/education and the art market related to artworld and its relation with society.

The comments made in this chapter are largely based on the data obtained from the interviews conducted in the fieldwork. Data related to the general literature and to Turkey that substantiates the discussions made in the interviews will be further extended in the related sections of Chapter 7.

Although the questions posed in the interviews relate to concrete situations in connection with the research problematic of this thesis, the most fundamental characteristics of the received responses are general and abstract. Consequently, the analysis made and the interpretations provided are consistently made at a general level. Although specific cross-references are not provided, in the analysis, an effort is made to establish a link with the earlier chapters in this work. Also, additional data and crosschecks were undertaken with the works of some of the interview participants.

The analysis undertaken in this chapter relies on the assumption that it is necessary to approach critically modern art grounded on modernity in order to contemplate any diversified form of CA based on the widely accepted, broad understandings of post-modernity. Such an assumption will constitute a theoretical ground necessary to understand, analyse and explain the comments made in the interviews. Without employing this approach, the concrete and empirical ground regarding what CA is and the scope and manner in which it criticizes and/or rejects modern art cannot be clarified, particularly regarding its explanatory content and meaning. 

The responses to the questions of the 33 in-depth interviews with 39 participants were deciphered first by coding and then classifying the coded data into groups to obtain the main themes. The responses related to these themes were further condensed when necessary, and used as the main ground for the analysis. 

The interview data has strengths and weaknesses. Almost all the respondents are either artists or agents of the artworld who are directly connected with CA endeavours. They have a considerable knowledge regarding the modern and contemporary dimensions of art due to both their education and the art pursuits in which they are engaged. Although a great majority of the respondents carry out their art activities in the province of Istanbul, in the past, they received art education or worked in art institutions abroad and some currently continue their art careers in Ankara or London. The respondents were not simply descriptive in their evaluations but engaged in an effort to analyse, criticize and interpret them. Although they often tended to make generalizations and abstractions in their analyses and comments, they made efforts to enrich and support them with concrete information concerning the elements that play a role in the IoA (particularly, exhibitions, art fairs and festivals, biennials, galleries, museums, art auctions, and art initiatives involving curators, critics and collectors). Their presence in different moments and constituents of the artworld and their common experiences were informative in the process of reaching conclusions that could be generalized from the assessments they made. The diversity of the insights obtained from their emphasis on different subjects of art provided an important advantage. In addition, although they have different opinions, their concentration on certain themes facilitated the analysis and the interpretation of the research problematic of this thesis. The fact that the respondents are active in different and multiple areas of the contemporary artworld and have a certain accumulation of knowledge and experience in the field of art have been considered an important advantage in terms of being reflected in their responses. 

Some of the respondents worked in universities and others had attended postgraduate education abroad that was related to CA, which affected their responses, evaluations and analyses. In addition, some of the interviewees had taken a high level of responsibility in major art activities that play an important role in the institutionalisation of CA, for example in art biennials, festivals and galleries. The engagement in these activities increased the diversity, richness and reliability of the interview data. In addition, the fact that a great majority of the interviews lasted for more than two hours and contained intensive discussions focusing on the themes of the research problem contributed to the quality of the information gathered. The appearance of sincerity in the responses, the lack of objection to recording the interviews, almost no external influence or interruption to the implementation of interviews and the willingness to enter into further discussions if requested may be noted as some of the positive features regarding the validity and reliability of the responses given. It seemed that the respondents conveyed both their personal experiences and their general opinions concerning the subject matter in an integral fashion. In addition, they found the general problematic of the thesis and the content of the questions posed to be important, and responded very eagerly and enthusiastically. The proximity of the research subject to themselves favourably affected the responses. The fact that the respondents maintained close contact with the global contemporary artworld increased the content and the quality of the assessments they made.

It is also necessary to mention certain situations and limitations that may have an unfavourable impact on the overall quality of the interview data. Respondents, particularly those with a strong background in modern art, were somewhat narrow in their responses with respect to CA since they criticised or rejected outright the concept of modernity, upon which modern art is based. The link established between CA and the approach of post-modernity, which is the basis of CA, rests on rather weak descriptions. The respondents also did not relate to or sufficiently problematize the role played by the art movements of modern art in the institutionalisation (formation and development) of CA. It is perceived that the respondents were in close contact with and knew the other actors of the artworld. These latter functionaries, especially collectors, auctioneers, art dealers, museum managers, and foreign actors were not directly interviewed, which is considered a limitation of the current work; however, it is considered an avenue for future research.

Furthermore, although the people that were interviewed comprise a potent representation of the contemporary artworld, this does not provide the basis for a statistical analysis and generalization. As agreed by most respondents, CA and its institutionalisation in Turkey are, largely, at the stage of formation, and do not date back to more than twenty years ago. The short history of institutionalisation is one of the limitations of the present study. This, as evidenced by the responses given and the descriptions and analyses that have been made, has liberated the richness and diversity of the information gathered in the fieldwork.

The conclusion in this study is that the respondents do not consider art and CA as connected with all elements of the broader artworld. Certain respondents tend to reduce art to the artist and his/her work, without contemplating a more holistic approach that integrates other elements of the artworld, particularly the art systems, and the movements of art and the spectators/consumers; that is, art public. Likewise, in making assessments, they tend to reduce CA almost only to the art market. There is a similar case concerning the weak relationship established between the artworld and the related society.


6.2.
Characterisation and evaluations of art: Converging 



and diverging views 

The nature of art and its social significance have been problematized throughout history. When art is questioned at the most general level of social theory, the evolution of modernity has always been criticized along the lines of knowledge, science, reality, change and transformation from the moment it emerged with the idea of Enlightenment. Supporting this widely accepted viewpoint, Hicks (2004, p.21) points out, “… postmodernity mounts powerful arguments against all the essential elements of modernism.”  The criticism of modernity thus has gone nearly as far as rejecting modernity. Although there are several controversial views within postmodernist standpoints, certain similarities exist formulated concisely by Clarke (2006, p. 132) as:

the rejection of the grand or metanarrative; an emphasis on difference, plurality and diversity; a distinct suspicion of scientific knowledge and a rejection of universal claims of truth; … the death of the subject and the birth of the decentred self. 

This rejection provided the foundation for the development of postmodernity as a theoretical approach; however, the explicit and implicit ‘rejection’ of modernity has become clear in the extensive treatment of the idea of postmodernity itself. Such a line of development has not yet attained a content and status that disregards the relations between these two approaches. 

Similarly, art as a social category in this study is analysed and interpreted within and in terms of the basic premises and assumptions of these two approaches. In such a treatment, the evaluations made concerning the specificity of art as a social category have led to important controversies, namely ‘creative talent and aesthetics’. If these controversies are considered outside the modernity/post-modernity distinction, neither their internal differentiation nor the abstract/concrete relationships between them can become comprehensible. The assumptions of universality, essentialism and rationality upon which modernity has been criticized in several directions, both within modernity and by the deconstruction and decentralization methods of the postmodernity approach summarized by Best and Kellner (1991, p. 283) as: 

Postmodern theory attacks rationality, while calling for new forms of subjectivity and valorising the production of new bodies, desires, and discourses claim that the autonomous rational ego of modern theory is disintegrating, or was a myth in the first place, and champion more plural, decentred, and multiple forms of subjectivity. 

Given the significance of social networks and relationships in the artworld, Robertson (2008) argues that interviews are centrally important and provide a ground for conceptualizing and interpreting the institutionalisation of the artworld. The complexities of responses varied according to the degree of knowledge that the respondents possess about modernity and postmodernity. The respondents understood and responded to the questions in the interviews by bearing in mind at least the minimum contributions made to postmodernity understanding based on their educational background that allowed them to make satisfactory analysis and assessments. 

In this study, a high level of generalizations was anticipated in the evaluations of the participants. The most important reason why there is a high level of abstraction is related to the level of formal/informal education of the respondents, their daily and professional life experiences and their awareness of the professional and social problems. This is in accordance with the research problematic. However, these abstractions also offer clues that form the basis of a framework for understanding and interpreting the concrete relations. Examining the interview data concerning the current literature that is reviewed for the study, similarities and differences were encountered. Chapter 5 covers, in detail, these issues and those related to the methodology of the study. Chapter 6 on institutionalisation of artworld in the case of Turkey presents the interpretations supporting and substantiating the literature in further detail. 

Chapter 3 gives an extensive overview of the theoretical issues related to the analysis of art, taken as the institutionalisation of artworld. The artworld is a social category such as family, state, law, economy, and politics and studied in the context of its relations within a wider scope of society. This treatment uses the approach of a relational sociology and the interpretations focus on a critical assessment of the concept of modernity and its connection to modern art. 

The concept of the artworld provides a powerful framework for the use of relational sociology. This thesis stipulates that without breaking down art into artists, their work of art, art systems and the art public and to any other combination amongst these groups, it is not possible to make an analysis and interpretation of the relations among them. As Yanal (1998, p. 509) argues, “… institutional status is not a material but a relational property. Accordingly, art is revealed to be not a one-place predicate but a multi-place relation.” Relational sociology is accepted as an appropriate and useful approach not only because it examines the relationships among the elements of the artworld but also since each element involves a relationship in itself. The agents as the elements of the artworld (artist, work of art, art systems and spectators/consumers (art public)) are problematized in the discussions of the history of art and are often reduced in the first place to the artist. The characteristics crystallized in artists are then questioned, in sequence by directing them to the work of art, art public and art systems and movements. Such questioning is undertaken in the context of modern art (based on modernity) on grounds of its in-depth criticism and/or rejection. Within the context of modernity, efforts to make sense of the creative talent of the artist are criticized through objective, constructivist and often even with critical realist epistemologies. Yılmaz articulates the criticism of modern art on this ground made within the scope of postmodernity (2013, p. 204) as: “It was brought into existence by coming to terms with modernity.” 

The concept of an artist’s creative talent and the aesthetic content of the work of art in modernist assumptions are based on and have found their meaning in structures. The postmodernist position, which rejects this, makes it possible to interpret the relationship of networks of the artist and the artworld based on subjective epistemologies. Within such a context, the desire to question the specificities of subjective networks are often assumed to reach the widest, deepest and most pluralistic meaning of the social differences of networks of society in general and art in particular. With this effort, it is considered possible to reach the most ‘concrete’, ‘realistic’ and ‘valid’ grounds of social differences with the deconstruction of the theoretical, conceptual and structural narratives of modernity and the decentralization of the holistic and unified understanding of the self.

Adhering to the research problematic of the thesis, the interpretation of the implicit and explicit evaluations of the respondents in relation to this framework is at abstract and/or concrete levels. Although the internal-external distinction of art does not fully reflect network-based relationships, one can use it as an important distinguishing element. In its widest sense, one can think of the artworld as the relationship between internal relationships (of art) and the external society. In the context of the artworld, one can consider the artist and h/her work as internal and the other elements of the artworld as external (Harris, 2004). One can even think of the artist as internal and his/her work of art as external. In the conventional internal-external distinctions of this framework, which are less clear, one  can treat medium, expression and style as internal relations of art, and its relations of meaning, content and value as its external relations. When these internal and external aspects of art are related to each other, it is possible to consider the existence of network relationships that comprise art.

The descriptive form of the relational character of these spheres of relations is differentially composed of the inside and outside of the art (societal level), artworld (the level of art) and the artist (as subject related to the outside world). The common element that cuts across all these spheres is the determination of the social meaning of the self in terms of structures in the modernity approach. However, within the understanding of post-modernity, the subjectivities of all concerned individuals emancipated from the determination of structures are the basic dimension on which the social is interpreted. In the approach that distinguishes the inside and outside of art, the internal dimension has an obvious advantage in its reduction to techniques and skills. However, the external content of art, which is the meaning, content and value of art cannot be clarified from the perspective of the modernity and postmodernity distinction.

The responses from the interviewees given below reflect these internal specificities of art. Stating that “the individual does not take creativity from one’s own nature, from one’s universal creativity; this is a question of mechanization”, Hamdi’s reference to structures (to the Marxist interpretation of capitalist relations as mechanisation) as the process in which inanimate/crystalized labour; that is, machinery, determining concrete/animate labour reflects a clear postmodernist approach. The latter criticizing both modernity in general and the creativity on which the modernist understanding of Marxism is based and its universality (generalisation and abstraction) is explicitly assumed. Similarly, though not at the same level of explicitness, Harika Litfij argued that “art is pure, natural and naive”. All characteristics she uses in this description emphasize the subjectivities implied to exist in art and in the artist. 

Likewise, Onat’s assessment that “art is a great instrument for expressing our own existence, our own identity” is an interpretation that again suggests subjectivities of the individual/self, independent of structure-based explanations of modernity. Referring to one of the important disagreements in the history of art, Agopyan in his proposition that “art is for art and its main concern is itself” also implied the artist’s own subjectivity. Agopyan described the subjectivity of art even more clearly in these words: “Art has internal dynamics; the apple tree does not bear apples because someone expects them.” Ahmed considered that “it is necessary not to split from the inside of art and from the artist and h/her work” reflects an approach that clearly places the subjectivity of the artist and his/her work into art. Kozlu (2011, p. 160), endorsing this idea, adds that “artists started to reflect their subjective experiences in their work from inside and nested in life.”

Similarly, the description of art by Guillement “as the area in which man makes himself” displays an approach that brings the individual, identity and subjectivity to the highest explanatory level. With Voskan’s description, “focusing on the artist, art is not manageable because the artist exists in himself since the work is not material-centred but figure-centred.” Voskan also implied the specificity of art and the artist by relating it to the conclusion that art is not manageable, implying that the subjectivities of the artists’ social positions are not determined or made meaningful by the related structures as in the case of modernity understanding. 



6.2.1.
Integrated problematic: To describe art and the non-art 

In their responses to various questions, the interviewees noted that their descriptions relating art to non-art provide grounds for a more sophisticated analysis. The description by Onat about the artist that “it is not the concern of art, it is the concern of the artist; and the concern of the artist is not himself but people outside him” is an assessment that points to a contradictory position between art, the artist and relations beyond. The emphasis on the concern of the artist being neither the art itself nor him/herself may be an example of the relational narrative that is not based on any duality between the elements of the artworld, as is the case of the modernist methodology, which bases its analysis on distinct dichotomies.

Duran’s statement that “art has no criteria left; the word art has lost its validity” can be interpreted as a form of rejecting the simplistic conception of modern art as technique. Specifically, one can say that this statement reflects the notion that CA is whatever is understood from non-modern art; that is, non-art. Moreover, the statement, “art is specific to art but it is beyond art”, may imply a similar interpretation. The argument that “the artist must be independent also of him/herself” put forward by Harika Litfij may be considered as an expression of art being conceived beyond one’s self.



6.2.2.
What makes art social?

The emphasis on the social character of art (politics, economics, and others) can be an interpretation of its relationship with non-art, bypassing the relationships within the artworld itself. Relating this to politics, Harika Litfij observed that “it is not political, but what it reflects may be political”. Agopyan, on the other hand, described the relationship of politics with economics by arguing that “it is not something that can be evaluated with economic parameters alone, it is related with the perception of art.” Thus, the relationship of art with politics is that “society expects rebellion from art; this is the freedom of art and of the artist: suspending this expectation of society is an important attitude that one must change”. Supporting these statements, Harika Litfij identified the relationship of art with society in a direct fashion as: “Art is social” while Enver and Zeid considered the social character of art in the context of both its functionality and the role it plays in forming individual identity, describing it as “a contribution to the cultural capital of the consumer”. Kottasz’s research (cited in Kerrigan, Fraser and Özbilgin, 2004, p. 190) supports these comments showing that “young affluent men in London prefer to donate to arts organisations rather than other charities due to the perceived and actual benefits.” 

Additionally, Enver and Zeid argued that art has a value beyond its economic contribution explaining, “Regardless of whether it is sold or not, art gains value as it becomes critical; not being understood only as a source of value”. Müşfik proposed a similar argument from the opposite end, from the point of the possible impact of society on art: “Intervention to the artworld is intervention to the artist and to the work of art”. Arslanyan also referred to the specific character of art noting that  “absolute autonomy is not possible; you can only establish and protect your own area.” 

Descriptions that identify art with life are the widest ground of the social character of art. The respondents repeatedly expressed such an approach. To give a few examples, Duran placed great emphasis on autonomy arguing, “Art is life itself and has an autonomy” while Ahmed qualified it by arguing that “everything is art, everyone is an artist; is what everyone does art?” with a view critical of the identification of the relationship between life and art. 


6.2.3. 
An unavoidable distinction: modernity-based modern art and 



postmodernity-based CA
In order to evaluate further the social character of CA, it is useful to highlight some of the responses from the interviewees that clearly describe the modernity/postmodernity distinction. For example, Aksel commented:

Art represents something; modern art represents modernity and CA what is not modern. (Aksel)

Others referred directly or indirectly to modernity, postmodernity distinction in their interpretation of what art is, and what it is not, based on what modern and postmodern art is. Agopyan openly stated, “For the deconstructivist re-interpretation of the history of art, we both deconstruct and reconstruct” and pointed out that CA is an apparent revolutionary break from the old, which is modern art: “art finding its own identity and breaking from its old traditions is a revolutionary motto.” Taking a similar line of argument, Duran stated that “art must be separated from theory (referring to the theoretical ground of modernity) and Harika Litfij asserted that “art must be didactic”. Both interviewees stressed that postmodernity should distance itself and break from theoretical bases of modernity. In reference to the basic assumptions of modernity, Duran stipulated the ‘natural’ and ‘utopia’ bases of modernity in that “modern art is natural and social; thus, it must have a utopia” and Hamdi argued that “feminism directly breaks Kant’s definition of the individual. That is, it turns the foundation of that aesthetic position upside down”, which are clear revelations that depart from classical modernity and modern art understand. 


6.3.
Which knowledge? Scientific and others (intellectual 



and everyday knowledge) 

The relationship between knowledge and education and the difference between primary and secondary education (designed and controlled by the state) and higher education (expected to be independent and autonomous) are significant. Scientific knowledge on which social reality is based is university/academia-focused. The sources of knowledge external to scientific knowledge are intellectual and pertaining to daily life. Although all three areas produce knowledge to achieve social reality, all other sources of knowledge need to be turned into scientific knowledge. The state provides the financial and legal means, and governments decide on essential policies needed for the public vis-à-vis pre-university formal education and facilitate the ground for the acquisition of scientific knowledge undertaken in the autonomous university institution. 

All sources of knowledge are integral to art activities. Since the relationship between art and knowledge in the modernity understanding is based on scientific knowledge, the problem arises as to the extent to which academia, based on scientific knowledge, can internalize postmodern knowledge, which seriously criticizes and opposes modernity and thus modern art. In the modernist understanding of science, art is related to all types of knowledge, but only valid and reliable knowledge is scientific knowledge. For this reason, the established relationship between art and knowledge reaches truth/reality to the extent that it transforms knowledge sources and produces scientific knowledge. Modernity’s concept of such an understanding of knowledge and education is in harmony with modern art. The concept of art based on scientific knowledge finds its meaning in modern art theories and movements that differ from each other but are all accepted to be scientifically based. What art is and is not and each interpretation about what art is as an institutional inquiry a based on scientific theories regarding any claim to reality. 

In the same way that other social categories are treated within the framework of modernity, art is also considered as an institution. In other words, both social categories and art are analysed based on social institutions. However, the history of art has sought to answer questions regarding how and which characteristics of the institutions of art differ from other social categories (as institutions). Such a difference has been questioned in terms of aesthetics and creative talent. Since it is not possible to trace the features of aesthetics and creativity talent as central and problematic in other social relations, the nature of this specificity in art has always been controversial. The theoretical/scientific approaches in this regard have turned towards either reforming modernity’s concept of science in loyalty to modernity or engaging in earnest criticism. Either a significant opposition to the modern concept of art is displayed from within; that is, without totally rejecting the fundamental assumptions of the concept of modernity, or it has been entirely rejected as in the case of the postmodernity approach.

Modern art is based on the understanding of modernity and its fundamental assumptions of rationality, universality and essentialism utilizing the methodology of dualistic relations as clearly stated by Best and Kellner (1991, p. 207): 

As the problematic claims of modern philosophy, postmodern theories attack universalism, essentialism, foundationalism, and dichotomous thinking.

Duality is modernity’s basic method of analysis and the primary aim is to seek and understand causal relations as well as co-variational ones. The individual on this ontological ground is the unit of analysis and the social character of the individual finds its meaning within and in terms of social structures. This relationship provides the ground for three basic formations of knowledge, namely objective, constructive and critical reality epistemologies. In this framework, the concept of modernity is a conceptual and theoretical understanding of unity requiring ontological, methodological and epistemological consistency. In its basic form, CA is comprised of relational networks of postmodernity formulations directed towards the criticism and/or rejection of the concept of modern art based on, formed and developed within the concept of modernity.

To summarize this approach from the point of the research problematic of this thesis, modern art has been analysed as a social institution based on modernity and questioned in its differential specificity (aesthetics and creativity) from other social categories. The most general meaning of CA has been described by placing it within this framework. Conceptually, modern art has a scientific basis, and the controversial approaches displayed by the scientific analysis of aesthetics and creativity are the main problematic issues in addressing art scientifically. The analysis based on aesthetics and creativity dependent on the relationship between the institution, structure and individual constitutes the ground for the problematization of modern art. In this framework, the problematic that needs to be addressed and analysed in this thesis requires a focus on knowledge and education that are presented in the following main points in the light of the interview data. The latter showing how the relationship between knowledge and art is conceived from the perspective of CA is interpreted where limited, partial and even eclectic answers regarding what constitutes CA emerge due to the limited number and scope of the questions that can be addressed. However, the responses gleaned from a diverse of informants related to the different aspects of CA indicate that it is possible to obtain to a wealth of explanations and in-depth assessments.

Generally, the evaluations of the respondents relied on a framework that focused on the current problematic issues of art rather than a direct criticism of modern art. The respondents, regardless of their age and educational level, seemed to have extensive knowledge of what modern art is. However, it is not quite possible to argue that such knowledge was presented in combination with a comprehensive theoretical analysis. Although the internal (style, medium, expression) and external (meaning, content, value) features of art were touched upon in the assessments they gave, the respondents frequently referred to the inconsistencies rather than discussing the relations between them.

During the interviews, the respondents seemed to indicate that they had a more comprehensive and in-depth grasp of modern art compared with CA. This may be due to both the formal academic education that the respondents received and to the long history of modern art practice and its institutional structure of artworld in Turkey. Although the statements that criticize and reject modern art are based on the postmodernity approach, it is possible to argue that these critical views reflect that they had completely internalized and assimilated the postmodernity approach. To give one example, Yılmaz commented that “it is not possible to distinguish modernity and postmodernity in categorical terms: the object (of study) began to fragment at the initial moment. There is a single entity: Language breaks existence into pieces”. The preface to his book (2013, p. 11) extends this comment in the interview as: 

If one proceeds from method, material, principle and reason instead of historical symbols, one could observe that ‘modern and postmodern’ art cannot be separated from each other. The reason why we see them as separate from each other is that one uses different terms for them. However, there is only a single self for both of them. The reason for such a separation is language. Because ‘language dismantles’ (breaks into pieces) the self. It is a differentiated self. Modern art has been differentiated to become postmodern. 

It is true that the self is ontologically single but its analysis and interpretation is based on different assumptions. Modernity is based on conceptual and theoretical assumptions, and postmodernity on symbolic and discursive assumptions. What is aimed to be analysed (i.e., reality) may be single but its assumptions and consequent analysis are incomparably different. It is not possible to combine or mix these two separate sets of assumptions. What one can simply do is to utilize the assumptions of one set to interpret the other. Specifically, one can make either a modernist or a postmodernist analysis. This is the only possible way to form a link/relationship between them. One cannot mix or combine two contradictory assumptions to make an analysis. 

Voskan’s statement concerning “the areas [of modernity] intersected by postmodernity are included anyway within scientific understanding” is also controversial mainly because postmodernity is critical of, and even rejects the classical and modernist understanding of science. Furthermore, one can see Onat’s statement that “some people who read CA texts understand them in the sense of modern art” as an example of a common and widespread misunderstanding, often resulting from such contradictory views on modernity and postmodernity. 

There is very limited information concerning CA in the education programs of academic institutions and there is almost no institutional effort to apply this knowledge. It is a commonly held view among the respondents that in the faculties of art, the mainstream theoretical approaches of modernity prevail and conventional techniques are still in use. Civanyan explained this as:

There are still no separate CA departments in universities in Turkey. Even in the Fine Arts Faculty of Mimar Sinan University, which is the oldest and the most established one, no department or a sub-field exists in which CA is taught. During mid-1990s, there were few academics such as Kadri Özayten that encouraged their students to become knowledgeable about CA. This traditional approach and adherence to mainstream modern art still exists in Mimar Sinan University. Say, for example, if you make a video as a final project for a course, the lecturers would react in a furious manner. They used to laugh at and belittle this kind of artwork and took a negative attitude. 

Why do tutors in art faculties adhere to the old curriculum and techniques and resist teaching CA? According to Mayer (2008, p. 77), teaching CA can be challenging but at the same time, when a tutor decides to incorporate today’s art into the curriculum numerous questions arise: 

Where do I start? How can I learn about what contemporary artists are doing? Is CA the same as modern art? What do I do about the controversial content? What about all those new media? Will using CA require one to use new teaching methods? What role does aesthetics play in CA? 

The respondents in this research also think that tutors of fine art faculties should find answers to these and similar questions if they want to teach CA in their classes. Additionally, tutors’ adherence to the use of classical techniques continues. They do not allow their students to use different techniques in their studio classes nor do they allow them to undertake any artistic work that is reminiscent of CA. They force their students to replicate the techniques that their tutors employed when they were art students. In particular, during those years, heavily dominated by modern art, art students experienced difficult relationships with their tutors in fine art faculties. Aksel mentions that one day he left the studio in the middle of a class because the tutor insisted on him painting according to his instructions. Aksel responded that it was his own style, threw down his palette, removed his apron and left the studio. Similarly, in the sculpture studio, when Aksel wanted to create something unusual, not made from the usual material but from different elements, his tutor said, “My son, throw those contemporary art things out, a sculpture is a sculpture only when it is made from clay or bronze.” 

One specific point in relation to the development of CA is the reaction in the Fine Arts Faculty of Mimar Sinan University towards the Istanbul Biennales. Civanyan argued that from the beginning, the Faculty did not welcome the Biennales. He commented that it was “Something new, that had appeared suddenly,” and feared the loss of their position as the centre of power. Akay (2008, p. 27) expanded on this relating that “[a] group of painters from the Faculty refused to follow the Biennials and sometimes advised their students ‘not to go to the Biennials [since] what is there is stuff and nonsense’.” 

The structure of the formal education in faculties of art, which reduced teaching and studio activities to the tutors’ traditional understanding, had serious ramifications. According to Aksel, very few people from his generation educated in the mainstream modern art system are interested in CA and, 

… none of them [referring to their tutors] earns a living by producing CA work and only a small minority is producing in this field. Engagement in CA necessitates some sophistication and accumulated knowledge. 

However, one cannot obtain this sophistication and knowledge in art faculties. The respondents think that only studying in studio classes in art faculties is not sufficient to understand and interpret the history of art in generally, let alone CA by itself. Arslanyan, a graduate of Bilkent University with a master’s degree, remembered his graduate years and pointed out that only after taking courses such as ‘Philosophy of Art’ and ‘Problems in Contemporary Art’ did his critical understanding of art developed. Supporting this view, a ceramic artist, teaching at Mimar Sinan University as a research assistant, Müşfik confessed that there are no courses in their department in which students can acquire theoretical knowledge and enhance their critical thinking. She revealed: 

All our courses are practical courses that take place in the studios. Our curriculum is heavily biased in favour of studio practices. That is why I had immense difficulties when I started to prepare my graduation thesis. I realized that my theoretical background was very weak. 

Artists acquire their knowledge of CA mostly from outside formal institutional environments. It is suggested that an effective way of gaining the requisite knowledge of CA is through art groups, collectives, communities and other initiatives as well as exposure to practitioners who operate on an international level.

It is clear that views that are critical of modern art have brought artistic activity closer to CA. Despite the resistance, there is a certain depth and history to the accumulation of knowledge in the field of modern art and this has formed a foundation of and a working space for CA. The interview data reveals that rather than describing what CA is, the responses were directed more to arguments of criticism and even to the rejection of modern art. 

Although the accumulated knowledge of modern art has a rich variety of sources, in the case of Turkey, two sources are particularly worth mentioning here. The first concerns the studios of Academia as the historical ground of the application of modern art. The second deals with the historical accumulation of the knowledge of art movements. The critical responses of artists towards modern art who have been socialized and professionalized in these two areas and completed their education in the formal and/or informal modern artworld have had a stronger impact on contemporary art activities than their problematizations regarding what constitutes CA. 

The accumulation of knowledge concerning art movements is also expected to be an important source with regard to the criticism and/or rejection of modern art. However, the diversity and interrelated character of the latter have made it difficult for clarification of their current understanding. For example, although conceptual art is a criticism of modern art, there exist controversial views concerning the extent to which it is considered an element of CA. 

It seems clear that the past and current academia have not provided space for comprehensive and in-depth studies and the non-academic formal/informal areas have provided inadequate and/or limited opportunities to further the accumulation of knowledge. This limited knowledge has had various negative effects on the development of art and created strong obstacles to the comprehensive and in-depth understanding, internalization, application and criticism of modern art. It made a very inadequate attempt to compensate for this situation through partial and eclectic transfer, imitation of ‘universal’ knowledge, but rather left it to the boundaries and supremacy of universal knowledge that prevented the accumulation of art knowledge at a national level.

Since the concept of modern art is based on scientific knowledge, there is no inclusion of intellectual and daily life knowledge in an adequate and competent framework. This has led to the formation of both an academia and science-centred hegemony while preventing functionality within the wider social scope of the artworld.

The relationship between education and knowledge has been reduced to education, which has been implemented in pre-university institutions within the confines of the limitations and domination of government policy. Education in universities is limited mainly due to the uncritical transfer of the universal knowledge of art accumulated in the West (Tansuğ, 2005; Ünver, 2011). Thus, university education is well below the level expected in universities across the world. International developments have been encompassed to a very limited extent and have rarely been internalized in academia. Furthermore, despite the interdisciplinary, multi-faceted differentiation of universal higher education in art, the integration of this development into Turkish academic practice is not sufficient and a marginal relationship exists between art education and the other relevant sciences. Moreover, the differentiation of formal art education within itself has been concentrated in certain areas and each sub-discipline has failed to show the anticipated developments. Additionally, in certain fields, concentrations such as plastic arts education have been squeezed into painting and sculpture. At the level of pre-university art education, education remains in the hands of painting teachers (Kırışoğlu, 2009).

Although the interview data concerning these areas sometimes included conflicting evaluations, critical views dominated the participants’ interpretations. Aksel’s statement that “conceptual art does not exist in the education system” is an apparent contradiction in the perception of conceptual art. The debates on ‘conceptual art’ raised in Turkey from the mid-1970s onwards have formed an important ground for the formation and development of CA. CA is not equal to conceptual art and does not constitute the main basis of it. However, many artists identified this art movement with CA. Perhaps, this understanding remains an important but under-researched controversy within the artworld.

Müşfik’s idea that the education implemented in academia “cannot respond to the integrity of the artworld” is a fundamental observation and highlights the serious shortcoming that sufficient, multi-faceted discussions about this issue are not undertaken. In addition, Müşfik’s criticism that “local/foreign and Istanbul/non-Istanbul distinctions are not taken into account” indicates the insufficiency of art activities and knowledge towards the distinction of local art. In this context, discussing visual art and education, Ünver (2011, p. 48) argues: 

Applications to art education departments in regional/local universities are very few compared to the [number of applications in] metropolitan areas. Such numerical difference entails also qualitative differences. Their socialisation, remote from intensive cultural and artistic environment, generates difficulties relating to obtaining contemporary academic values of art. 

The interview evaluations on art in higher education directed towards the central role in the IoA, summarized by Aksel as a “covert network”, point to the insufficiency of institutionalisation between art and science. Moreover, “the fact that artworld is not open to the public in ensuring the transference of knowledge between classes” (Seyyid) has also prevented both the participation of the art public in the wider area of the artworld and its institutionalisation. 

On the subject of CA, many respondents shared a common opinion that individuals and institutions operating in the artworld “lack the knowledge” (Hanım) about CA and that “academic education is not at all concerned with contemporary art” (İnan). It is debatable whether CA can be practised without having the multi-faceted knowledge (scientific and non-scientific) of CA accumulated at the universal/global level. It is an important observation that academic education “does what is already known and does not question this using the universal accumulation.” (Dag) 

It appears that all of the respondents have experience and knowledge of modern art intertwined with academic, intellectual and daily life knowledge. However, their questioning of the modernity and postmodernity-based analysis of the concept of modern art has no depth. This situation has affected the formation and institutionalisation of the history of art in in several respects. It becomes obvious that the practice of modern art and its activities have been carried out without the knowledge of the overall framework of the modernity approach and without addressing its relationship with art in a problematic way, which highlights important limitations and controversies. This is an indication that contemporary academic education in the field of art is indispensable.

The statement made by Vahit, “the lack of understanding of CA does not eliminate its potential to be critical”, suggests that CA is a criticism of modern art even if the art public or other agents of the artworld do not comprehend CA activities. The critical scope of CA is not only limited to the criticism of modern art. Modern art is a reflection of the modernity-based analysis of society. CA may criticize this approach by staying within modernity or by breaking away from it and adopting a postmodernity approach. What is common in both is the following criticism of the idea of modernity summarized by Antonio and Kellner (1994, p. 127): 

Postmodernists attack classical theory's claims about mapping the social totality, detecting social progress, and facilitating beneficial social change. The postmodern critique holds that virtually all-modern social theory springs from an uncritical Enlightenment faith in science and reason and leads to "grand narratives". Postmodernists argue that social theory destroy individuality and block the creative forces of language and desire. In order to avert these problems, postmodernists maintain that social and cultural critics must make a clean break with Enlightenment rationalism by rejecting classical theory's assumptions about representation, social coherence, and the subject.

The approach of postmodernity to social relations is thus completely different from the idea of modernity and serves as a rejection/criticism of modernity. For this reason, one should not reduce the criticism of CA simply to the criticism of modern art. With its approach that completely departs/breaks away from and rejects modernity, CA takes a different standpoint in its analysis. It is not possible to accept Vahit’s argument that the agents of the artworld do not need to know what CA is and may rest content with the awareness that it is the criticism of modern art. One can understand the criticism of modern art from within modernity and the rejection of it from outside, through a postmodernist approach by establishing a link with the knowledge of daily life practice, beyond its theoretical, conceptual and discursive abstractions. It is possible to observe that in the concrete relations of daily life, individual as a subjective relational being is meaningful beyond his/her structural forms of determinations however different their social positions are in all their concrete conditions. In addition, those generalizations are not essential (in the universality understanding of modernity) for these differences to become meaningful and it is not sufficient to take only the rational thoughts and attitudes as criteria for behaving differently. One can argue that a critical understanding of concrete life experiences is essential to comprehend social reality. 

Additionally, the ambiguity regarding the nature of CA does not apply to the art public alone. This may also be the case for almost the entire artworld. Since critics/consultants being expected to have accumulated sufficient theoretical knowledge on modern and CA are considered the only exception in this regard, this is similar to Vahit’s emphasis that “critics are the only ‘neutral’ [having the essential theoretical knowledge concerned agent of the contemporary artworld”. It is not possible to agree with Vahit in that “the lack of understanding of CA does not eliminate its potential to be critical”. Generally, the points criticized and rejected by CA are based on views that include the propositions of postmodernity. A CA activity based simply on the criticism and rejection of modern art without integrating the basic propositions of both modernity and postmodernity will result in significant limitations and misunderstandings. The criticism and rejection of modern art may be regarded as a spontaneous act. However, this does not cover all aspects of CA, which feeds on the idea of postmodernity in many ways. 

Academic art education appears unable to provide a sufficient educational foundation for social analysis. There are two main reasons for this: History-of-art education confined to art movements (Tansuğ, 2005) and a failure to include social science disciplines in art education programs. (Temizel, 2012) Very few art and design faculties move outside the common assumption of academic art education being squeezed into studios. Particularly in departments established in some universities in the 2000s (Bilkent University in Ankara and other establishments such as Bilgi and Yeditepe universities in Istanbul), education is focused on the link between art and society, but this idea is not widespread across universities in Turkey. In Kahraman’s book (2005, p. viii), one of the interviewees criticizes several basic features of art education in Turkey as: 

Leaving aside a few translated outdated [books], there are no books on art in Turkish. This is inconceivable and nothing is being done to change this. Neither original books are being written nor are those in West translated. Besides few universities whose medium of instruction is in English, how then can the remaining ones implement their curriculum and with what? If this is the case in history of art education, it is hardly better in the philosophy of art, social sciences and the aesthetics. Such a limitation is the case under conditions where art history and aesthetics take root in social sciences. Hundreds of students are educated with these limitations in departments of art history and in Fine Arts Faculties and graduate from there as theoreticians and artists.

The recently developed ‘art management’ programs cannot compensate for the fact that art history education is not based on social theories which focus on the modernity-postmodernity distinction. Moreover, the interdisciplinary character of art education is very much connected to a very wide range of sciences. An examination of education that excludes this fact will create limitations within it. At least one might expect that it is possible to shift this interdisciplinary requirement towards an education in which concepts from the field of social sciences are integrated. Academic art management education is necessary and produces positive results, but this does not resolve the problem.

‘Progressiveness vs. conservatism’ within the relationship between art and knowledge has always been a subject of controversy. This can be seen in Onat’s view of “the progressiveness of our academia” taken to mean that “importing what we do not have in the country”, however, “even this became cumbersome and conservative later on”. Also, Agopyan’s comment concerning, “the conservatism of the faculty in academia” is another example of CA the widely accepted views on this issue.

The discrepancy versus integrity of theory and practice in art education, similar to other social science disciplines, has been reduced to education and research. Moreover, education is further reduced to art studio activities similar to the laboratory work in the branches of science departments. These activities limit the scope and damage the integrity of the art-knowledge relationship at the university level. It is clear that such an art education distances itself from the current theoretical accumulation of knowledge and research experience, confining itself to studio-based practices, and subsequently makes a limited contribution to the institutional development of CA. The idea of science that reduces the knowledge-society relationship to the art-artwork and then to the artwork-market relationship leads academician artists to complain that their work cannot find market value in the artworld. 

The formation of art institutions during the Republican period in Turkey focused largely on secondary and higher education. The state established and supported different art systems such as conservatory, theatre, dance and ballet, orchestra, painting and sculpture (Duben, 2007; Koçak, 2009; Hasgüler, 2013). Presenting large exhibitions is the third main sphere of this formation. However, the state mainly implements these activities in big cities and the efforts to extend them throughout the country remain insufficient. The fourth area involves students sent abroad for art education mainly at the post-graduate level. Hashmi (2006) and Turner (2006) explain that similar government policies were enacted by other countries such as Pakistan and Indonesia in 1930s and 1940s.

One can distinguish the history of the formation, development and differentiation of art in the Republican Turkey in terms of before and after the late 1990s. When making this distinction, it is useful to keep in mind that the focus was on modern art activities before 1990s and that during the following period, CA activities gained credibility (Çalıkoğlu, 2008). 

Up to the present day, the knowledge base of the IoA in Turkey has not been considerably differentiated. Institutionalisation controlled by the state and focused on education has maintained its position. The academia-focused public IoA has not become markedly differentiated within itself. The developments in the area of art management observed at the faculties of fine arts after the late 1990s have contributed to the field of art in general and to the institutionalisation of market-focused art in particular.

The extension of knowledge concerning art, extending beyond the boundaries of the field of scientific knowledge and covering intellectual and daily life knowledge, has prepared the ground for important developments in terms of the IoA. One can argue that the developments observed in CA activities after the late 1990s have not provided an effective knowledge-based form of institutionalisation. However, the developments inside and outside academia in the fields of information, communication, social sciences and others are notable. It is now possible to transfer and accumulate art activities through the medium of computer technology, regardless of whether the public appropriates them at large or at the individual level. Nevertheless, the efforts to provide such an accumulation on an institutional basis are limited. To institutionalize art activities, it is important to establish a legally required registration system for art activities similar to the ISBN system for the publication of books. Additionally, it is clear that the knowledge of art accumulated in the media will form an important source for knowledge-based institutionalisation. It is not possible to speak of an institutionalisation that will ensure the accumulation of existing knowledge related to the artworld in general. This continues to be an important limitation for the IoA. Here, in the interview, Vahit pointed out that there are very few publications related to art and those that exist have a very low circulation.

The interviewees did not refer to the difference between scientific knowledge and other categories of knowledge (intellectual and daily life). From their responses, it is clear that they did not take into consideration the ideas about the nature of art, particularly ideas which extend to the field of CA, or to more diverse sources of knowledge (scientific and others). 

Furthermore, the meaning of local knowledge of art in terms of the artworld is important from the perspective of the art-knowledge relationship. It is clear that local knowledge of art has, so far, been constructed on scientific knowledge and integrated into universal knowledge from that aspect. However, this is not applicable to CA. Thus, it is possible to refer to a certain emancipation of local knowledge. Such emancipation has provided an important ground for the inclusion of all areas of life in CA. The use of a myriad of different sources of knowledge is relevant for CA. The respondents did not display a clear position concerning the scientific character of knowledge. They did not discuss the inevitable nature of the relationship between modern art and scientific knowledge and the fact that this is not a necessity in CA. It is interesting that a large number of academicians among the respondents failed to integrate this idea into their views. The criticism and/or rejection of modern art are actually a criticism of modernity’s idea of science. The clarification of the distinction between art and science is central to understanding the nature of art and specifically the nature of CA. 

It is vital in terms of a critical assessment of art that scientific knowledge plays a fundamental role in modern art while there is no such necessity in CA. It is possible to apply all sources of knowledge to postmodernity, and consequently to CA; however, only scientific knowledge is essential for modernity, and thus, modern art. In the implementation of art, the difference between having knowledge; that is, engaging in an artistic activity based on that knowledge and carrying out that activity without having that knowledge, is central to the debate. A person can have knowledge of modern art without relating it to their knowledge of modernity. The practice of CA can also occur in the context of the criticism/rejection of modern art and/or without knowing the foundations of such a criticism/rejection in relation to postmodernity. If they are known, CA rests on a strong theoretical basis that is considered essential. 

Local knowledge is not an original but normal source of knowledge for CA and has no priority over the knowledge at regional, national and global levels; it is simply different. 

We need not suppose the work of art to be a stable entity, or the subject of the aesthetic experience to maintain it unchanged. We are dealing with singularities: one-time events lived through by one-time subjectivities. Thus by singular, I mean something more unique and less extensive, more local, if you want than individuality... although aesthetic judgements are in no way actually shared by the globality of the world’s inhabitants the claim to be valid for all (de Duve 2007, p. 684). 

Within this epistemological framework, carrying out a CA activity based on any social relationship (for example, the social relations of Kurdish people) by reducing it to any social sub-element, for example to Kurdish ethnicity, does not have a distinguishing characteristic for its representation in contemporary forms of art. One should accept that such activity would gain the status of CA to the extent that it deconstructs Kurdish identity and exhibits differences it contains. 

In Turkey, the integration of art into global artworld takes place in the context of art activities rather than being realised on knowledge basis. The relationship of the scientific environment of Turkey with the international sources of knowledge occurs through the interdisciplinary fields of art rather than directly within the fields of art. In the field of art, this is realized with specialized areas (such as art management) rather than theories and movements of art. 

Considering the wider context of art knowledge and the artworld, the emphasis in the interviews indicated an unequal and imbalanced emphasis on artists and the artwork rather than on art public and art movements. One can see that the perspective of the discussion concerning roles of the different elements of the artworld (artists, artworks, art systems and art public) is unbalanced and this is a serious deficiency in terms of understanding and addressing the relational character and the integrity of the artworld, and consequently, the institutionalisation of art in Turkey.


6.4. The knowledge and education basis of IoCA

Art is knowledge-based and art education is an institutional activity. Art-oriented knowledge is produced, consumed, passed on, diffused, disseminated circulated and spreads to every area of society. All knowledge elements of society are collected, accumulated, organized, shaped, transformed, analysed, interpreted, and others through social institutions. 
In every area of social life, individuals are intertwined with and exposed to the production, consumption and reproduction of knowledge. In this context, everything undertaken in the name of art is related to and forms a basis of art knowledge. Knowledge of art is social; that is, knowledge concerning art is knowledge of social relations. At the personal level, in daily life, people consume and reproduce knowledge. Institutionally, it is consumed, produced and reproduced on intellectual and scientific grounds. 


Essential but indispensable knowledge: Academia

Art is a social institution; in other words, it is social. Regardless of how the institution of art is conceived (for example, as the artworld/the field of art), it is studied as a set of social relations. In this framework, individuals and institutions are endogenous to knowledge of art and everyone has knowledge of art in one way or another. Different individuals and institutions consume, produce and reproduce knowledge of art either on an institutional basis or in the context of their daily or professional (intellectual) life experiences. Knowledge of art is produced theoretically in academies of art, and intellectual and daily life knowledge is produced in the artworld at large. The academics of related disciplines possess both practical and theoretical knowledge of art and the assumption is that there is a difference between the knowledge produced in academia and the professional/intellectual knowledge of the modernity versus postmodernity concepts of science, which is central for assessments concerning CA. The former is based on a modern science understanding and the latter is knowledge per se, based on the understanding of postmodernity.

The status of art knowledge accumulated by individuals and institutions because of their interest and activities concerning the field of art variably differ from the status of academic art knowledge. It is a necessity in terms of the art-knowledge relationship to address the knowledge-based activities of all other professionals of the artworld by relating them with academic knowledge.

In this context, the extent to which art critics and consultants possess the academic content of art knowledge and from where they acquire such knowledge (institutional and/or non-institutional areas) is influential with respect to the IoA education. Academic knowledge is not necessarily acquired in art education departments. Art education, especially CA education, has an interdisciplinary character in terms of its current content. All interdisciplinary programs including the subject of art and/or all social science disciplines addressing the subject of art in the dimension of social theory can also, at a minimum level, enable the theoretical content of CA to be questioned.  As Müşfik argued, the education system is responsible for the knowledge of art. “If the society needs to be educated on art, education system must do this. The education of the public is not the first important function of the artist” (Müşfik). Camnitzer (2005, p. 1) challenges these views: 

Art is education. Even if we continue to produce, we also educate others for challenging, reorienting, and expanding knowledge preparing the space for the development of collective policies that generate the freest and most empowering form of what we call ‘culture’.

In general, artists do not assume a direct responsibility in this area. They are in a responsible position only when they are part of an institution of the education system and a large number of artists (teachers of art) take responsibilities within education institutions prior to higher education.

The scientific understanding of modernity and postmodernity are categorically different. In the postmodernity approach, scientific knowledge based on modern science is rejected. That is, social reality is not based on the scientific knowledge of modern science and this difference is important with respect to CA.  Against the assumptions of modernity’s concept of science that prioritize scientific knowledge, the departure from the focus of scientific knowledge and the acceptance of the broadest scope of knowledge in the postmodernity understanding represent a very fundamental break in the approach to both science and knowledge. This situation prepares a vast ground for the existence of CA in terms of both its institutional and practical position. Camnitzer (2005, p. 1) details this in criticizing the main issues of the modern science basis of modernity understanding: 

I see art as a very general methodology, as a meta-discipline that includes all other disciplines. I see science as a field that is seriously limited by having to use logic, causality, and repeatable experiments. However, art should inform science and everything else: also includes illogic, the suspension of laws, absurdity, non-repeatability, impossibility, and the search for an alternative, not-yet-existing order; asking in an unrestrained way the question “what if,” for challenging the given systems of order and speculating about new ones. It is the ultimate tool for critical thinking. 

The problems concerning knowledge and education for IoCA need to be addressed and discussed. Regardless of the extent to which academics assume important responsibilities in art education institutions, art education is not limited to higher education. Art education should be institutionalised not only based on positions of academics but also on the characteristics of the academic institution. One of the important problems of art education is that the process of institutionalisation continues without an infrastructure. In particular, educational institutions of CA lack the minimum required level of infrastructure. Art formations, including those with visual content are, almost without an exception, undocumented, and a valid method of documentation is only used in very few cases. This is applicable for both public and private art activities. It is obvious that regardless of the content and scope of art activities, there can be no question of the institutionalisation of non-documented art based on knowledge and education.

The accumulation of art activities is another highly important requirement for institutionalisation. In many respects, especially related to knowledge and education, for the IoA, that everything concerning art, regardless of its content (important or unimportant) should be gathered using certain principles and methods. To date, neither the private nor the public sector has allocated any significant resources for this purpose. Aslan (2014, p. 229) explains this as follows:

Art institutions in Turkey are very young and none of them has a memory. In Europe and the United States, institutional critique was done but those institutions have created their own memories. In my view, it is necessary for that critique to continue given the reality of Turkey. 

It can be stated that certain art initiatives and collectives, lacking economic resources, seek to produce and collect art knowledge only through the medium of the internet, which results in very inadequate knowledge in terms of both content and continuity.
Many biennials have been held in Turkey but no work has been purchased. Many artists have visited Turkey; if four works had been bought in each biennial, we would have had an incredible museum now. Then, we could talk about institutionalisation. (Litfij)

The knowledge created and collected at a limited level concerning the accumulation of art activities can largely cater only for the art market and its needs. Thus, it can be argued that the knowledge collected in this respect occurs almost entirely as an extension of the commercialization of art. Since collecting works of art in the case of Turkey mostly aims at reselling later, the knowledge related to art is not accumulated. Although the approach of the private sector focused on commercialization and sale, being irresponsible is understandable. However, the observation of a similar irresponsibility of the state in this issue represents a very important obstacle and deficiency in terms of IoA in Turkey.

The knowledge of art far removed from contemporary debates on knowledge with a theoretical basis contributes very little to IoA in Turkey as Zeytinoğlu and Kahraman clearly denoted with reference to a conceptual and discursive focus. 

That the artists are unable to conceptualize anything in their heads is the main problem of the period since the 1990s. However, the artist does not have to conceptualize everything that s/he hears, sees, feels, and does! The artist is not within such an obligation. The artist only sees. This was so during not only Renaissance but also in the views of classical and modern art. (Zeytinoğlu, 2008, p. 151).
I said that there is not a tradition of philosophical thinking in Turkey. If this is not the case, then the improvement of critical discourse is not possible. I also tried to emphasize the significance of the lack of a theoretical discourse that produces a critical discourse that I consider more important than the lack of a philosophical discourse (Kahraman, 2008, p. 84).
There is no question of the knowledge of art activities being accumulated even at a minimum level on the scientific basis advocated either by modernity or on postmodernity’s overall knowledge understanding. Even in the area of CA that is not confined to the boundaries of the scientific knowledge-based modern concept of art, it can be said that the relationship between art formations and knowledge is realized at a very inadequate level. This realization is also applicable, to a certain extent, to artists in academia that committed them to CA. The realization of CA activities being limited almost entirely to the life of the artist and reduced to his personal experiences of life creates significant obstacles and problems for the IoCA. It is not difficult to foresee that from this negative perspective, CA formations will become much more strongly dependent on the possible wide spectrum of global art activities. In parallel to this, the art market in Turkey tends to increasingly fall under the hegemony of global markets. In addition, apart from the inability in Turkey to accumulate knowledge of art formations, the lack of a system that conveys existing knowledge with time and space references is a considerable shortcoming in IoA. The fact that the public sector invests very little in art education and particularly in CA and the private sector is not interested in this area presents an important obstacle to IoA. Furthermore, the existing/current knowledge of art appears to have been removed from the grassroots (the wide spectrum of society). IoA is negatively affected by the fact that art knowledge has not gained a strong position in the artworld despite the potential of knowledge to create a multi-faceted value. This shortcoming neutralizes the role that could be played by art in terms of both socialization and institutionalisation. The fact that in Turkey, art is generally not supported with knowledge that narrows the possible scope of art, preventing, in particular, the almost unlimited scope of the field of CA from being made functional, and these result CA being squeezed into the area of the hegemony of the global art formations.

The knowledge of art, whether within the institutional scope or outside, must constantly be produced in a sustainable position in formal and/or informal areas. Regardless of how art activities and art works are produced, they can have an influence to the extent that such production coincides with the production of art knowledge. Art formations that lack the knowledge of the production of art cannot be influential in providing the art formations of either the past or the present or the future with their meanings.

Considering these negative aspects, it can be said that academia as the fundamental institution of knowledge is unable to achieve IoCA. Viewed in a different way, these negative aspects cause the demise of CA before it forms, develops, differentiates and attains its influence in academia. The inadequacy of what is undertaken in academia in the name of CA leads to the withering of the comprehensive power of CA. In contrast, by establishing all types of relationship between CA and academia would create a ground and power basis that would ensure its institutionalisation within academia. In many respects, academia is an environment with the most suitable scope and content for both the formation and development of CA. There is the possibility of achieving an almost unlimited environment in academia dedicated to art and especially CA. In the ideal sense, academia has the ‘freedom’ that no other social institution possesses producing and reproducing knowledge accordingly. This feature is the most positive area that academia can provide in terms of art. However, it is quite difficult to state that the artworld makes this feature of academia sufficiently functional.

Although the negative aspects of academia continue to exist, CA has the potential power to provide an environment in which it can determine its future formation and development. This, in turn, would result in the creation of an important dynamic development not only for the artworld but also for a wider scope of academia.
The academic content of CA formations does not have an aspect that only involves the field of art. Generally, considering the academic history of the last half century, there has been an accelerating amount of criticism of the historical line of the development of modern society and of the idea of modernity. The opinion that the efforts to compensate for these negative features have largely been insufficient is becoming widespread in academia. In this context, academia will either concentrate its efforts on preserving its traditional and conservative modernist position or experience a considerable break from modern art. It is certain that within academic disciplines CA will play an influential role in this detachment. Due to its theoretical/discursive content and the influence of its area of practice, CA is one of the important areas in the contemporary transformation of academia. 
As specified by Tugay, the underlying marginal influence of CA in academia is largely due to the power struggle between the ideas of modern art and CA: 

Whoever is more formidable and malevolent in academy dominates. Those who cannot have an identity outside stick only to their power in the academy. (Tugay)

The fact that modern art is not willing to relinquish the hegemony it has established over the centuries and that this effort has become a subject of controversy which increases daily in strength within the contradictions of modern society creates an important ground of criticism for CA. However, CA does not appear to make this ground sufficiently functional. Although at its current stage, CA has acquired considerable power in the artworld, it has not used this power to fight the conservative position of the idea of modern art; instead, it has shifted its area of influence outside academia. This shift of focus will result in CA facing an increasing number of problems. The validity of this judgement is consolidated by the fact that the dynamics of CA developing outside academia are disconnected from government/state-centred activities. It can be considered that CA moving outside academia and government in order to avoid the conservatism of the former and the problems created by the latter constitutes a justified quest for freedom. However, this situation could have a rather misleading outcome in that the CA dynamics formed outside the public sphere are steadily coming under the hegemony of capital. The inevitable influential role of capital in the capitalist organization of society is undeniable. 
The number of the galleries has increased, exhibitions have proliferated and collectors have emerged. These and similar improvements were initially slow due to the social conditions and only had a repercussion in the upper classes of the society. It has been one of the objectives in the state policy within the modernization process since the foundation of the Republic, but it has only gained speed in the last quarter-century. With reference to the first two Istanbul Biennials, Madra critically reveals the main traits of culture and arts of the Republican period until the late 1980s as:

However, with the increase in communication within the last quarter, generations of artists articulating the understanding of global art gradually emerged. Persons and institutions directing art activities in the 1960s and 1970s -the leading ones were the Ministries of Cultural and Foreign Affairs, Istanbul State Fine Arts Academy and Applied Fine Arts School- previously failed in expanding CA. We can list the reasons for this as being unable to overcome bureaucratic obstacles; being not convincing while trying to bankroll; being scapegoat of artists’ individual impasse or profits; and being conservative against foreign art critics and specialists. This limited, close, narrow-framed and introvert atmosphere largely prevented the development of art potential in Turkey. Current works of art remained pertinent since there had been no opportunity of comparison. Myths and privileges sustained (Madra, 2003, p. 43). The existing three museums were deprived of all kinds of opportunities by the government. Coincidentally organized national and international exhibitions were unplanned and unscheduled. A handful of artists who achieved success abroad with their own efforts were not supported. There existed an immense vacancy of art publication and a 30-year-art production remained hidden in workshops and storehouses. Art lovers did not consider artists as an intellectual but as a worker producing an investment item that evokes dreams and emotions (p. 44).

Under these conditions, Madra patronizes the Istanbul Bienal initiation as an appropriate intervention: 
Istanbul Biennial is an appropriate ‘intervention’ to this atmosphere. This change will naturally disturb those profiting from the previous situation. With the loss of a number of privileges, those that have been alarmed are trying to present this activity as harmful to theartworld by exaggerating the negative aspects of the biennial (Madra, 2003, p. 44). There may be a chaos of style, concept, aesthetics and philosophy in art in Turkey. Many people may not understand what CA is. A number of productions not resembling art may be produced. Collectors and purchasers may like decorative painting. Neo-conservatives may insist on ‘national art’; ‘anarchist eclectics’ may say ‘everything is art’. These do not influence the validity of universal improvement and the advancement of CA. The biennial and art museum are the components of the CA phenomenon that has an independent, specific system. If they accept some aspects of this system and leave aside and/or change others according to their individual and institutional preference, CA emerges as unhealthy (p. 70).

Considering the importance of knowledge and education in a society and in academia where it occupies a concrete position, it is to be expected that modern art will maintain its resistance and the power and domination it has created in academia. Like all social institutions, one can view academia as an institution that allows such resistance due to many of its characteristics. 
CA, which should oppose the modern art-focused resistance in academia, is not yet showing a strong opposition. Apart from CA activities, academia is the most important institution within the areas where modern art maintains its existence. Modern art still largely continues outside Istanbul but remains to be connected to the metropolis. Modern art, which maintained its influence from the beginning of the Republic until the late 1990s, established very limited relations with capital and the market in that period. It has not been possible for modern art, squeezed into the activities of academia and state institutions, to develop a public focus. 

This is one of the reasons for the continued existence of modern art in academia and a further reason is that CA is carving an area that is outside the public and civil spheres. Thus, it can be stated that CA has a private sector and capital-focused formation. The CA activities implemented outside Istanbul are also largely connected to this formation. Regarding this, Kadri argued in her interview as follows:

it is necessary to decrease centralization; Diyarbakır is an example. Activities vivifying life took place there and this resulted in so many disputes, even created hostilities. 

This indicates that it is possible to constitute alternative formations of art outside of the centre. Transition of state support to the field of art by the hands of municipalities may be an efficient way that institutionalisation can follow. However, Mustafa, one of the members of Ozansü, argued in his interview that the existence of certain formations outside Istanbul depends again on Istanbul: “Mardin Biennial exists as much as it is spoken in Istanbul.” 

Another important extension of this area of development of CA is in the global field, which has a multitude of effects on the line of formation and development of CA in Turkey especially in recent years. It may be stated that the development dynamics of CA in Turkey will develop depending on the characteristics of the relations to be established with the global field. 

There are two viewpoints and attitudes about the biennial and these are conflicting with each other: Those who favour the argument for the necessity to establish a relationship with internationalartworld And those who argue that the relationship with internationalartworld cannot be established in this way and there is no necessity to do so. Neither of the first two biennials has an international qualification; foreign artists do not have fame and importance; organizers of the biennial have done this for their own profit; organizers of the biennial are ineligible, incapable, ignorant, inexperienced, incompetent; competent critics and specialists of CA did not attend the biennial (Madra, 2003, p. 52).

The interest of the private sector and especially big capital in CA can be taken as an indication that this field may be sustainable. The interest of big capital in CA is the commercialization of this area. Moreover, the developing and flourishing relations that CA is beginning to establish with finance capital should also be viewed as an indication of CA activities becoming a significant social power in the global economy and that of Turkey as Kazma (2011, p. 49) argued in an interview: 

… the common denominator of all these galleries, museums, art, artists, foundations … is that they are all from the private sector. They are institutions connected to the market, thus capital.

Even if Istanbul and the global artworld are the focus of the line of formation and development of CA, it seems possible to foresee that its potential area of influence at the national level can play an important role for its development. From a different perspective, another expected tendency is the expansion movement, in which CA will also receive support from small capital. Although it is limited at present, such an expansion has the potential to develop CA activities. Another possibility for CA is that the main initiators of a development are local governments, which are located at the intersection of state, capital, and civil society. The conservative, and to a limited extent modern, art activities that are currently maintained in local governments may shift towards CA.

In this context, since academia still continues its activities within the boundaries of modern art and stands aloof from CA formations, academia will not be of much benefit to art capital. Seeking to become integrated into the global artworld and to intensify its relations in this area to the maximum extent possible, capital may be expected to view academia as an institution that prevents rather than supports CA formations due to its almost immoveable position on modern art.

The private sector may consider that Turkish academia can eliminate this deficiency through international university scholarships. Furthermore, the private sector may perceive that it is in a position in which it can use the possibilities of international academia due to the relations it has established and/or seeks to establish with the global artworld. Considering the stage reached by CA in its almost a century-long history internationally, the position of CA in Turkey is incomparable regardless of what criterion is employed. I am of the opinion that this viewpoint is hardly likely to be changed by the fact that over the last decade, important activities and work have taken place that have contributed to the development of CA in Turkey .

Considering that the commercialization of CA constitutes an important area in the formation and development of CA and since both the public and civil society have a limited influence in this area and capital ‘naturally’ dominates the market, why CA has become a capital-focused formation is an important question that demands investigation. To the extent that the commercialization of CA is important, the domination of capital over the field of CA forms an area of domination almost by itself. In the absence of the public, CA will enter the power area of capital regardless of whether this is desired. The relationship of the artworld with the knowledge of art should be evaluated within this scope and it should be considered that the relationships established by the artist, the work, the consumers (users) of art and the art system (art institutions) with these differentiated forms of art knowledge take significantly different positions in terms of the modern-CA distinction.

Based on this important distinction, how the source of CA knowledge is determined and its source is highly important in terms of IoCA. The fact that life itself is the widest source of knowledge for CA does not automatically provide an answer to the question of what life (society) is. Life is art, but CA cannot find its meaning without providing an answer to the question of what life is. For this reason, CA cannot find its meaning without analysing what society is (what social is). The questioning of the CA-knowledge relationship is, therefore, necessary and essential. The fact that life itself is art may lead us to the conclusion that everyone has knowledge of CA in one way or the other. However, it is clear that when faced with the question concerning what life is, the answer is not limited to the assessments of individuals and the responses that may be given by everyone, by institutions and, in particular by academia beyond individuals still form an important source of knowledge. In this framework, CA always needs the knowledge of society and IoCA depends on the knowledge of CA. 
The source of knowledge for CA is society itself, but it cannot become clear without responding to the question of what society is. The answer to the question finds its meaning either on modernity’s concept of science or on the language-based discursive (semiotic and linguistic) narrative knowledge of postmodernity. 
Whatever strengths and weaknesses are in question under the concept of modern art for the artist without schooling, the same applies for CA. IoCA based solely on knowledge without schooling has serious deficiencies. In this context, when all elements of the field of CA are considered, it should be agreed that both the artworld as a whole and its individual elements have significant deficiencies. These deficiencies are uneven among the elements of the field of art and in terms of CA; this means that knowledge will differ with respect to ‘specialized’ CA knowledge towards the field of CA. However, two important elements come to the fore. First, the academics focused on the field of CA and engaged in the effort in academia to realize their interest are expected to possess ‘universal academic’ knowledge with respect to CA. Second, one can expect critics, consultants and similar persons who are influential in the CA world to possess ‘universal’ CA knowledge. While the former group has acquired such knowledge in academia, the latter has a potentially wider scope encompassing the field of CA in addition to the academic environment. Within this approach, academic CA knowledge is considered necessary but not sufficient to cover the entire scope of the field of CA. In this context, the environment in which and the ground of social relations on which the contemporary artist is to be ‘raised’ becomes important.
6.5
CA and its historical sources: Art 
movements and art systems

The relationships between art and knowledge/education, and theories of art, which provide the basis for interpreting what CA is, and the related movements of art were not sufficiently discussed in the interviews. Art movements involve extremely important and essential art knowledge in terms of understanding, criticizing and rejecting the formation, development and transformation of modern art and its transition to CA. It is necessary to trace and integrate the historical process of art movements into discussions to establish the relationship between the criticism and rejection of modernity and CA. In these discussions, the focus has been mainly on ‘conceptual art’, and the respondents’ comments on other movements of art were limited, and contained touching evaluations, such as “surrealists are closer to post modernity.” (Onat)

The discussion of art movements is informative in understanding how the transition to CA emerged. However, the knowledge of art theory based on CA in the most general sense is largely applicable only to modern art. Regardless of how CA is differentiated within itself, it is not easy to describe it or modern art as an art movement. Each differentiated form is just different from the other; it has no other distinction. In the evaluation of CA in this regard, art movements in terms of modern art are not important distinguishing elements. The significance of art movements has become marginalized and CA is considered not to be based on the rich variety of differences inherent in art movements. A CA activity distinguishes itself from other art activities based on difference alone; no other criterion is regarded as a fundamental element that describes CA. This is also applicable for the internal and external elements of art and clearly provides a very fertile environment for the relational character of CA. The latter and the notion that ‘life is art, art is life’ provides a unifying basis. 

On the other hand, art systems that feed on and follow modern art may differ in terms of the elements of style, medium and expression, which one may refer to as internal art. From the point of CA, however, there will be no difference in question between sculpture and painting since they will have similarities and common points in terms of content, meaning and value. 

Contemporary artists now define themselves as not based on art movements but on the differences in CA. This situation does not create a ground of dissociation between art movements, as is the case in modern art. There is not a hegemonic relationship (such as causality, determinism, reductionism, duality, leadership, essentialism, and rationality) but only a relationship between them. Just has CA eliminated the differences between art systems, it has also affected the differences between art movements. The relationship between art movements and systems has been reduced largely to the internal elements of art. 


6.6. CA is still controversial 

The main source of knowledge relied upon by CA is situated within the framework of post-modernity, which broadly means either an intensive and radical criticism or the rejection of modernity knowledge (Hicks, 2004). This is complemented by knowledge based on the debates and practices of CA itself. In this framework, one can always learn CA knowledge, making it easier to understand.

The categories of developments traced from modern art to CA include differentiation, change, transition, transformation, and the split with other similar relations; but the transition from modern society to a postmodern one is still debatable. Even if a social differentiation is at issue, what matters is the basis on which social relations are analysed. The primary controversial issue is related to how it is analysed rather than what the social relations are. From this perspective, it is important to find the answer to questions regarding why CA emerged on a global level, mainly in the West, and earlier than in countries similar to Turkey. The criticism of the analysis of society based on the modernity approach started concurrently with the idea of Enlightenment and, by being constantly criticized during the history of modernity, came to the stage of rejecting it with the postmodernity understanding. The West achieved this earlier possibly resulting from the prior accumulation of knowledge and this led to the development of more intensive criticism based on that knowledge. The level of development of Western societies may be a reason for the intensification of these criticisms. The fundamental assumptions related to the framework of modernity on which Western societies are based have lost considerable validity today. In the interview held with Hamdi, he referred to this criticism by stating that “rationality does not work; there is no progress” since the idea that society’s level of development cannot eliminate this situation has become apparent and the criticism of modernity has gained considerable ground. Moreover, this criticism is often accepted as a valid explanation for Eastern societies. Together with many other social disciplines (psychology, architecture, communication and similar others), the field of art has taken this criticism seriously. In countries such as Turkey, the lag in development seems to be due to the considerable problems and obstacles related to this approach. The historical line of the development of CA highlights that difference with time-based developments being one of the reasons. Compared with the West, the history of formation and development of CA in various countries similar to Turkey was, according to Civanyan, “longer in the West and shorter and faster in Turkey than in the West.” 

Art movements that criticize and/or reject modern art have not only taken this as a merely a criticism, opposition and even innovation but as a radical break and transformation. Onat summarized this transformation by arguing that “the paradigm of art is changing; CA is presenting its own identity; it is making a performance; and it is the figure driven away from the canvas.” However, there was not sufficient discussion regarding what was transformed and the types of social relations, and the oppositions and resistance displayed in the interviews.



6.6.1.
Scattered and diversified descriptive meaning of CA
The comments made in the interviews concerning what constitutes CA can be placed under two main headings. The first group presented mainly descriptive ideas while the second group discussed ideas with an emphasis on theoretical/analytical base and content. Describing the emergence of CA and its acceptance as ‘normalization’ from the perspective of the development of the history of art by Agopyan is a comprehensive and profound approach. Vasıf Kortun, who is considered one of the first to use this concept in Turkey, described this normalization as an inevitable development. Thus, as Agopyan suggests, one should not limit CA by reducing it to certain social elements and, for example, one should not conceived it as, “getting away/being freed from state protection.”

The relationship established between the descriptive emphasis and theoretical basis of CA has a scope that covers almost the whole of society. The following view presented by Agopyan is one example: “Art is life; the walls/borders of doing art have evaporated; everything can be art.” A different assessment of this approach was made by Hanım, who emphasized that “CA has a dimension from below”. While emphasizing the ‘above-below’ distinction, Hanım clearly referred to the social content of CA, although not explicitly stating that CA is an activity emerging entirely ‘from below’. Agopyan’s brief statement clearly sums up the social character of CA: “Do, produce something new about life, no matter what it is.” However, the unquestioned acceptance of this generalization does not mean that the interpretations are not problematic. As emphasized by Ahmed, the answer to the question “life is art, but what art about life is and what art is in life; is everything art?” is a criticism problematizing the theoretical meaning of what CA is. Likewise, Civanyan considered that innovation alone is not sufficient and qualifies Ahmed’s idea by placing emphasis on the relationship between the new and the avant-garde: “There is an avant-garde element in everything new, but it does not necessarily mean avant-garde art, nor should every artist who comes to the fore be considered avant-garde.” 

The extent to which the common acceptance that ‘life is art’ has an elitist connotation was often discussed in the interviews. According to Tugay, “contemporary artists [in Turkey] never include the current in connection with intent; their idea of CA is a more elitist attitude”. In addition, Çallı stated that the art of painting expressed the hope that it would not be reduced to technology; he stressed that CA was not a very public activity. According to Boyar, CA is a “communication adventure” in its relationship with technology. However, he was cautious of the idea that CA has a ground that is extending with possibilities of informatics. From a similar perspective Mariategui, Cubitt and Nadarajan (2009, p. 222) argue that the lack of “critical inquiry into and artistic engagement with technology led to the spread of a certain ideology regarding media or digital media which can be characterised as deterministic, instrumentalist and essentialist.” 

Although Civanyan describes CA as “a different quest in material and concept,” whereby the internal and external distinction of art is differently viewed, one should consider this dichotomy as an assessment that is inconsistent with CA. In support of Civanyan, the institutional character of technology accepted by Mohr and Friedland (2008), referring to Pinch (2008), points out that “technology, even though it is just inert material, is nonetheless alive with human intention, experience, and meaning. … It is a mistake to imagine that either material objects or cultural forms are in any sense logically prior or, indeed, truly separable from one another” (Mohr and Friedland 2008, p. 425). The social environment in which art is realized has changed from the relationship between nature and society to one with a technological universe. Ellul (2001, p. 36) states that “art is no longer magicoreligious, symbolic, or political. The technological environment, having become the reigning milieu, has brought about new, essentially functional art forms.”

There are common points that have been widely expressed in the descriptions of CA. Foremost are a notable emphasis on the present day, freed from historicity. The interviews often argued that the second main emphasis of CA is an approach that does not reduce art to the artist, but which is concerned with the artworld itself; that is, art itself. Dikmen pointed out that “CA defines itself within the present day; it is defined with current events, with itself”. Similarly, Voskan stated that in relation to CA work, “regardless of whether the artist is aware of it or not, what one seeks to approach in one’s imagination is a complete universe in itself, a whole world, and has an autonomy that cannot be tested.” Voskan continues to explain that “in the scope of such an autonomy, art is not manageable”; however, “there is a need for departments of art management” which have, in recent years, tended to spread into art faculties. 

In connection with the overall approaches, the respondents gave various descriptions of specificity concerning views on CA. The emphasis by Hamdi that “CA is an art which is autonomous on its own here and now, addressing a singular politics and language as a problematic” is an approach that has been based on and considered art-politics relationship within the language-based postmodernist understanding. Furthermore, Tugay stated that the aesthetic nature of art is made functional by identifying it with beauty; that is, the aesthetics embodied in value are questioned through the commercialized state of the artwork, with the following description, “the value of the work of art has become an occupation”. In relation to this, Ahmed sees education in general and art teaching specifically as a reflection of the specificity of CA as follows:

There are things entrusted by one artist to another. Art does not have to turn into something else; things written about it are not important. The artist looks at art itself and learns art when doing art.

In the debate on formal versus informal education, Biren’s assessment seems to accept that art teaching may be informal and observes that the future in the development line of CA: “Previously moving from form to the political … now appears to be going back to form (craft/workmanship in art), although not glorifying the artwork.” 



6.6.2.
Limited awareness: Insufficient theoretical 










conceptualizations of CA
During the discussions in the interviews on the theoretical content of CA, the participants’ opinions were based on a criticism of modernity in its most general sense. The respondents, sometimes openly and at other times indirectly, gave their opinions in reference to the criticism of the fundamental assumptions of modernity. In his brief statement describing CA, Agopyan described the theoretical emphasis as, “CA [taking] a simple, non-absolute and non-priority ground as a basis”. First, he stated that there must be ‘no priority’ among the elements of art and thus criticized the essentialist assumption of modernity. Second, with the words ‘simple, non-absolute’, he referred to the criticism of the universal / abstract / general /unified /  singular assumptions of modernity. Considering this assessment from the perspective of postmodernity, one can say that the condition of being ‘simple’ also describes the deconstruction of the meta-narratives of modernity to their deconstructed, concrete and singular character of social differences.

Although many of the respondents did not establish the relationship between CA and the basic issues currently problematized by social theory in a comprehensive and profound manner, it is noted that they tended to use the general views of postmodernity. With reference to Danto (1997) and Foster (2002), Stallabrass (2004) explains that art in general and its contemporary character, especially in its historical and symbolic understanding, has radically changed since the 1970s. Boyar critically spells out the very basic features of post-modern art as:

CA is an art that is not universal. Exactly to the contrary, it is organized on particularity, on contingency, on currency, and on the liquidation of historicity. It is not an aesthetical narrative; aesthetics and social history of art have been liquidated by the post-modern. 

Similarly, taking it to its most abstract and societal level, Hamdi commented that “CA is a questioning of modernity: the questioning of society, of the thought system, of ideology, of aesthetics, of the nation-state and alike.” Such a critical determined position rejecting the norms of modern art seems to be widely shared as asserted by Agopyan: “Today, what everyone does by way of CA is postmodern production lacking the norms of modernity-based theory.”

In addition to all these relatively clear-cut evaluations, Hamdi used the concepts of tradition and utopia in his questioning of modernity:

Since the 1990s, CA has had no relationship at all with the tradition of modernity. It is completely here and now, and it does not have a utopia, either; because politics is something like that. Some people who claim to practice CA may still be talking about ideologies. Both the artist and his/her work have broken away from tradition, from ideology. When we look at politics and begin to question thoughts that have become an ideology, we have to think that they absolutely have a utopia. In the past, there was a utopia; now, there is the existing situation, not the situation that must be.

CA unlike modernity takes social class as a definitive, reduced, essential unit of analysis that explains causality. Hamdi linked this with the statement that “CA does not move on classes”. Furthermore, in his assessment, he elaborates the existing situation as follows: 

[We are in ] a situation in which an aesthetic idea never connotes utopia in line with ideologies; in which an aesthetic idea that serves utopia does not exist; a work that can be immediately understood, through which the message can be immediately given; a situation in which demands are immediately put forward; something more real than anything else emerges.

This viewpoint is a ‘circular’ approach in which life is art and it is not dependent on any other element. One criticises or rejects modernity’s quest for reality but the postmodern approach that replaces it must be clear and not become a vague description proclaiming that art is life. In his comment, Hamdi stated what he thought must not be the basis (modernity) but he did not question what is done; that is, what life itself is.

Social theory also problematizes the intertwined, transitive, connected and similar relationship between modernity and postmodernity. In the interviews, the participants focusing on this relationship presented conflicting statements. Dikmen stated that many of those who are active in the field of CA “confuse CA with modern art”, and Hamdi likewise pointed out that among artists “there are some who think that the formative stage of CA is a transitional stage”. Another conflicting position noted in terms of the idea of CA involves opinions concerning the relationship of CA with science. The statement used by Voskan when describing the late 1970s that “we tried to read scientific texts concerning postmodernity in the history of art that intersect each other, but in any event we still place ourselves within what is considered as scientific” includes a notable contradiction. In his statement, Voskan fails to see that CA is a set of knowledge outside modernity’s conventional understanding of science. Voskan’s perspective is widespread among the respondents. This idea is very interesting as it shows the strong and indispensable relationship that still exists between art and scientific knowledge.

The statement by Agopyan that “postmodernity has encapsulated modernity” includes a judgement that CA has totally incorporated modern art, rather than questioning the relationship between modernity and postmodernity. In other words, this statement involves an approach that makes the contribution of modern art to art and the characteristics of CA secondary, which are both completely different from and beyond it.

Taking the characteristics of the formation and development of CA in Turkey as the basis, the observation that CA practices are similar in status to international experiences is an important comparison from the perspective of the local and global position of CA. In Civanyan’s words, “Contemporary art should not be thought of as a simple imitation; when compared, the works [local and global] are similar”. 

Although elements of postmodernity understanding are adopted in CA, a compact and comprehensive acceptance of postmodernity is still not observed, and it is even noted that ideas about its ‘negative’ aspects are present in the minds of many artists. Agopyan stated that “postmodernity should not be completely denigrated”; it appears that he still associates postmodernity with ‘negative’ aspects, even if he considers CA to be grounded in postmodernity. Although the respondents referred to qualities such as being theoretical and analytical in their comments concerning CA, they used descriptive emphases such as “the affectation of the West, imitation, status element and similar others”. 



6.6.3

Contemporary or current art: Does it matter? 

The views of the respondents concerning the contemporary/current distinction indicate certain important points in the conceptualization of CA in Turkey. A large number of respondents stated that the basis of CA/current art distinction in Turkey is on the ideological and historical debates specific to the country as observed in the comments of Civanyan, “CA has an original analysis in the debates focused on Turkey.” Referring in general to the history of Turkey, Harika Litfij argued that “this distinction is a question of historicity” and Asaf enumerated its specific character in terms of modernization: “CA/current art distinction expresses a common approach that differs from Kemalist modernization that departs from modern art.” One should note and be aware that this distinction does not exist in the West literature as Voskan commented: “The CA/current art distinction does not exist in the Western conceptualization. This is an ideological distinction: current art was used to distinguish it from the modernization rhetoric of the period.” 

Concerning the CA/current art distinction, the respondents revealed important clues regarding the experiences of the formation and development of CA in Turkey. Hamdi made an important observation in that “the CA/current art distinction is used without question”. In the comments made without reference to this distinction, art is conceptualised explicitly by Dikmen and Arslanyan with “reference to present day but not belonging to the modern” and Çallı added that it has a “simultaneous and common ground.” 

In the comparison concerning the CA/current art distinction, the respondents used various criteria including theoretical, historical and philosophical bases. As Dag stated, “While CA is reflexive, current art questions representation and politics in the language of art itself; it is more philosophical and sociological.” Although the current character of CA is delivered on a temporal basis it does not refer to a specific age, era, epoch or period as Civanyan stated: “Current is simultaneous; contemporary is used as if limited to the specific historical age; contemporary puts content into current, but it is insufficient.” However, if this is the case, one  need to take into account the assertions related to the historical development and according to Müşfik, “Current is the present day and time; contemporary is long-term; current is this moment, concerning the present day; and contemporary in the sense that you are behind [referring to the West].” There are also respondents who think that the comparison is not meaningful: “I do not see any difference between current art and CA” (Duran). “Not everything contemporary is current, and not everything current is contemporary” (Bozcalı). Furthermore, Boyar who preferred the concept of current stated this as follows:

Current better expresses the contemporary nature of CA; in other words, current is actual. It is there now and it is not there now, without history, without theory. Ironically, it is something that uncovers CA; being contemporary is not something like that, it is a word used since antiquity. (Boyar)

However, the comparison is formulated in this distinction, it is clear that CA departed and broke away from modern art based on the modernity understanding and this distinction should be appropriated with reference to the critical interpretations of the postmodernity understanding.


6.6.4

Point of departure and/or break point: From modern to 
CA 

Hamdi, a painter known also for his political academic writings briefly described the break between CA and modern art as well as the emergence and development of CA, as follows: “We see it from the late 1970s; great changes took place in the 1980s; and it became global with the 1990s.” Voskan described it as a process “that started in the 1990s and produced its outputs in the 2000s”. Onat also stated that CA, which started in the 1990s, began to become institutionalized followed by the works of art referred to as conceptual art. Hamdi made a similar assessment: 

The ready-made issue is considered very important but, in my opinion, the concept is much more important for the 1960-1980 periods. This is because conceptual art attached great importance to the language issue in a constraining/contingency approach. In my opinion, this was something that nourished CA. 

I also observed the confusion amongst the followers of CA when faced with that the question of whether conceptual art-centred works are based on modern art or oriented to CA. As mentioned above, this is because the term ‘concept’ is a basic element of the methodology of modernity. The basic societal analysis of modernity assumes that the abstraction of concepts will achieve scientific truth.  In other words, the societal analysis of modernity is a concept-based and theoretical (abstracted, universalized) process. On the contrary, interpretations based on language (semiotics/linguistics), discourse and symbols rather than a concept that criticizes and/or rejects modernity is the main concern of postmodernity and thus CA.  Ahmet, a prominent scholar who problematizes conceptual art and serves as a founding member of The Arts Definition Group clearly stated that “when studied in detail, CA is not conceptual art; modern art is an effort to conceptualize while CA is an effort to de-conceptualize.” Tugay, on the other hand, referring to endeavours of initiatives described this formation in detail:

Since it [conceptual art] moves towards the one-man approach, it has not reached its desired point. Conceptual art is a viewpoint that has so far incorporated and led many things, but it is still a cliché imported into Turkey from abroad. It has become a closed box serving elitism within the boundaries of academia. In one period, we were obsessed with it. It is not possible to go inside the concepts. It was such a closed box and so elitist!

In parallel, Asaf evaluates the efforts of The Arts Definition Group, which problematizes conceptual art, as follows: 

Conceptual art should not be integrated into Kemalism; they have distorted these efforts and directed them towards the Kurdish identity. The opposition of Kurdish politics is not identical with the opposition to the Republic and to the nation-state. However, the opposition to modern art has been used as an instrumental approach for the opposition to the nation-state, the Republic based on Kurdish CA. Vasıf Kortun [critic and curator] has instrumentalised Kurdish identity, and Kurdish politics have instrumentalised CA based on Kurdish identity.

Often overlooked and deserving further recognition is the emphasis on de-conceptualization rather than conceptualization that provided a ground for the problematisation of CA.


6.6.5.

Art is contemporary but its final destination not yet 







reached 

CA efforts that criticize, distance themselves from and even reject modern art have had a broad impact on art in Turkey. The historical roots of this influence goes back to as early as the mid-1970s, but it only became prominent in the early 2000s. Analyses aimed at problematizing CA that focus on the institutionalisation of the artworld within the scope of relational sociology are of central importance for the main subject and purpose of this thesis. Boyar provided the following important warning on the relational character of the artworld:

With CA, a new realism is rising. I regard this as very dangerous. If you look at the 20th century, dictatorships or authoritarian regimes always liquidated the avant-garde and turned to realism. That is why this popularity and realism is a dangerous tendency.

In contrast to Boyar’s warning, Tugay took a different perspective explaining her sensitivity to the positions of current artists within the system as follows:

CA has become the safety valve of the system. When the system is under strain, CA goes into action and relieves the pressure. We are also inside the system and we have to act by measuring it every day. 

Qualifying this argument, Voskan provided a very central theoretical contribution, arguing that the process of postmodernity-based institutionalisation is not identical to CA: “There is a move towards an institutionalisation in line with postmodernity, rather than an institutionalisation of CA.” 

In almost every discussion related to the formation and development of CA, the respondents commented on what CA is. However, they were not made with reference to the relational character of the artworld or based on the theoretical basis and content of CA as implied by Aksel in that there are “few people engaged in it [CA]. It requires theoretical depth and accumulation. The education system does not offer it. The academicians completely reject it.” The concrete form of CA realized with reference to its past involves several criticisms. In relation to cultural and identity politics, Çallı named only one: “CA has failed to solve the identity problem experienced in the break from the Ottoman Empire”, and Tugay noted a more current determination having local and global connotations: “One of the greatest handicaps of CA is the fact that they have turned it into a big object of consumption.” Although CA is theoretically conceived as a global issue, its local or domestic features also necessitate theoretical attention. 



6.6.6.
Does it matter? Global or local art 

In a milieu of spreading out of internationalization of capitalism with the privatization of culture and art, diminishing role of the welfare state and marginalising critical and resistant opposition, art remains one of the powerful means that represents the dynamic relations of the society. Sheikh (2004, p. 1) specifies the latter in terms of the relationships between politics (power) and culture (representation) in general and the autonomy of art and the autonomy of politics specifically and points out their significance for CA as: 

Art institutions are indeed the in-between, the mediator, interlocutor, translator and meeting place between art production and the conception of its 'public.' Historically, the art institution, or museum, was the bourgeois public sphere per excellence, a place for rational-critical thought and (self) representation of the bourgeois class and its values. 

In relation to this general critical standpoint, if locality is conceptualized with an orientalist approach reflecting the differentiating originality of Turkey as an underlying character of modern art on cultural ground, the local originalities are “an advantage from the viewpoint of modern art.” (Agopyan). In addition, if one believes that this will be permanent, one may perceive that the local and original social characteristics of modern art are functional from the viewpoint of art. However, there is also a widespread opinion that the concentration of CA in Istanbul at the national level forms a serious obstacle for local artists: “If you are outside Istanbul, you are almost non-existent as an artist!” (Enver and Zeid). Holding art biennials outside Istanbul in the provinces of Çanakkale, Mardin and Sinop is important in introducing CA to local areas. However, such regional initiatives hardly made them internationally visible and whatever their effect is “their visibility is secondary to the dynamics of the regional cultural dialogue” (Mariategui, Cubitt and Nadarajan 2009, p. 225). The adequacy of these activities is debatable and it has not been possible to ensure their sustainability and extension. 

In line with these endeavours, one can say that art activities organized in Diyarbakır province that concentrate on this region’s local characteristics and reduce cultural differences primarily to ethnicity (Kurdish art and artists, and the Kurdish artworld) involve significant controversies in terms of CA. The local dynamism of the province has largely been instrumentalised. The promotion of ethnic particularities in conjunction with CA activities has marginalised the artistic potential of the region the local. The approach of CA rejects such dualisms as the Turkish-Kurdish divide. It is not possible for an artworld based on ethnicity to provide long-term prospects for CA or to maintain its dynamism; in this sense, its contemporariness is also contentious. Supporting and parallel to this view, Araeen (2004, p. 151) pointed out: 

… the theories of ethnicity and cultural difference not only ignored and undermined the historical importance of Black Art, and led it to its eventual demise, but also produced a specific postmodernist framework for the production and legitimisation of art for artists of non-white racial groups. … Their significance is controlled and contained within the larger spectacle of multiculturalism. They may deal with the issues of ‘race’ but the methodology deployed in their work poses no threat to the power of Eurocentric status quo.

As suggested by Agopyan, in the case of Diyarbakır, CA in general has not sufficiently “opened out to the world.” Bozcalı agreed, by saying “there is still a need to publicize it abroad.” As noted by İnan, in terms of the institutionalisation of CA, it is an important development that “international dealers closely follow the artworld in Istanbul.” However, decisions taken in overseas centres restrict the institutionalisation of the national sphere of art and its integration into the global artworld. This is reflected in Hanussek’s (2004, p. 84) criticism of Dakar Biennial: 

Modernity’s classical art institutions and its postcolonial/postmodern doubles like DAK’ART are contested centres of power and control. … Many of the artists who work in Africa have little confidence in these institutions and rather seek their space outside them by creating their own platforms.

From the perspective of art in general and CA in particular, it is also debatable to what extent local characteristics are, in fact, original. According to Celal, “local features contain originalities in every society; what matters is how this is turned into an integral part of the global artworld.” The fact that countries such as Turkey are considered from an orientalist perspective and regarded as ‘backward’ in comparison to the ‘West’ and developed countries not in terms of economic development but in regard to all other aspects of social relations suggests that Western countries still maintain their current hegemonic position. Since this consideration is an approach based on dualities (developed vs. developing) from the perspective of modern art, it can be seen as marginalising art and the artworld in societies such as Turkey. The historical and current originalities of locality in these countries are considered as traditional, conservative, underdeveloped, and backward. From the perspective of modern society, the existence of these features leads to their evaluation within a local and national dimension, rather than a universal and global dimension. In a sense, using the criterion of development distracts from the universal characteristics of art by emphasizing the differences between countries cultures based on the dualities of modernity. 

If the development gap is not closed in a short term, this situation will hinder the global integration of art in these countries. If one equates modern art with the features of modern society, then he or she will view art in those societies not yet possessing these characteristics as based almost exclusively on their historical, natural, and cultural assets. In this context, it becomes inevitable for art activities at the global level to be under the influence of the accumulation of knowledge and experience of developed countries. Briefly, as long as the development gap persists, art in developing societies, whether it is modern or contemporary, will be confined to the boundaries of local originalities and remain a restricted field under the domination of the art of developed countries. Taking into account the accumulation of art-related knowledge, the level of education, economic power of the state, and limitations of similar social characteristics, there would be an artworld reliant on Western art formations and an IoA that is dependent on the West. Onat explained this idea thus: “If we scratch CA, the universality-based imposition of the West will be revealed.” To the extent that the definition of local characteristics is within the scope of modern art through change, transformation, development, progress, and similar relations, concerning history, there will be no global integrative artworld in terms of Western-Eastern and/or Northern-Southern societies/cultures.

The formation and development of CA in developing countries has created various grounds for the criticism of modern art. Art activities that do not utilize social differences based on the criteria of essence, priority, generality, or rationality have provided a sufficient basis for CA. This approach of CA, extending its activities to an almost unlimited scope, has made the ‘richness of life differences’ a subject of art. The respondents’ comments support this idea. For example, Agopyan argued, “countries that are considered subaltern by orientalism have an advantage.” With the break from modern art, the concept of CA in that ‘life is art; everything is art’ is a description concerning the unlimited field art activities that can be taken as their basis. Agopyan supported his contention by stating, “CA makes us stronger at the global level.” He referred to the invalidity of the chronic gap in development between countries from the perspective of modern art, by commenting that “formerly we were 50 years behind, now the gap has closed.” İnan, however, insisted that advances and improvements of CA still have a Western focus. 

CA does not have a standard definition, a terminological distinction. There is a structure formed in the West and taken from there while there is no such structure in Turkey. For this reason, I always think that we have adopted something from the West. In Turkey, there is no such a thing as the history of art. What makes the West exist and constitutes the present day is the existence of an ontological structure concerning avant-garde art that forms the opposition to the history of art. Because there is no such thing in Turkey, I always think that we have adopted something from the West. 

Furthermore, it is not possible to say that the current problems of the West strongly influence the local characteristics of countries such as Turkey. One of the central issues consists of the ideological elements taken as a basis by Western societies to maintain their existence. Carrying the knowledge of modern art of the West into the artworld of Turkey through international decision-makers (dealers, museum managers, curators, and others) concentrating on issues more specific to the West (identity, job security, and immigration) in a supra-class content would create a significant limitation for CA in countries such as Turkey. One should admit that a large part of present-day art, though not all of it, has a Western origin. Despite all these limitations, İnan was optimistic, stating that “compared with the West, CA in Turkey is consolidating its hegemony by obtaining new searches, new perceptions, and new knowledge.” All these conditions are related to the IoA in Turkey, both positive and negative, and thus, create an extensive scope for the politics of art. 


6.7.
CA as the relationality of the artworld
One should consider the artworld as a sphere that represents an extensive scope of the social relations not only considered as a sphere of unity but also as conflicting and oppositional environment of subjective, economic and political relations. Sheikh (2004, p. 2) argues: 

[The artworld] is not autonomous but regulated by economies and policies, and constantly in connection with other fields or spheres, and critical, contextual art practices. In CA practices, we can see an interdisciplinary approach where almost anything can be considered an art object, intervening in several fields such areas as architecture and design, but also philosophy, sociology, politics, biology, science and so on. It, thus, has a very privileged, if tenable and slippery, and crucial position and potential in contemporary society. 

The IoA in general and the CA in particular occurs under these hegemonic power relations. Thus, the means available and the obstacles encountered should be analysed and interpreted in terms of the scope of the artworld, not reduced to ambiguities of the comprehensive breadth of art. As Davis and Marquis (2005) argue, due to changes in organizational boundaries, the increased use of network forms and expanding role of the financial markets from the 1970s onwards, the organizational theories of the paradigm-driven understanding shifted to problem-driven and mechanism-based theorizing and research realised under the changing economic conditions of the current global world. Such a change of emphasis took the field as the unit of analysis rather than the organization. 

The value of an organizational field as a theoretical construct has become particularly apparent, as studies of change within institutional frameworks have shifted from a focus on isomorphism and the creating of a field, to dynamics of institutional change involving movement away from an established and taken-for-granted status quo. (Reay and Hinings 2005, p. 351).

In line with this paradigmatic change in institutional theory, the scope of analysis based on the artworld as a field rather than art institutions was an appropriate explanatory path to be followed for the IoA in Turkey. The artworld is formed and shaped by and finds its meaning in the relations among its own constituting elements; that is, artists, artworks, art systems and the art public. This relational network is also in a relationship with the wider society. Wooten and Hoffman (2008), in their detailed review of the reflection of the past, present and future of organizational fields on the artworld as a sphere of organization field, propose several critical questions that should be considered central to the formation, evolution and boundaries of such organizational fields: 

Why does one relational space with this set of actors form and not another? Why do disparate organizations and populations come together at the field level? How and why do fields form? What processes drive some organizations to interact more frequently and fatefully with one another than with other organizations, thus creating the boundaries of a field? (Wooten and Hoffman, 2008, pp. 138)

In their conceptualization of art, the interviewees considered each of the fundamental characteristics of the artworld separately, but they did not question their interrelations as a whole. CA is largely associated with the metropolitan characteristics of Istanbul but as Guillement noted that “even in Istanbul, the area of art, especially of CA, is very narrow.” Onat frames this limitation within the specific activities of agents of the artworld “consisting of gallery operators and collectors who seek innovation” pertaining to the cultural, historical and natural specificities of Istanbul.

These characteristics form a significant obstacle to the institutionalisation of the artworld. However conceptualised or analysed, the artist is the primary actor of the artworld and like every individual, the artist is a subjective being. The basic question is which subjective aspect of the artist is not present in other individuals. Modern art emphasises this difference in the scope of a creative talent that demands a social explanation; that is, what the social origin and source of this creative talent is. Although there have been several interpretations, there are no satisfactory answers in terms of the theoretical formulations of the modernist understanding of art. Such a deterministic understanding of the subjective connotation of creative talent has largely ceased to be valid in CA. One can acquire the skills necessary for art within or outside institutions of education and merge them into their lives. The combination of learned skills and experience with the subjective qualities of individuals constitutes the sufficient grounds of being an artist. This holds true for all other aesthetic areas of life and for different art systems. A person acquires the various characteristics of being an artist, depending on the way in which one combines art teaching received with their own subjectivity. However, being an artist guarantees neither being able to produce works of art nor being part of the artworld.

The relationship formed by the artist with the work of art finds its primary meaning in the work of art. No matter which elements of the artworld affect the artist-artwork relationship, it retains its ‘privileged’ importance. The originality of the artist is not confined to the specificities of the network of the artist-artwork relationship. This network also involves the art public that in the first place, consists of spectators, participants, consumers and others and second by the network of relations including exhibitions, galleries, fairs/festivals, biennials, initiatives, groups, communities, collectives, auction houses, curators, critics, advisors and others. The basic ground for all these actors is the subjectivities of individuals and the relational networks of those subjectivities. The meanings of the latter are not determined by structures and do not find meaning within structures. They are neither objective nor rational nor constructed. Their specificities are embodied in relational networks and constituted in this network of relationships. Everyone included in the artworld is part of the networks of society and of the artworld and they exist in those networks with the specificities of their subjectivities. This holds true for all the elements of the artworld. 

It is not possible to define any element of the artworld without understanding what the artworld is. Art is a formation beyond art, and its main agent, the actor who gives art a meaning beyond/outside art, is the artist as a subjective being. 

The agency of artists, patrons, governments, and audiences moulded and remoulded arts practices into institutions. The durable existence of artistic expressions in socially acknowledged routines does not however result in an “iron cage” of coercing structures, values, and norm. ... Quite the contrary, agency shape and transform fields of cultural production in the arts (Kirchberg and Marontate, 2004, p. 259).

Even though the characteristic that distinguishes the subjectivity of the artist from that of other individuals has been reduced to aesthetics and creative talent, merely suggesting, “the artist is different from other individuals” is not a sufficient explanation. Life is art! Everyone is related to art; everyone can be engaged in artistic efforts but these relationships and efforts do not always amount to art. Hence, as proposed by O’Sullivan (2006, p. 1), the “ practice of art involves the active production of our own subjectivity and of creative pedagogy; teaching practices that involve student participation, workshops, ‘laboratories’, and other teaching models that do not mimic the top down structures in existence elsewhere.”

The two main sources of actors in the artworld who are not artists are “capital and knowledge” (Müşfik). One can describe the first as the art market, and the second as academia. The non-artist actors are all the elements of the artworld other than the artist; however, it is possible to perform the role of a non-artist and artist at the same time. For example, being both an artist and a critic, an advisor, a gallery operator, a collector, a curator or an art director. In this framework, one cannot call individuals artists unless they are engaged in the activity of producing works of art. To be an artist, artistic production is essential; thus, the work of art together with the artist is clearly distinguished from the other elements of the artworld. However, despite the extent of the centrality of the role the work of art plays alongside the artist, it is still a relational part of the artworld. Not only the artist but also the other elements contribute to the work of art. In this sense, it is not possible to consider an independent position either of the artist or of his/her work that excludes this relational network of the artworld. Beyond everything, Harika Litfij stated that “there is immaterial labour in the work of art” and Letoni further enumerated that “the money paid for the work of art is paid for the idea and its associations (immaterial labour), rather than the work as such.” The nature of the work of art (what it is and is not) and what it means for all of the other elements of the artworld and society are among the main issues that were also raised in the interviews. The art public constitute one of the central agents of the artworld. In line with this, the acceptance and popularization of CA as a collective and mass consumption has significant controversial limitations. This is explained by Civanyan regarding the attack on several gallery openings in the Tophane district in Istanbul: “The work of art is made for the people, but artists are beaten by the people.” With reference to the art public as audiences and consumers, Civanyan specifies limitations faced at individual and collective level as, “The audience does not have the money to buy the work of CA”; however, as asserted by Hanım, “the value of art is not only measured by the capacity of the people to buy it.” 
In all the interviews, I noted that there are close relations between the development of the CA world and the establishment and institutionalisation of the art market. It appears that there are two basic approaches to this relationship: The first focuses on that between the artist and his/her work while the other concentrates on the ‘value’ of the work of art. The responses to the question of what art is contain the discussion of the first relationship and the second one is usually contained in reference to the art market. Considering the work of art in monetary terms means that, the ‘value’ of the work of art is its current value. Even if this is evaluated using simple economic criteria, the market price can change at any time depending on various economic factors. The factors that ensure the stability of the market price of works of art have important differences in relation to other product markets. The direct buyers of works of art are very limited; most of the buyers are actors whom we may call “intermediaries” and the institutions related to or controlled by them. The preferences of the intermediary actors and institutions, rather than the preferences of the direct buyers, play an effective and determining role in the formation of the market price of works of art. From the moment works of art become a commodity bought and sold in the market, it is not possible for capital to remain insensitive to this development, and capital becomes one of the main variables of the artworld. Kösemen (2010) summarizes the motivations and contributing factors behind the decisions of the private sector to increase their visibility and investment in culture and art as social prestige and social responsibility, institutional image and brand name, and differential firm culture and similarity in behaviour with other institutions. 

For these reasons, one should evaluate the relationship between capital and art in the same way as the role played by capital in society. The art market has become an internal relationship of the dynamics of capital. If public institutions are not significant buyers in this market, as was long the case in the history of Turkey, capital is now almost the only buyer. Where conditions of competition do not operate at a sufficient level, this market has a strong tendency to evolve towards an oligopolistic and/or monopolistic market structure.

The other main relationship discussed by the interviewees concerned the situation when an effort is made to describe the work of art by relating it primarily to the artist and the art market cites the immaterial content of the work of art (carrying of the subjectivity of the artist). This is because one thinks that the relationship established by the artist, who is a subjective being, with his/her work is as a spontaneous and natural connection. This is the spontaneous and natural transmission of the producer’s subjectivity to the work of art. The most controversial issue here is the transmission of the artist’s subjectivity to the work of art. Just ‘how much’ of the artist’s subjectivity is transmitted to his/her work cannot be measured under any circumstances. However, the important point is whether the artist always transmits all of their subjectivity to each of his/her works. Further complicating this relationship is that even if the artist wants to transmit all of his/her subjectivity, there is no guarantee that he/she will always achieve this. The issue of the transmission of the artist’s subjectivity to the work is not absolute, but variable. Nevertheless, the relationship between the artist and the work of art always carries an aesthetic content and meaning. It should, however, not be concluded from this that the work of art is a relationship that can be reduced exclusively to the artist. Other elements of the artworld, especially the art public, contribute to the artwork. From a different perspective, the meaning (value) of the work of art should be sought in the scope of all the other elements of the artworld; that is, in the relationship of the art public and the artworld with society. These broad relational networks embody the meaning and value of a work of art that is constituted inside these networks. Relating this situation to the value of the work of art, Agopyan offered a critical approach: “Unsupported value is produced in the work of art; it has no depth. For CA, is this essential? No, but it is, of course, a little problematic that the lack of value and shallowness have become a value.” 

Beyond being a commodity bought and sold in the market, thus having a market value a work of art also has a social value that arises from the work of art carrying and reflecting the subjective values existing in society. Here, Gray (2006, cited in Alexander 2007) argues that works of art are not objects of use value (aesthetic, pleasure, generating thought) but can also be evaluated economically as consumer goods. Those of the material and impersonal market place replace the former. Commercial values thus challenge the aesthetic ones. ‘Produced’ works/activities of art may include all (material and moral) values. Here, one should note that only works of art have the quality of being a product only when there is the potential to reflect the values existing in society with the widest possible combination. With such content, works of art are different from all other market products. From the moment this situation is foreseen, the market prices of works of art become open to speculation. The issue that attracts attention is who in the artworld in general, and in the art market in particular, perceives this characteristic, how, and at what level of awareness. Local and national awareness is relatively limited but awareness at the global level is high, and this is the reason why the value of works of art rises. It is obvious that the increase of such awareness at the local/national level will contribute to the IoA. This awareness will provide the ground for the artworld to become more participatory, democratic and competitive, and enable the existing and available potentials of the actors of the artworld to be employed. In addition, it will help to smooth the relations of domination and dependence in terms of an encounter between national and global CA. 

Contemporary works of art have global values not only because the local artworld is integrated into (and harmonized with) the global artworld, but because they have the characteristic of being CA works in the global environment, regardless of the differences between the social environments in which they are produced. The characteristic that causes the work of art to be purchased is not only its being a CA work, but also the fact that it is a global product consisting of the different characteristics of different societies. 

In addition, contemporary artworks are similar because they carry common CA elements, but they are different products because they include the characteristics of different societies. Only works of art can make social/cultural differences inherent to themselves; no other product has such ability. For this reason, it is not conceivable that capital should stay outside the market of art products. These features of the work of art that are absent in other products (their reflection of subjectivities their immeasurable value) open them to speculation in the art market. For this reason, the price of works of art can be inflated and deflated. Aware of this, capital plays an effective role in market prices using the market instruments available to it to extend its control over the market. Capital knows the speculative value of this characteristic of the contemporary artwork and acts accordingly. However, capital cannot know what kind of a social network relationship that contemporary artwork is engaged in with respect to both art and society. Capital knows only that the value of the work of art is “immeasurable” but cannot know the source of this value that is contained within the network of social relations behind the contemporary artwork.

Today, the more works of art that acquire the characteristics of CA, the easier it will become for them to become global commodities. That contemporary artworks have similar characteristics, especially in terms of ‘meaning’ and content, depends on their material and subjective elements, which are not judged by modernist themes and assumptions. Even if contemporary artworks contain different cultural characteristics across the globe, they have the status of being contemporary artworks because they do not reflect the fundamental elements of modern art. Contemporary artworks reflect the differences of the subjectivities of society on a foundation that criticizes and/or rejects modern art. 

Contemporary works of art do not suffer any ‘wear and tear’ when they are consumed. This is why their value is different. It is not possible to speak of contemporary artworks becoming old and, for this reason, they are beyond history (time) and space (culture). Regardless of the social relationship (culture) in which it has been produced, a work of CA will preserve its contemporariness and will remain current. This is because an artwork is considered contemporary because it only reflects the differences of subjectivities in a ‘creative’ aesthetic content. Creativity finds its meaning when one addresses it as a relationship embodied in and constituted through social relations. Here, de Duve (2007) provides a clear distinction between art and culture: 

Works of art are the outcome of aesthetic judgements –the artist’s, in the first place, then ours, members of the art community- whereas cultural goods are not. 

Since the elements of the artworld will become different as the artworld alters, the work of art will also become different. However, such change only leads to an enrichment of differences because the basic criterion of CA is the way social differences are reflected. However, the work of art is different and may be perceived differently even though its aesthetic features change. The contemporary work of art sustains this status and becomes institutional in the sense of the diversification of the differences of the artworld.

Even if one think of the production and consumption stages of the work of art as separate processes, these stages find their meanings within the relational character of the artworld. The ability of the artist to include all elements of the artworld in a work of art is a controversial issue. The artist is related to all the elements of the artworld, but this is not the same as reflecting all these relations in the work of art. The artist may be able or unable to do this. After the artist has finished the work of art, it is transferred to a different context. The distinguishing characteristics are the different contexts of the subjectivity of the artist and the subjectivities of those who consume art. The transition from the stage of production to the stage of consumption involves elements that are added to the work of art and thus constitutes different relations.

The artist is not fully able to make himself/herself and his/her work independent or separate from the other elements of the artworld. It may be possible, in a sense, to remain independent as long as the artist does not sell his/her work of art and remains outside the art market. However, the artworld does not consist only of the art market, and due to the complex relations between the elements and actors, it is not possible to remain totally outside this market. The work of art may not be made with the art market in mind, but a market value is formed for every artwork from the moment it is offered to the artworld in any way for any purpose whether or not for sale. 

All these relational networks depend on the extent to which the relationship and/or difference between modern and CA is known and experienced. A fundamental issue in the IoA contains the questions of: at what level and how the actors of the artworld have acquired the characteristics necessary for them to operate in this area through formal and/or informal education, experience (personal, collective, occupational and professional) and accumulation of knowledge. Depending on their accumulation of knowledge in this area, all the elements of the contemporary artworld become conscious actors of this world. They come to have an idea about how the capital-dominated art market functions, how they have become part of this market, and how they can resist its potential negative aspects. From the moment this situation begins to form and develop, attitudes and behaviours towards the institutionalisation of CA will start to take shape.

In one sense, life itself is the consumption of art. The spectators/consumers of theartworld (the art public) have a ‘conflicting’ position in the relations of art established in connection with the society concerned. Regardless of whether art is made for society or for the sake of art itself, it is not possible to think of art as independent of the art public. In the approach in which “art is for society,” the art public represents a social approach in terms of the aims and goals of art. Since, eventually, structures determine all the subjectivities of the art public, they find their meaning in this environment within structural relations no matter how important they are considered. While the art public is the audience targeted by art in the proposition that ‘art is for society,’ it is at best a ‘pacified’ element under the approach that “art is for art’s sake.” While the latter proposition puts the emphasis on the position of art compressed into art itself, the real issue is how to make the artworld internal to art by considering the subjectivities of all individuals concerned, independent of its related structures. That is to say, the art public is among the basic actors of the relations of subjectivity. 

The impression generally obtained from the interview data is that although the art public is regarded as an important element of the artworld, the responses of the interviewees do not clarify its actual position; furthermore, there are even conflicting cases. During the focus group discussion with the Ozansü members concerning the assault on the Tophane galleries, they openly stated that “the art audience is very limited. It is as if we make it for ourselves and watch it ourselves in a closed circuit; it is made for the people, but a thrashing is received from the people while commenting on the Tophane attack.”

For the character and the position of the art public towards CA, Civanyan’s observation that “the spectator is elitist” should be taken as a challenge for CA to initiate the collective and mass consumption of this art. Berger’s insistence on “the significance of immaterial content” of CA demands a certain degree of intellectual and analytic knowledge. The ingenuity of the everyday experience of the layman (non-professional) should be taken as a necessary base for wide consumption of CA. 

Aksel’s statement that “everyone is inside art and understands CA” supports this view by pointing out its ground, and Letoni gives the supporting example of “the 2010 Mobile Art Exhibition established contact with the spectator”. Furthermore, one of the reasons of the small size of the contemporary art market according to Onat is that “demand is limited because it did not yet become a need.” 

What is more evident is the idea that the relationship established by the art public with the art market should not be taken as the sole indicator of the expected realisation of CA as Hanım comments: 

The inability of the middle class to purchase works of art should not be taken as a measure of spectator participation. 

Purchasing a work of art is not a fundamental element in terms of the wider context of art viewing. The scope of viewing works of art at the individual level has extended and intensified beyond predictions. It is clear that the mediums of the field of art have differentiated and multiplied, with the internet medium enabling a significant increase in the consumption of art. It is even possible to say that traditional institutional consumption has declined and has become almost secondary compared to the differentiating and widening base of public consumption.

Briefly, it can be argued that today there are very few institutions and/or individuals that are asking or trying to answer questions concerning what CA is and in what ways or why modern art should be criticized and rejected. The institutionalisation of CA in Turkey faces five significant obstacles. First is the existing institutional structure of the artworld based on modern art. Second is that the state has withdrawn its support from the artworld and strengthened its tendency to keep the development of CA formations strongly under control. The nearly total absence of academic CA education is the third obstacle, and this is essential for the formation and development of CA at every level of education. Fourth is that many aspects of the development are subject to the ‘monopolistic’ domination of the private sector and of capital. Finally, the CA market is developing on a basis that places CA formations under its control and hegemony.


6.8.
Concluding remarks

In the first chapter of this thesis, the issues of education/academia, art/CA, the artworld and the art market were analysed based on responses to questions posed in the in-depth interviews. This section presents general remarks comprising not only the information obtained from the interviews, but also from observations and information obtained during the fieldwork.


Knowledge of art: education, academia and everyday life

The IoA is based on social knowledge, which has three main sources: daily life, intellectual, and scientific knowledge. The idea of modernity is based on scientific knowledge, which is the basis of social reality and is obtained using the first two sets of knowledge through processes of scientific knowledge production. Since the knowledge of modern art is based on modernity, it depends on modernity’s idea of science. For this reason, the process of academic education and knowledge production is of central importance for the relations between art, knowledge and science. 

The first main area of the art-education relationship is secondary education that uses all types of knowledge but universities produce scientific knowledge. The two areas of education concerning art face a large number of shortcomings in terms of scope and content. Art education, the subject of attempts to impart it with an institutional character since the early years of the Republican period, has developed with a focus on modern art in all its aspects. However, almost no activity has been undertaken with regard to CA. At the level of university, it appears that a large part of the academic cadres do not have a sufficient accumulation of knowledge of CA and display considerable resistance to the development of this field, taking a conservative attitude toward it. Academics, who adopt the idea of modern art reduced to studio-based education and art techniques, exclude CA, and those who repeat this idea in their lectures are in majority. University curricula, which are quite behind the minimum level of development of universal standards, focus on a limited number of art disciplines (painting, sculpture, music, cinema, and others). Attempts to develop the interdisciplinary content of art are insufficient. The interest of the other disciplines of academia in the field of art, especially the social sciences, also remains limited. The criticism of the idea of modernity and the reflections of post-modernity, which have, in the last few decades, shown considerable development at the theoretical level, particularly in the area of the social sciences, have not been integrated into the discipline of art. Nor have art academies made an effort to incorporate these developments into their own curriculum. The fact that the efforts of certain departments in a few universities (for example, Middle East Technical, Bilkent, Bilgi and Mimar Sinan Universities) to eliminate this shortcoming have not become widespread is an important reason for this continuing distance from universal standards. Although emphasis has been placed, in recent years, on the field of art management in faculties of art, this development is not regarded as sufficient to compensate for the position of the academies of art that remains behind universal standards. Furthermore, art management has a scope that is aimed at the art market, rather than at satisfying the needs of the artworld at large. 

Despite these limitations related to the faculties of art, there have been positive developments, especially in recent years, in CA. First, certain academics in faculties/departments of fine arts, even if they have not received formal academic CA education, have become interested in CA and its postmodern basis. Such an interest (mainly because they are also followers of CA themselves) contributes, albeit in a limited way, to some CA content being found in academia.

Second, a rather limited number of contemporary artists, who criticize education at the faculties of art, conduct their CA activities not within the institutional structure of academia but through their personal efforts and due to the relations they are able to establish in national and international mediums. Of course, such efforts cannot amount to the accumulation and experience of academia according to universal standards. Nevertheless, these artists can approach the theoretical competence of academia from the perspective of the art initiatives in which they are involved. 

Third, the development of CA takes place primarily with much greater dependence on dynamics outside academia. Since the activity of the state in this field remains very limited, the two important sources for the institutionalisation of CA are the art initiatives and activities of the private sector/capital. 

In brief, the number of artists interested in CA is increasing, the means and opportunities to join the contemporary artworld are growing and a tendency towards the formation of CA is gaining pace faster than in academia in the wider sphere of art activities. It appears that these developments outside academia will influence the academies of art in the years ahead and their tendency to turn towards CA will increase. The idea of studio-based education may lose its power and influence over time, and the places now occupied by conservative academics may be filled with young people equipped with universal and critical knowledge of CA.


Life is art; everything is art: What is CA?

One of the important conclusions obtained from the interviews conducted in this study is that what CA is and what its theoretical foundations are have not become clear. In this context, it has been acknowledged that the ambiguity of CA can be eliminated to the extent that the objective and constructivist foundations of the epistemologies (knowledge sets) of modern art are combined with the epistemology of subjectivity. CA reaches its epistemological ground insofar as it moves away from objective and constructivist knowledge and internalizes the set of subjective knowledge into its concept of art. At the same time, CA can be institutionalized to the extent that if it can critically approach the ontological and methodological assumptions of modern art, that is, its foundational assumptions of essentialism, rationality and the universality of modernity. In methodological terms, CA will be able to rest upon a relative and contingent basis and achieve pluralistic representation if it can criticize descriptions of modern art based on dichotomies. The rationality-based (reason- and consciousness-based) individual behaviour taken as a foundation by modern art finds its meaning within and in terms of the institutional structures within which it is related. In this context, it is accepted that institutions also maintain their existence based on rational structures. It is assumed that the social ground of modern art activities consists of inter-individual relations determined by structures (organizations and institutions) and find meaning within those structures. DiMaggio and Hirsch (1976) present the following solution for the ‘determining’ paradox of structures with studying organizations: 

The quest of artists and their organizational associates for beauty, profit, truth, or fame come to act in support of an existing social structure. That paradox lies at the base of many of the core theoretical issues of the sociology of art. As we have seen, at least part of its solutions may be sought in the study of the organizations through which art is produced and disseminated. (1976, p. 748).

The differences that constitute the meaning of social and the search for social reality starting from the Enlightenment onwards (the science of modernity) is actually an analysis of ‘differences’ in social relations. All social entities, regardless of the distinctions of theoretical standpoints (for example, Marxist or Weberian) analyse the social based on class. This is the ground of knowledge and social reality on which modern art is based. CA does not accept but criticizes and/or rejects modern art based on such an understanding of science and reality, but aims to deconstruct structural meta-narrations and decentralize the unified self in order to reach the real essence of the concrete differences of the reality of the social.

The discussions regarding the issue of the nature of CA often do not place it on its analytical ground: its relation with postmodernity. In addition, in the criticism of modern art it is also not clear what the basic assumptions of modernity are. The interviews reflected some tendencies towards a critical approach to modernity’s assumption of rationality. However, there is almost no reference to the other assumptions of modernity, which is essentialism and universality. There was also a lack of adequate attention to the link between modern and CA in their theoretical content. This is essential for an extensive institutionalisation of CA in Turkey. Otherwise, CA will be reduced into the dynamics of the emergence and development of the contemporary art market. The aim here is not to minimize the significance of the role of art market in the institutionalisation of CA but to argue that CA is an issue far more comprehensive than the scope of its market. The latter should thus be analysed in terms of the artworld itself and its relations to society. The role of each element of the artworld is unavoidable and has the capacity to be influential in the institutionalisation of CA. The theoretical knowledge of CA is thus essential for all actors in the artworld and this should not be only the province of critics, consultants and advisors. Otherwise, the nature of the institutionalisation of CA in societies like Turkey will be left to those national and international actors who have the knowledge of CA and the power to influence and direct the path of its institutionalisation. Societies such as Turkey, therefore, need an artworld consisting of artists who can establish the theoretical relationship between modern art, modernity and postmodernity. Historical contextualization is important as Clarke (2012, p. 1) argues, “art made in any given present moment is often deeply engaged with art made in past moments. … The very old can be just as paradigm-busting for our present-day consciousness as the very recent –can be radically new to us even if not newly made.” Unless this is created, the institutionalisation of CA will be limited and Turkey will come more heavily under the influence of the global artworld. The lack of such an understanding will result in an institutionalisation that reduces the CA world to the dictates and directions of the CA market without incorporating the detailed dynamics of social relations at the national and global level. 

Although views of and discussions about CA do not have a long history, its critical position towards modern art provides a scope and ground for the history of every society. In a sense, contemplating CA actually involves problematizing the experiences with modernization and Westernization of the societies concerned. 


Contemporary or current art 

The CA/current art distinction in Turkey has created an important debate with regard to the formation of CA. Although not everyone in the contemporary artworld considers this distinction a problem, it is informative to take into account various dimensions of this debate. This distinction is important since it concerns what CA is and how the relationship between art and society is understood, that is, the social character of art. The most salient feature of Turkish society in the Republican period was the effort to become a modern society. In many of its general features, this is viewed as a Western-oriented quest for modernization. More explicitly, it reflected itself as a statist (social democratic and Kemalist), nationalist and/or private sector-based (liberal and neo-liberal) modernization effort. Since CA is a criticism of modern art and the term contemporary connotes social development based on becoming contemporary (modern), many artists considered it appropriate to use the term ‘current art’ instead of CA in order to avoid confusion. The fact that there are two words in Turkish for this distinction while in other languages there is a single word (for example, in English) is regarded as a richness of the language that contributes to the analysis of the art-society relationship. One can consider discussions of CA as pioneering, concrete (art) and abstract (social theory). On the other hand, the designation of ‘current art’ is also a subject of criticism. Not everything that is current is CA. What is current does not automatically connote CA. What matters is the nature of what is current and how it is understood. One can accept current art as a meaningful designation if he or she treated it as in connection with the historical past of art and its predictions for the future. 


Critical of what: CA
CA is, above all, a criticism of the aesthetic understanding of modernity and, therefore, modern art. This criticism may be made from within modernity and/or from outside of it; that is, postmodernity. In this sense, it has a very extensive scope and, for this reason, it is both difficult and easy to find the answer to the question of what CA is. At what level of abstraction or concreteness such a relation is established does not matter much, but establishing this relation is essential for the analysis to be made. Approaches that move away from this ground of CA may achieve analyses of what CA is only based on content that is eclectic and descriptive. Whether from inside or outside modernity, CA has a critical standpoint. Above all, it is a criticism of social reality and science in the relationship between art and society. A representation criticizes the science-based reality of modernity. CA is not only a criticism of modern art; it is the reflection of the social in a concrete and aesthetic content. In other words, CA is a concrete example of the reflection of postmodern critiques by means of art. In a work of CA, it is possible to see many features of the criticism of modernity in their concrete forms. Other leading disciplines, for example architecture, psychology and even sociology, achieve this to a more limited extent. For this reason, CA is an area where the idea of post-modernity exists without limits and one can criticise modernity within the most extensive and comprehensive scope and manner. 

CA is focused on the current, but the actuality of CA is the questioning of the future in its relationship with the current, which is not based on the historical analysis of the past. Although the actuality of the present day and the actuality of the future are different, both are current from the perspective of CA. CA based on the current is not only a criticism of modernity and modern art; it must also be a criticism of the current. One must critically approach not only that question of what the current is but also what the reflection of the current is. CA must be able to reflect the contradictions involved in the current. The most concrete; that is, not generalized and not abstracted, features of social relations in current life are not similar to each other and the representation of these differences is not single but multiple. The constitutions of such multiple representations of reality are as relative and contingent embodiments. CA is the effort to represent this constitution in an aesthetic content with creative talent that is not inherent but socially experienced and formally and/or informally learned.

For CA to maintain its existence and to develop, society must be open to criticism and allow it to make this criticism through democratic means and under democratic conditions. It is clear that this necessitates a truly democratic environment. Underlying the idea that life is art, everything is art, is the character of art that will enable everything in society to be reflected in all its diversity, richness and multiplicity. Institutionalisation can only take place on this unlimited ground of individual freedom unbounded by circumstance. Nothing should limit art. If anything limits it, it should be the artist and the work of art as integral to the art public. The art public cannot directly influence the artist and h/her work, but the artist can internalize all features of h/her work. 


The producers and consumers of the artworld

One can say that in the IoA, the role played by artists remains secondary in many features of the artworld; they are reduced simply to the status of producers of art. The state has taken almost no initiative to help artists organize by forming their own independent institutions. The currently debated idea of an ‘art council’ does not appear to be an initiative that will provide a strong and realistic ground for such a formation. The artists themselves have also failed to undertake this serious effort. Their institutional identity is confined mainly to the sphere of public education, and within the art market, it is even more limited and superficial. Furthermore, a great majority of artists seek to maintain their existence individually without having almost any institutional identity.
The wide-ranging effort of artists in the IoA is not an area that is so narrow as to be left to artists alone. One must think of this as a process of institutionalisation where the conditions of existence of all the agents of the artworld are to be questioned. Neither should this area reduced to the institutionalisation of the art market alone. In this process, the participation of the art public is central. However, the interpretation of the interview data shows that there is little focus on the art public and it is not regarded as a basic element of the artworld. The consumers of art, both as the broad mass of people and in the narrower sense of spectators/audiences that participate in art activities, are often assumed to be passive agents who individually appropriate works of art. The idea of art reduced simply to the ‘taste’ of the spectator/consumer minimizes the influence of the art public within the artworld.

Those art systems other than music and cinema, where mass consumption is dominant, are almost left to their own fate. There is no institutional attempt to integrate the art public of these art systems with their respective artworlds. This situation has led consumers to distance themselves from art and indulge cultural values external to art. In this sense, the artworld has had to maintain its existence with consumers who are unable to engage in an effort to understand and criticize art. It is possible to think of this as a situation that prevents the emergence of the creative, aesthetic and critical character of art. There is always the possibility for consumers of art as carriers of the continuing power relations in society to influence the institutionalisation trends of art. However, neither consumers nor the other elements of the artworld are independent of the social relations of power and they have the potential to play an effective role in the IoA.


The future of CA 

The interview data gives the impression that although CA engages in an intensive criticism of modern art, it cannot provide a comprehensive criticism of the modernity upon which modern art is based. While one can argue that CA is different from modern art, there is no clear relationship with the idea of its postmodern basis, which is the source of this difference. It appears that while the rejection of modern art must be based on the relationship between modernity and post-modernity, contemporary artists often remain content with ambiguous descriptions of this link. Likewise, while the criticism of modern art aims at the criticism and rejection of the currents of modern art, this is not explicit. The outdated conception of modern art appears in popular language, and there is no explanation of the reasons behind the criticism and/or rejection of modern art. As such, the future of CA depends on how the art-society relationship is institutionalised. However, if one reduces this relationship to the contemporary art market, the future of CA will become dependent on the way that this market maintains its existence. One must not reduce CA to the dynamics of the market or be considered identical with it. Furthermore, it must not be subject to the structure and relations of the private sector and the movements of capital. 

Alongside the CA market, two other fundamental areas that have unavoidable impact on the future of CA are the state and the spectators/consumers of art; that is, the art public. The extent to which the latter two areas extend their scope of involvement and increase their influence in the contemporary artworld can reduce the determining role of the art market.

At the same time, the future of CA depends on the prevailing conditions and patterns of institutionalisation. One should critically question the continuing obstacles of the current relations in this process of formation and/or the possibilities created by them. In this framework, it is foreseen that the sphere of influence of the state and government policies will become much wider in scope and influential not only on the art market but also on the extensive scope of social relations in both developed and developing countries. Not only cities, whether small or metropolitan, but also villages and towns will witness intensify cultural activities that are not reduced to the shrinking dictates and interests of the private sector. Beyond its mere landscape and historical heritage, culture will maintain its existence on a more effective ground reflecting the liveliness and richness of daily life.
7.

Analysis of the Nature of Institutionalization 

of Art from Turkey 

7.1.
Introduction

The analysis of the institutional character and nature of institutionalization of art (IoA) demands the questioning of the institutions regarding their social constitution and the constituent elements of the process of institutionalization. To achieve this, first, a conceptual introduction will present the social elements of knowledge and education, art and cultural policies. Then in the sub-sections of this chapter, an analysis of the state, the public and private sector and marketing, which are considered central to the investigation of the institutionalization of art in Turkey, will be made. The primary source of this analysis is the fieldwork study. Although preparations are made, due to satisfying emphasis on the analysis of the interpretation of the interview data significant substantiating sources are not used as much as it is desired and demanded. 

IoA, in whatever way it is conceptualized in practical and theoretical terms, is central to the analysis of art in any society. At the societal level, although having differential conditions of existence, art is not only concerned with specific societies but also at the global level of organization of capitalist social relations. Art, as a social institution, demands an analysis in connection with the fundamental characteristics of society. This varies on the global level, depending on how prevailing capitalist relations deviate from their ‘ideal’ characteristics. Just as the art-society relationship corresponds to the abstract level of capitalist analysis, it also forms an essential ground and criterion for the analysis of the actual artworld. The historical processes of capitalist development experienced by developing societies such as Turkey and the concrete and specific experiences of art reflect parallel processes. Although the ‘development’ of art differs from society’s definition of what that development is, there is a close link between the characteristics of art and those of society. 

The relationships of art with its capitalist characteristics are related to what art is. The social character of art, regardless of how and in what theoretical scope it is addressed, has a central importance. One of the theoretical answers to the question of what art is involves how art becomes institutional as a social institution. One specificity of IoA as an artworld/field of art is that it is addressed as a constellation of institutions. The artworld forms a relational whole of institutions. Each element of the artworld is also an institution in itself and can be addressed with the IoA approach. In this way, it can provide a fundamental and wide-ranging explanation about the social character of art. In this framework, the social character of art finds its abstract and concrete meanings in the scope of the relational whole of all elements of art. 

The concept of artworld should be addressed within the scope of the social meaning of art and with its relational institutional character. However, the institutionalization of the artworld is not limited to the relational character of its own elements. It finds its widest meaning in the scope of the relations established between the artworld and other social institutions. At the most general level, art has a relationship with all social institutions (such as from family to health, from politics to the economy and from culture to education) and, based on this relationship, art as a social institution becomes a subject of social analysis. In this sense, institutionalization should not be reduced to the concept of an institution and not be identified with institutions. Neither an analysis reduced to the basis of institution nor an approach focused on the relationship between institutions covers the extensive and abstract meaning of institutionalization. On the social ground, art institutions are those of the capitalist social formation. Institutionalization is a complex process of formation, development and efforts to maintain its existence on the ground of social contradictions. However, IoA finds its theoretical meaning when it is addressed based on the institutionalization of capitalist society. In this framework, as much as capitalist society corresponds to the analyses of the modernity approach with all its changing characteristics, it can also be addressed with the postmodernity approach. In all its different characteristics, modern society has a single ‘reality’ but it has more than one analysis and is analysed and interpreted on its highest level of abstraction either through the modernity or postmodernity approach. 

In this context, the historical formation and development of art is an analysis and narration of the processes of the institutionalization of modern and contemporary art including all their internal differences. As considered traditionally, modern art has a content that reflects and represents the modernity-based relations of modern society while contemporary art involves a ‘postmodern’ perspective having a critical standpoint of modern art. Kahraman (2008, p. 89) points out some of those points as follows: 

Postmodernity has actually brought several considerably important initiatives into certain fields of modernity which have been stereotyped, acquiring the qualification of category. Most importantly, a period emphasizing the plurality of truth has begun. Moreover, some concepts like connotations taken over structuralism have begun to be mentioned mildly through metamorphoses and mutations. However, the main problem of the 1990s emerged in the political arena. The history of this is as clear as day. On the day of the collapse of the Berlin Wall, a crucial model shift was experienced in the world. That is, the world entered into a bipolar, nation-state that occasionally eliminated the understanding that internalized ethno-nationalist models and motivations in order to construct the supra-identity necessary to form that nation-state, and a period in which both limitations and the concept of limitation had softened, slightly melted and faded. This period continued with civil society movements initiated in Poland in the mid-1980s. A week after the collapse of Berlin Wall, there was no such thing as the Eastern Bloc in the world. The concept of ‘trans’ emerged as a new and independent determiner, over-determiner, and pre-determiner phenomenon after the collapse. Furthermore, the concepts of transnationality, transgression, transgender or trans-gender and transavaganza emerged and not all of them were adopted by Turkey. 

The theoretical questioning based on the criticism and/or rejection of the modernity approach that has continued from the beginning of Enlightenment to the present day is also applicable to IoA. Just as the problematics of social theory based on the criticism and/or rejection of modernity are current approaches, one should consider these problems to be applicable and address them in relation to IoA. The problematic of IoA is a problematic in the scope of the criticism and/or rejection of modernity and includes the processes of formation and development; that is, the institutionalisation of Contemporary Art. 

The contemporary problematic of social theory remains current with the criticism of the classical notion of modernity both from within and outside modernity (under the notion of postmodernity). The meaning of such criticism and/or rejection in terms of art involves a wide-ranging and intensive criticism and/or rejection of modern art, which is identical in many respects with the modernity approach. That is, the criticism of modern art possesses similar theoretical problematics with the social theory. IoA thus finds its theoretical ground when questioned within such a similarity. In this context, it can be accepted as a common assumption that modern art fails to answer the most developed criticisms of modernity (covering the most mature and differentiated areas of the currents of modern art) and the postmodernity approaches that reject it. As Akay (2008, p. 22) argues, 

Although a very limited place has been given in universities, there are some environments (e.g. BILAR, an open academy) in which postmodernism has been presented and discussed outside universities. The main aspects that influenced art of the 90s in Turkey are the translations of Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari and Baudrillard. 

In this connection, an important turning point in terms of the IoA is the passage from modern art to CA in the historical development of the extensive scope of art activities and in the differentiation of their content. It is widely agreed that largely the concentration of current art formations are in the area of CA. 

In post-1980, art began to become contemporary through the new-old conflict in Turkey. Exhibitions held with titles such as New Trends, New Dimension, Neo-expressionism indicate this improvement. This approach totally rejects the art practice put forth in the modernization history of Turkey; it turns its back on it. Constructed with a new language, this new art starts to write the ‘current’ history for itself benefiting from the advantages of de-historicization fictionalized by the directors of contemporary art market. Eliminating the modernization movement peculiar to its own society and culture, and a related artistic dynamics, this contemporary historiography, in a sense, discontinues itself. Within the context of this historiography, art is art that speaks through the Western discourse and is articulated to the West in terms of technique, material and expression. Therefore, it is defined with a language that neoliberal culture policies dictate. Istanbul Biennial is oriented accordingly. (Can, 2011, p. 1).

This concentration of CA, which feeds the idea that ‘life is art’ and takes as its basis creates the widest possible ground of social relations not hitherto provided in the discussions of IoA. This ground has, in a sense ‘automatically’, enabled both the questioning of the social content of life in its broadest condition to be analysed in theoretical terms and within a multi-faceted relationship between art and society. 

One should question this extended scope of art in relation to the conventionally accepted ‘creative’ and ‘aesthetic’ dimensions of art that seemingly are becoming secondary. Considering art together with the complex problematics of social theory has transported the question of ‘what’ art is, debated for centuries, to a much more complicated and different dimension in which art is whatever life is. Everything that is done and said about life is the subject of art and applicable to it. Life is meaningful, is open to, and needs explaining, interpreting and making sense of it.

When one considers what art is and also what life is, then the link between art and life becomes a theoretical issue that necessitates analysis. This makes the connection between art and social theory much more of a relational issue than previously considered. The reality of life is a single event at any moment of time and space, but since it is analysed and interpreted with the already existing multiple approaches (either the theories based on modernity or with the discursive analysis of postmodernity), determining what art is has become far more full of content and complicated than in the past. As Madra (2007, p. 38) indicated “the questions of what the artist performs and for whom art have sustained the questioning of what art is since the 1970s.” In parallel, Silahtaroğlu (2009, p. 38) argues,

starting with the use of technology and art together and of acquaintance with and internalization of postmodern concepts, the debates on what art is and is not increased in the 1990s with the discussions of conceptual art, Good and bad artwork being exhibited altogether within the dilemma of what art would and would not be. 

Art is now much more theoretical or discursive, and all the complicated content of life has become internal to art. In this respect, art has become more social than previously. Unavoidably, this has made it necessary to address IoA in this extended scope of art. If the idea that what belongs to life is art raises a question concerning what life is (social relations), the social content and the theoretical meaning can be questioned and answers can be provided accordingly. Now, creativity and aesthetics have found a social meaning, and the questioning of this area is the questioning of what social is. 

Without defining and analysing life, CA is unable to find its meaning, in the multiple (modernity and postmodernity) analyses and interpretations. Either CA cannot be limited to creativity or to an aesthetic content; it must have a dimension involving ‘what’ life is’. Here, Akay (2008, p. 38) argues that artistic grain remain and develops within the changing theoretical standpoints. 

Art continues to proceed on the line of the artists. That is, artistic line is still important. Current art performance practices and ways and of course their transformation into a revolution of evolution have been improving within the old sort of art line and thought as we know. Leaping from one thought to another instead of sustaining an artistic line does not carve out an artistic future. There must be an artistic line whether s/he performs painting, video, or photograph. In the absence of this, works of our artists resemble each other. There is a kind of ‘impersonality’.

CA can achieve its artistic characteristics to the extent that it reflects what life is in an aesthetical and creative content through theoretical and discursive references. In this framework, in what manner and in what scope and content the identity of life and art is realized and how this affects IoA is a fundamental issue that should be discussed. 

In this framework, it is possible to consider the inadequacy of the art analyses that are generally undertaken in the scope of the artworld and/or the field of art. Although the conception of art as the artworld has provided an important possibility for the questioning of art, it falls short of being able to answer the question of in what manner, how and why the connection is established between society and the artworld identified with art. The significance of the conceptualisation of the artworld should not be limited to and squeezed only into the elements of the artworld described by Madra (2003, p. 14) as: 

It is within the process of proliferation reaching large masses by means of the components constituting the artworld in our country (artists, private galleries, a limited number of collectors and audience, three painting and sculpture museums, faculties of art, and private art schools).

This limitation of the artworld can be overcome through the ‘life is art’ understanding provided that ‘what life is’ can be included in art. For this reason, I think that it is appropriate to utilise the scope that defines and analyses art in a manner that is identical with life. The CA environment is now life itself and thus IoA is the institutionalization of life. It is obvious that one cannot use this approach in an identical way with the tautology that everything is life. The relational character of such a treatment has the potential of being able to automatically establish the theoretical and/or discursive connection of the relationship between the artworld and society. This creates the possibility of a more developed questioning.

This concept allows treating the modern art-CA distinction in a different way. The criticism and/or rejection of modern art from the CA viewpoint are due to the limitation and inadequacy of modern art in treating art as identical with life. I can discuss this situation in connection with the following three main factors. First is the treatment of modern art in a way that is limited to the modernity approach; second is the failure of modern art to encompass the broad scope of life; and the third is the fact that art is limited by ambiguous descriptions of the concepts of creativity and aesthetics. CA is engaged in an effort to overcome these limitations, and its emerging characteristics of formation and development depend on how and to what extent it can overcome them.

Today, the problem facing many contemporary art practices -also due to their very close proximity to institutions and their commissioned framework of production- is that they have fallen out of classical aesthetics. That is they have fallen out of modernism’s canon of innovative rigidity as well as the avant-garde’s utopian horizon, because contemporary art languages consider the anthropology of the event to be the outdated, almost anachronistic rudiment of art. What have become so important are the languages of self-installing, self-instituting, and self-historicizing. The context is not historical, aesthetical, artistic, or even political, but is rather institutionally biased. So that the subject of art is neither the artist, the artistic methodology nor the matter of reality; but the very momentum of institutional affiliation. (Chukhrov, 2014, p.3).

It can be said that the ‘life is art’ conception of CA makes art and the artist ‘simpler’, as Celal put forward in the interview as, “we are in a period in which everybody is an artist.” However, when an answer is sought to the question of ‘what is life’, art becomes a more complicated problematic than before. To eliminate this complication, it is necessary to treat art as a subject and an area of questioning related to social theory. In other words, the conception of CA is almost impossible without connecting it to social theory. 

From another perspective, CA is the reflection of a response to the contradictions of modern society. One proposal is that the interpretation and representation offered by modern society and modern art have now lost their power concerning the reality and validity of meaningful explanations and interpretations and have perhaps reached the saturation point. Likewise, since the nature of modern society finds its meaning based on modernity, CA is engaged in an effort to reflect a formation and development focusing on the contradictions of both modern society and modern art and incorporates criticisms and/or the rejection of those contradictions. Referring to the experience of Turkey, Madra (2003, p. 7) argues: 

A functioning vehicle which has wheels that are not interlocked [postmodernism] has been proceeding over a ground that has not been fitted together [modernism]. While stable memory of modernism sustains its existence within institutions, diverse applications, faith and relationships, power groups and daily life, moving memory of postmodernism are encountered and result in conflict.

In the interview, Tugay complained that in order for institutionalisation to take place, society must have an accumulated experience of modernity and may need to live with modernism. While Tugay commented on the absence of any context, Agopyan extricated a positive outcome: 

Our having no basis of modernism is actually a laboratory for the postmodern interpretation of the society in Turkey, which is expected to yield interesting results for us. 

Thus, it is possible to conclude that one cannot find a solution to the IoCA as long as its descriptions remain focused on modern art. 


The institutionalization of art and CA

Should CA institutionalize? Is it possible for CA to institutionalize? Is IoCA inevitable? Does CA have an alternative to institutionalization? Alternatively, is it the form it takes that is the problem? One way of finding answers to these questions that have a theoretical content is to look at three areas of questioning, namely what art is, what is understood by institutionalization, and the analysis of both in relation to which part of the modernity-postmodernity dichotomy in the modern and contemporary art distinction they are concerned with. 
First, one cannot regard IoCA as an instrument. The instrumentality of modern art forms an important limitation in this respect. Accepting art as an instrument rather than reflecting life itself tends to have the effect of limiting both the originality and effectiveness of art. This characteristic reveals that art may have content that is determined by the acceptance of and adaptation to the social change understanding. Moreover, IoCA is not a formation that will take place in one moment. CA is a formation that develops and differentiates as a process, and its contradictory relations are transformed depending on the characteristics of time and space. It is possible to refer to ‘stages’ in the IoCA. The way historical adventure of art is analysed may give important clues that describe the current position of CA. Referring to the period before modern art; it is possible to question the extent to which it is appropriate to study the history of art in terms of the modern-contemporary distinction.

Looking back from the present day, raises a question about whether art in Turkey has developed on a straight line extending from a modern concept to contemporary formations. Generally considering art experiences of Turkey and in an effort to make an international comparison, the content and level of both the stages that have been passed and the point currently reached by modern art are centrally important. In Turkey, both culture and art maintain their existence in a content and scope following the line of modern art with features such as being largely traditional, conservative, local, rural and popular. When the experience of Turkey is compared with that on the international level, it is possible that there is the impression that the modern art practices and experiences in the country differ in many respects and are quite far from universal criteria.

In this connection, is it inevitable that institutionalization passes through certain stages? Is it possible to speak of stages of IoCA? Does it have eras that can be called ‘ideal’? As a reference point for these questions, can the examples that have previously achieved institutionalization (the West) be decisive? Does the stage reached by CA on the global plane have a comparable feature? What elements are taken as a criterion in the evaluation of CA in Turkey; that is, the West and East, development and underdevelopment? These and similar questions are important in interpreting IoCA in Turkey.

In this framework, the ‘existence’ of institutionalization with some of its characteristics may not necessarily mean that institutionalization has come into being and has become somewhat developed. With respect to IoA, what has become institutional is an important area of questioning. We should approach and interpret IoA within the scope of what art is. First, we should not reduce IoA to institutions of art. CA is art, but modern art is not CA. For this reason, the institutionalization of modern art differs from that of CA in certain respects. Changes depending on both the characteristics and conditions of art will affect IoCA. 

When treating IoCA as being in a context that is identical with the questioning of life, the specificities of life and art will reflect the specificities of CA. What types of specific formations in IoCA are created by the specificities of life and art? In seeking an answer to this fundamental question, treating and evaluating art together with culture in terms of culture and art policies, especially in the case of Turkey, may offer the possibility of explanations. Concerning IoA in the scope of government, the experiences of IoA at the ministerial level together with areas such as culture, tourism, sports and others may provide important clues in this issue. Although it is necessary to comment on a tendency to address art under a policy and to institutionalize art in connection with that policy, art is not limited to an area of cultural policies. For this reason, it will be more meaningful to address the art-politics relationship in a way that covers a wider problematic. Policies concerning art do not only concern the government. Here, the concept of policy is used bearing in mind the relational character of the spheres of government, civil society, and capital, and in a manner that covers art in its widest situation. When IoA is mentioned in the case of Turkey, the questions raised concern the kind of institutional structure, the content and scope of the tendency towards IoA and the related policies concerning institutionalization. 

It is not possible to talk about a culture policy in Turkey in the meaning of institutionalization. Because institutionalization is a process independent of people but led with certain rules; however, what is experienced in Turkey is a political process changing and being formalized via governments and political policies. In addition, this is preventing us from mentioning an existence of a culture policy. In England, if you put a stone on a pavement, you can find that stone in that pavement 20 years later. Due to the variability of our institutionalization parameters, it is unable to bring an order. Turkey does not have a modernist ground; that is why formations in the field of art and institutionalization efforts have always been attempted within the scope of the government and its institutions. An institutionalization in the private sphere is absent for there is no modernity in the country. This structuring is within academia and undertaken by the government. Actually, the government applies a statist structuring in economy before making a transition into a mixed economy model; the same is true for art, too. (Agopyan)

From 1923, which marks the beginning of Turkey, culture and art policies have undergone important changes and differentiations. In particular, the recent period of the JDP governments has been marked with important changes in the field of art and IoA.


Evolution of IoA and reinforcing negative constituents

To begin with, one should provide a deeper understanding of IoA. That is, although it is meaningful to discuss IoA based on individuals, organizations and institutions, one should not disregard the production process of the work of art. Questioning institutionalization at the societal level in connection with whether IoA in fact exists, Guillement pointed out,

We want to talk about the institutionalization of art. But is there such a thing? What has been institutionalized in Turkey? Which institution is actually like an institution?  In Turkey, they all operate as a gang in. Can we say that the institution of law works as an institution in Turkey? (Guillement) 

Similarly, Litfij referred to the social relations at large pointing out that there exists an inverse correlation between art and institutions. The latter was mostly considered as an agent of manipulation:

I am not on the side of institutionalization of anything. When something is institutionalized, problems occur. It is more difficult to break the existing rooted relations. Art may be standardized instead of being institutionalised; then you can improve something. (Litfij) 

Tugay expressed one difficulty in IoA in relation to the organizational form and its negative practice and experiences of International Association of Art (IAA), referring to the tendencies of bureaucratisation and monopolisation of the administrative committees in contrast to multiple management. 

This issue of not being able to institutionalise is a huge obstacle especially for Turkey. The greatest trouble and fear of everybody is that we can never know how to stand side by side with one another. A person will come out and constitute h/her power and then will announce h/her dukedom. No alternative of this is being formed; it immediately becomes a monopoly. In no way are we able to have multiplicities side by side. Institutionalization is bureaucratic in Turkey. It reflects the bureaucrat mentality of a small town: district governor, artist and a rich person from the notables of the town come altogether, take part in an offense and thus do not criticize one another; hereby, a power emerges to the fore and this as an institution serves them. Our institutionalization process always functions as such. (Tugay)

In line with bureaucratization, great emphasis is put on institutionalization aiming to secure status and success, and to prevent failure. According to Müşfik, this is also harmful for institutionalization: 

One accepts ‘hyper-institutionalization since everybody is highly afraid of poor work, of having notoriety and of being unsuccessful and ‘hyper-institutionalised’. The highly-institutionalized artworld excludes and fears from the possibility of a failed exhibition and work of art. (Müşfik)

Another problem of IoA is that “CA in Turkey is so late that it is very difficult to develop critical anti-institutional politics” (Voskan). Kadri explained this as, “We are not able to see serious critical reviews except from the ordinary presentation texts of art activities” and Arslanyan depicted it as the deepening of de-institutionalization: 

Writing a press release instead of an art critique sustains the institutionalization of art. It is as if the relationship of an authoritarian government with media. Influence of lack of art criticism practice could be seen as a deeper institutionalization; rather than writing a critical text, circulating press reviews serves to reproduce and preserve the discourse of the institutional practice. (Arslanyan)

However, Arslanyan sees a possibility of a positive trend for institutionalization if institutions are released from the individual hegemony of management: 

I think that we can foresee the future of institutionalization independent of the names. Institutionalization will definitely reach a permanently settled system through which big exhibitions visit Turkey. In one of the sessions of 2008 or 2009, Nazan Ölçer, the director of Sabancı Museum, said, “Is it easy to bring exhibitions to Turkey?” No institution has enough trust to send an artwork to any museum or exhibition in Turkey. We are new at this job. It is so easy to constitute reliable institutions and bring confidential exhibitions. (Arslanyan)

Although Duran considered art faculties as one of the rare institutions of art, he believed that its graduates do not turn into a competitive part of IoA: 

Fine arts students do not have any idea of what they will do when they graduate. They have to work in different sectors almost art. They have no idea about their future. They have a chance of being an artist if they coincidentally win a competition. Only faculties can be considered institutions. Galleries and museums have not been institutionalized yet. (Duran)

IoA faces severe obstacles and difficulties not only given the prevailing conceptual controversy over the nature of institutions but also how, even in academia, they are institutionalized securing employment opportunities that will promote IoA. It seems impossible to discuss IoA since there is only a handful of libraries of art and no policy of documentation. How can one talk about institutionalization if it is impossible to access the catalogues of exhibitions that have taken place in the past 5-10 years? 

To achieve an analysis of institutionalization, one needs to clarify the main elements of art and the actors. The idea that the concept of artworld includes a relational character covers all elements of art and the actors there are controversial. When the relations that define art are contained in a dimension that is reduced simply to the artist, their work, audience and the art system, it is possible that many relations will be excluded. This applies when IoA is considered in the narrow sense (old institutionalization). The concept of new institutionalization with a scope that encompasses politics and economics has provided an important opening for approaches to institutionalization. However, the way in which the concepts of politics and economics are used leads to many controversial analyses. In particular, the connection between institutionalization with the concept of economics could not be established as easily when politics is involved. In other words, it is necessary to clarify to what extent an approach to institutionalization covering culture, economics and politics reflects the social content and conditions.

We should not take the intertwined character of politics and art as artists working together but as the kind of a relationship, the artists have with politics. That is to say, the important point in the necessity for the sphere of art to be in a close relationship with politics is not the representation of art by the artist in his identity as artist but his involvement with society for the purpose of engaging in politics. IoA should be neither made identical with the institutionalization of society nor reduced to the institutionalization of the market. Even when this occurs, the ‘logic’ of capital or the market, no matter how influential and decisive it is, should not dominate IoA. The art market can be institutionalized but IoA is controversial. This makes issues such as creativity and aesthetics concerning the definition of art (what it is, and other) controversial in IoA.


Positions of artists in IoA

In questioning IoA, the common and different characteristics of the institutionalization of modern art and that of CA should not be reduced to each other. The increase in the numbers of artists, young artists in particular, in the last few decades is an effective indicator in terms of IoA. The role played by CA dynamics in this development is a tendency that should be taken into account with regard to institutionalization. An important indicator of the increased numbers of young artists is the change in the qualitative features of CA beyond the quantitative features of the artworld in Turkey. 

Such an increase is not only important in quantitative terms, but it also has quantitative features; at least contemporary young artists are compared with those that are representatives of the traditional modern art. Akay (2008) provides a detailed conceptual comparison in terms of different disciplines, forms of making art, and representation (specifically political). 

The previous generation comes from the practice of painting and changing material; the current generation, on the other hand, does not necessarily have to come from this practice. There are some from graphics and other disciplines. It was possible to see the representation remoulded within thought and aesthetics in the previous generation. Representation in today’s generation is overwhelmingly ironic and informative (Akay 2008, p. 34). On the other hand, it is a way of work directly representing a political issue. The new generation is rapidly producing works taking political rather than artistic thoughts into consideration (p. 35). Present artists perform their work quickly, implement their thoughts without an opportunity of mediation; generally, the works are daily political-problems-oriented: Kurdish question, the state, civil society, fast video and photographical work. There is no art history and reflection in these works (p. 36).

Akay thus sees the future of young artists problematic due to the formation of a ‘structural’ character of the art market, collectors being tied to and dependent on this market and the problems of the higher education. 

In contrast to Akay’s critical interpretation of the future of the young generation of artists, to a certain extent, Koçan and Onur (2008) referring to Youth Event Exhibitions, perceived these events, particularly those in local regions as an extraordinary opportunity for organizations, as increasing consciousness, and opening avenues to travel abroad. 

Youth Event encouraged people in Anatolia to come to the centre. There was a repressed youth discourse in Turkey at that time. I think that the way of this youth discourse has been cleared by means of Youth Activity and I suppose this activity emerged as a rival action outshining academies to an extent, as well (Koçan and Onur, 2008, p. 172). It is a remarkable period in terms of organization, raising consciousness, expanding abroad and deputation of the young. I think that it is an extraordinary period in terms of expanding abroad and the world. Youth Activity, in my opinion, influenced so many activities afterwards (p. 173). It also influenced the academic field. Youth Activity initiated a process conducive to bring together different disciplines including not only filmmakers, writers, litterateurs, theatre players and all other performance artists and musicians but also sociologists, philosophers and other people from the intellectual field (p. 175). Hence, I evaluate the 1990s as a process that the civil domain influenced the official (p. 172). Artists from different disciplines chose to come together within this project and, in a sense, formed a life space for them here. I suppose it was after the third activity that we, artists from different disciplines, began to come together to establish an interdisciplinary Association of Young Artists. IAA was used for the preparations (p. 177).

Generally, although the number of art institutions, especially in the province of Istanbul, has been increasing over the last few decades, it is rather difficult to speak of a comprehensive development that responds to the increasing numbers of artists. Artists, young artists in particular, do not vigorously participate in the art activities established, nor can they engage in efforts to increase that will stimulate the awareness that they have such power. Instead, they mostly rely on art formations developing outside them.


Artists as the producers of art

The artworld depends on the productive potential and power of the artist. The artist should be able to undertake the effort and struggle to carry this stamina into the entire artworld and make it effective. The artist should not feel obliged to reproduce his conditions of life; on the contrary, s/he should strengthen the idea that the artworld is ‘obliged’ to the artist. This may apply even in situations where opportunities of production are the most limited. When such limitation is considered at the individual level, it means that the power possessed by the artist can be transferred to persons and institutions beyond the artist. The individual strength of the artist can become an area of ‘power’ through partnerships, collective formations, initiatives and others to be created collectively by him.

If life is art, then it cannot be fitted into large exhibition spaces of the world of art. This area cannot be left to the hegemony of the narrow, reduced and empty activities of capital and of the market. The latter may be a domain of undertaking for capital only when the government does not have a culture and art policy and is not willing and determined to develop and implement a serious policy in the field of art and culture. By making life functional as art, capital and the art market confine the artist in their individual solitude, marginalize their power and make them superficial. The possibilities neither of the artist nor h/her world of artistic experience is limited. With all its possibilities, life is both the material and the environment of art. The artist is the only actor of the effort to turn life into art. Considering that life has no ‘ideal’ conditions and that there are no ‘perfect’ relations, the work of art does not have be ‘perfect’, either. Art is real art to the extent that it can reflect beyond what is ideal and perfect. Thus, art can be imperfect, insufficient, incomplete, broken and similar. Neither art ends nor the work of the artist. The artist never finishes h/her work and end of art for h/her is beyond time and space. In addition, art cannot be completely eradicated even if the prevailing conditions of the artworld limit the production of art.

Within such an extensive scope of labouring, the work of the artist is being turned into a commodity; that is, the commercialization of art, without the organized artworld and without the labour of the artist finding its recompense has become a general tendency of the artworld itself becoming a domain of capitalization for a long time at the global level. Harika Litfij expressed his disappointment for the similarity of the commercial focus in New York; what differs is the breadth of the institutional substructure.

Actually, New York has highly disappointed me. You think that everyday something new is taking place there; however, it is nothing of the kind. Actually, what exists in Turkey; that is, the relationships of artists with each other, a system in which everything is based on selling or not selling, exists there for a very long time. There may be an underground culture in comparison with here, something is continuously being produced and this is not necessarily turning into money. A room is somehow made for these people in the institutional substructure of art. Only those that outshine are involved in the galleries. (Harika Litfij ) 

However, it is not a necessity for the labour of the artist to become a commodity. In conditions, where this becomes necessary, the artist should be the most decisive actor regarding the commercialization of her/his work and should not be under the sway of capital, which does not produce the works of art per se but dominates the market through the hegemony of capital ownership.


Audience not the market is the final stage

In relation to the realisation of the work of art, the artist should be able to exhibit her/his work at every possible opportunity given time and place. The artist may exhibit his/her work outside conventional spaces and almost everywhere. The work of art should be freed from the hegemony of large exhibitions; large art formations should not belittle art. 

The realization of art, of the artist and of the work does not necessarily pass through the market; the market distances art from itself by consuming it and not producing it. If life is art, all elements of life exist in the wider scope of art. The audience is internal to the work of art, but reaching the audience should not be a single objective, a final goal. Even then, exhibition places are on a large scale away from the audience or majority of the society; and the arrangement in the entrance of the places (e.g. guards) make the audience feel incapable; and inviting the audience with an overlook is in question as Harika Litfij stated in the interview:

If you exhibit in Istanbul Modern or a gallery in İstiklal [central district of art in Istanbul], it is open to all but who comes and visits? Audience can somehow not be involved; you are not able to touch them. At the time, these places are open; most people are engaged in their jobs. (Harika Litfij)

The trial of art by the artist is unlimited; the artist constantly tries to create art; he attempts it even if his work is not sold. For this reason, the work of art has value beyond all relations of the market.


7.2
The institutionalization of art in general and CA in 




particular

Utilizing an analysis of institutions does not mean adopting an analysis of institutionalization, which covers a process that contains all relations between institutions. It is not possible to consider institutionalization without treating the analysis of an institution or a relational analysis of institutions as a process. It is possible to speak of institutionalization only when the processes of the institutions are considered in concert with the processes of all other institutions related to them. For this reason, as social processes change, institutionalization will also be differentiated and alter. The variety of characteristics of art institutions will thus maintain their existence depending on the form adopted by social change since differentiated social relations are involved. From a different point of view, institutions alone do not have the power to determine social processes. For example, merely calling the Istanbul Modern museum as an institution does not mean that it has the status of an institution. In the interview, Voskan approached the institutional character of Istanbul Modern in a controlled and equitable manner as follows: 

There are temporal incompatibilities in Turkey; the systems of galleries and museums are not in order; Istanbul Modern and other museums are still not at the desired level of Western art. Istanbul Modern is one of the important figures in the development of Contemporary art and culture in Turkey. However, it saw the luxury of declining a work of the artist and the right of developing politics in the censorship event of the artist Bubi’s chamber pot work of art. (Voskan)

The questioning of the institutional status of the same museum organization, Istanbul Modern, in general and with reference to the censorship event of Bubi was criticized more strongly by Tugay in terms of corporate identity, publicity, administration, management and bureaucratization:

What is the corporate identity of Istanbul Modern as a museum? There is no corporate identity there; it completely works as a temporary stop where a popular one is presented. What is important is how much and in what terms you are an institution, how much you can publicize it, how you created the rules and to what extent you are able to engage it. No institution can be considered independent of the individual, but we always have a one-man-situation in all institutions. When you consider it in the sense of the government, it is complete bureaucratization. That institution [Istanbul Modern] shows how badly you can play the game. What we have is the institution names are called with the names of the individuals. (Tugay)

Guillement interpreted the institutional status of Istanbul Modern and considered the Bubi event reflecting an act that is beyond the scope of censorship.

Istanbul Modern has proved that it is an institution that exhibits all its negativities. How such a mess [referring to Bubi’s censorship] is made? Artists, curators or intellectuals are standing up and saying that oh my lord, this is censorship! This is worse than a censorship; it is a more vulgar thing, an uncoordinated thing. (Guillement)

All these interpretations could be considered as indicators that major organizations such as Istanbul Modern neither cast its institutional character nor reflect any form of institutionalization art.


Institutions are not simply organizational relations

An institution is a network and structure of social relations while an organization is a ground where those relations come together and are realized. Approaching from a critical standpoint, most of the prominent art organizations do not show expected institutional features as Guillement put forward in the interview: 

There are few institutions in the sense of having self-respect, having accountability, setting their own way, which explains them to the society. The image is all right; when looking from outside it looks like something; you can say that this may be a museum. However, the decayedness of that skeleton is not only seen in the weakness of that collection. You are an art institution, you are representing a position of achieving a goal, and then you will protect all your workers. (Guillement)

The goal of an institution is to perform pre-determined behaviours on a basis that displays continuity in order to carry out actions towards specified objectives within organizational relations. Institutional relations as a set of social relations can be maintained within the scope and ground of a certain form, shape, system, and structure of an organization; that is, the organizational relations. These relations have a certain identity in that they can ensure their continuity, and make efforts to reach their ideal content in the sense of their final goal. Institutions rarely include a temporary formation for their proposed goals. The most important feature that characterizes organizational activities is the fact that they are pre-determined and planned. This situation is accepted as a requirement of the formal character of organizational relations; however, they are also expected to have a flexible content depending on situations that change over time, thus being able to adapt to a variety of conditions.


Institutions do not guarantee institutionalization

The process of institutionalization takes place based on institutions. However, the existence of institutions does not guarantee institutionalization and it is not a formation based on a single institution. A single institution alone can never include the entirety of a social scope, e.g., of art. This is because there can be no question that a single institution could be capable of responding to the broad social content of institutionalization, which is a process based on the relationship among several institutions. The establishments of institutions are analysed depending on the roles they play within society. The assessment of any institution, including art institutions, becomes meaningful when it is addressed in connection with the following relations: the ideal situation that is targeted; the conflicting features of the activities undertaken; the relations of power and government; the conditions of existence; the obstacles and limitations faced; the external factors and internal characteristics; the legal infrastructure and legitimacy on which it is based; its patterns of formation, survival, transformation, differentiation and diversification; and its possibilities of systemization and standardization.

In this framework, if certain institutions do not exist within these institutional relations, it is not possible to consider that there is complete institutionalization. Just as a prior formation is envisaged for organizational relations, certain institutions must be established in advance for institutionalization to occur. Envisaging the scope of institutional relations requires taking a perspective concerning what both institutions and institutionalization are and ought to be. If the institutional character is an association of the relevant institutions, each institution arranges and implements its own institutional activities based on the other institutions to which it is related and the relations it enters into with them.


The existence of CA does not guarantee its institutionalization

The fact that a few large-scale activities concerning CA have been or are being carried out in Turkey does not necessarily mean that those activities have become institutionalized. In particular, established art activities developing under the control and leadership of a small number of institutions and maintaining their existence in this way does not indicate the presence of complete institutionalization. 

Not only the constituted agents (as individuals and institutions) of the artworld but also its related larger society reflect monopolized relations that are centralized in Istanbul and in few big art activities under the control of capital and private sector. Ecevit as an art professional and the daughter of a sculptor summarized this situation from inside the artworld as follows: 

There are many people in Ankara as well, but big brothers, media and other institutions are getting jobs and carrying them out in Istanbul. In my opinion, this job is totally about marketing and public relations. Artists exist as much as the media mentions them, the holdings mention them, and their works are exhibited in museums. Who determines what art is? What makes a work an artwork? What gives a person a name? It is being in that environment; that is, being clever, producing good work, working hard. (Ecevit)

Supporting Ecevit, Duran bluntly argued in relation to curators that “there is centralization in CA: There are as many monopolized artists as there are involved banks” and Müşfik extended the curators’ imposition as follows: 

It seems that rather than the content of the exhibitions and artists and their works, the overblown ego of the curator and the excessive-direction in the exhibitions damage the artworld. The curator imposes on the exhibition and outshines the artists. (Müşfik) 

Open to participation and collectively curated exhibitions seem to contribute significantly to IoA in Turkey as Seyyid defended this with reference to the Young Activity Exhibitions: 

In my opinion, curating is not related to the contextual success; it is about the style of making. Exhibitions should be open to participation. Starting in 1995, the Youth Activity Exhibitions lasted for four years. We are talking about a huge activity; there were nearly 300 young people in each activity. There had never been anything like this where anyone could be a curator, anyone could attend the exhibition. There was an over-attendance and we selected; it was collectively curated. (Seyyid) 

Centralization, resistance to innovation and change, bureaucratization, preserving and strengthening organizations possessing a monopolistic position are among the negative features of institutionalization; however, in its ideal form, they can be resisted and countered.

IoCA does not prevent the continued existence of modern art institutions nor does it require their extermination. In Tugay’s view, traditional modern art practice is a preference; one could stick to its mandates but it should not to be mixed and confused with works that dispose inclinations of CA. 

Academy is dependent on certain rules. In contrast to the mentor system, the rules of abstract art [implying CA] are also valid and operative. Continuation of workshop based mentoring system is a preference in academia. However, this is not what is happening today because it is unavoidably transformed and becomes nonsense. If you are to keep the tradition, you should ‘crush the paint’. (Tugay)
In other words, IoA is not limited to IoCA alone. The current modern art institutions are not essential artistic activities for IoCA.

The growth of CA activities in Turkey is essential with respect to the institutionalization of CA, but these activities do not necessarily mean that institutionalization has occurred. One reason for this is that art institutions are at risk of losing their influence during the process of institutionalization.

Considering that IoCA does not have a single form, shape, and ‘organization’ and taking them as public (social, collective) organizations, institutions that exist for people should not serve only some people and their individual goals and targets. One can consider the different goals of institutions as part of institutionalization for as long as they remain within the institutional character of art that constitutes the binding rules and regulations.

In the following section, the scope of IoA in general, and IoCA is presented under three broad headings: the characteristics of emergence and realization (continued existence) of CA; the stages of CA (its periods, stages and breaking points); and its meaning, conditions and specificities.

Almost in all of the interviews, it was a common acknowledgement that the 1990s reflect a marked fracture for the institutionalization of the artworld in Turkey. Koçan and Onur (2008) pinpointed some features and Voskan extended it with reference to IAA Istanbul Biennials and Istanbul Modern as: 

I think and perceive that the ‘90s are the years of producing an artist consciousness in real terms and a self-autonomy, and of carving out a world perception and its production gradually (Koçan and Onur 2008, p. 167).

It is necessary to wait for the beginning of the 2000s to be able to talk about institutionalization. CA is a phenomenon of the 1990s: apart from its classical, traditional art forms, what was constructed in the 1990s can be archived, documented, sold and stored, so the date of its outputs is the 2000s. The Fourth International Istanbul Biennial of 1995 is quite significant because Turkey was introduced to the Fluxus art movement, one of the most important contemporary art forms for the first time in 1995. In addition, one of the important impacts of institutionalization is the establishment of the branch of The International Association of Art (IAA) in Turkey in 1991. The Youth Activity Exhibitions have been held by the support of this Association. In the following years, e.g., in 2004, the opening of Istanbul Modern was significant in this breaking point. (Voskan)

Starting from the 1980s, Kadri explained, in detail, the significant fracturing points that have conceptual implications for the artworld specifically in relation to economy, class, and urban planning. 

There are several points in the breaking point of 1980: First is the 1980s during which luxury-associated with art was no longer considered shameful. Second is the 1990s, when certain themes became prominent with more politically engaged art being performed and becoming popular. The third period is marked by the government’s [JDP] investment in Istanbul becoming a world brand. Within the abundance of the activities of art, galleries and artists, new arguments and problems have appeared. JDP has not made a direct contribution to this formation, leaving room for other actors, e.g. IFCA. We can say that IFCA has been almost a policymaker of culture and art working as a subcontractor of the Ministry of Cultural Affairs and turning into a monopoly. This development has implicitly changed the roles of culture and art activities within urban economics and cultural industry. However, except from a very small number of institutions and galleries, artists have still been obliged to accept so many things for the sake of visibility because of their unsecured positions. Actually, if the mediators are disregarded, it is not possible to realize the economy of art without artists. Meanwhile, the middle class has somehow begun to be more interested in the issue of the current art. Large institutions have an important role in this. Five-six years ago, we were not able to witness nuclear families taking their children to a museum on Saturday. Now, we can see families coming from children activities of Istanbul Modern enjoying themselves in cafes in Karaköy. CA has walked into the lives of the middle class white-collar workers. In these circumstances, some opportunities have arisen; the number of the artists taking active part in the market has increased with its majority being young people. (Kadri) 

The history of the emergence of CA should be sought in the discovery of its underlying theoretical content, which goes beyond its historical narration. The seeds of CA were sown from the beginning of modern society founded on the idea of Enlightenment. From the beginning of modern art, CA was formed and developed based on an understanding of modernity. For this reason, one can find the source, roots and initial nuclei of CA in all criticisms directed at the idea of Enlightenment, the modernity approach and the modern concept of society, all of which constitute the foundations of modern art.

In this process, there are several interesting points that have important consequences for art. First, there was the multi-faceted and intensive criticism of the theoretical content (methodological, epistemological and ontological aspects) and the fundamental assumptions (rationality, essentialism, and universality) of the idea of modernity. However, modernity was not rejected on an extensive ground until the 1950s. Second, these criticisms led to schools of thought which may be called conservative and/or reformist (positivist and interpretive) to become differentiated within themselves and to the emergence of critical schools (Marxism and feminism). Third, starting from the 1890s, the criticism of the concept of modern art became the source for the development and differentiation of Fauvism, Expressionism, Futurism, Constructivism, Supremacism, Neo-plasticism, Dadaism, Surrealism and similar currents of art. The interesting common point of all three points is that regardless of their content and scope, they all remained as criticism and did not reach a dimension that categorically rejected the idea of modernity.

While these currents of art emerged as an accumulation of the criticisms directed at modern art between 1950 and 1980, each created a strong basis for the formation of CA. In other words, the criticisms directed at the idea of Enlightenment, the concept of modernity (science), modern social relations and modern art accumulated and resulted in the rejection of these approaches through CA formations (on the basis of postmodernity). It is interesting that the wide-ranging criticisms directed at capitalist society, although rejecting almost all assumptions and foundations of the modernity approach underlying them, failed to become a widely accepted social order and set of relations (such as socialist, Marxist, revolutionary, statist, nationalist, classless, free from exploitation and private ownership). This situation indicates an important breaking point in terms of social theory. Making sense of, interpreting and analysing current social life began to be addressed not in the context of the historical eras of society (feudal, capitalist, socialist) but based on two main paradigmatic approaches (modernity and postmodernity). Before the period when the postmodernity paradigm emerged and began to be widely accepted, all approaches used to be treated as different approaches within the paradigm of modernity in general. 

It should be noted that this ‘paradigmatic’ differentiation has very diverse features and has created important consequences for the conditions of emergence, formation and the continued existence of CA. Briefly, the rejection of modernity has invalidated the methodological, epistemological and ontological foundations of all its underlying assumptions and also its theory-based analysis and fundamental method of treatment based on dualities. Dualities led to the interpretation of the end of its analysis on the basis of the modernity approach being described as the end of theory, history, science, progress, structures, class, and similar others as Esanu (2014, p. 7) reveals: 

It [CA] has entered a critical and historical academic discourse through institutions engaged in the distribution of or even speculation about art. The loss of a sense of history or of historicity seems to remain on the surface of the ever-present contemporary, as if they were themselves entangled in a historical logic they tried to unravel. I would like to suggest that CA refers to specific conditions of artistic production that have flourished under the latest phase of global capitalism, a phase known in some areas as neoliberalism, in others as neo conservatism, corporatism, free market ideology, or laissez-faire economics. CA, insofar as it denotes a segment of artistic production maintained by a global network of art institutions, won hegemony over other, ‘undemocratic’ forms. 

The criticisms directed at modern art on the global plane since the late 1970s had a cumulative effect reflected in all aspects of art. In Turkey, a change started from efforts focused on modern art towards works and activities considered CA and it began to emerge as a breaking point in art. 

Excluding the state public activities, but including exhibitions and museums, it is a common belief that institutionalization based on the private sector dates back to the opening of private museums, and continued with the Istanbul Biennials, first held in 1987. This view is reflected in the responses from Dikmen and Biren as:

In my opinion, institutionalization of art started with the opening of museums. Institutions were encouraged by tax reduction from which they benefited in their investment in the field of art. Another reason for this investment is prestige and PR as it is abroad. (Dikmen)

With the fourth Biennial, Istanbul Biennials began to be institutionalized retaining their structural form. Artists were, for the first time, invited in real terms within the framework of a concept. For the first time, a curator outside Turkey, René Block, was invited. Awareness was raised and new places were introduced with a more independent structure. (Biren) 

The conceptual framework of Istanbul Biennial is different from other biennials. In contrast to classical modernism initially maintaining its dominance over others, Istanbul Biennial displays a more postmodern approach and focuses on CA. Yardımcı remarks that this, at the same time, means that the Biennial partially has turned its back on the local art history. References to modernism adventure and exhibition tradition of art in Turkey are not commonly encountered in Istanbul Biennial. The Biennial displays an art positioning itself according to the West yet without history. (Yardımcı 2005, cited in Can, 2011)    

The Biennials and Istanbul Modern are the sequential organizations of art events and exhibition spaces or museums of capital investments in art. In 2004, Eczacıbaşı Holding opened Istanbul Modern in order to establish a modern museum where it would exhibit its own collection. Among the private museums, Istanbul Modern has long been criticized for not fulfilling the universal museum standards and the censorship of Bubi’s work in 2011 accelerated the questioning of its status. Guillement critically questioned whether Istanbul Modern meets the standards of a museum in terms of soberness, accountability, supervision, consistency, protection, and responsibility. Although in Turkey, IoA was first acknowledge with Istanbul Modern, Litfij was also critical about the criteria of these institutions in terms of guidance and directing: 

What is important is not related to guidance, directing, dictation and manipulation, but what the artist performs. However, I think institutionalization of art first began with Istanbul Modern in Turkey. 

Guillement was highly critical in his assessment of the status of Istanbul Modern as an art institution Guillement:

There is not an institution here; it is only a skeleton. Let us see the necessary conditions of being a museum; does Istanbul Modern fulfil these conditions? I do not think so; neither in terms of operation nor in terms of content. Museum is only in its name. 

The 1970s appear to be the starting years of the efforts that began to flourish; for example, the ideas and debates observed in the focus of conceptual art and the works and activities implemented in connection with it. The artist İpek Aksüğür Duben pointed out that there was a group of artists, including her, doing analytical conceptual work. However, none situated their work into a conceptual framework. Akay substantiates this view as follows: 

The formal change in the 1980s was not grounded on a conceptual and theoretical dimension. Now the artists have started to acknowledge this, what they had done, and to think about it conceptually and theoretically. Let me say that this is initially due to the touch of social sciences on art. (Akay, 2008, p. 30).

After 2004, the efforts in this direction began to emerge clearly, although in a limited scope. I can argue that there was a delay in CA efforts in Turkey in comparison those efforts which we can assume started in the rest of the world in the 1960s and which became pronounced after the 1960s; however, they formed the beginning of a paradigmatic transformation. Although there are many reasons for this delay, the most important is that the artworld in the Republican era of Turkey with almost all its characteristics focused on modern art. Secondly, after 1980, Turkey moved away from the previous model of economic development towards the domestic market [from domestic and statist import-substitution economic policies] in the context of neoliberal transformation experiences, resulting in an increase of the possibilities of entering into a more intensive relationship with the rest of the world. Koçan and Onur (2008, p. 166 and 176)) summarises the main points of the period starting from the 1970s to the turn of the century as follows: 

When looking at the 1990s, it is enlightening to widen the field from the ‘80s or even going back to the ‘70s. The ‘80s are the years that increased the money in the market, liberalized the interests and resulted in a flow of residual money and footloose capital into art field because of the liberalization process. We see that galleries were opened and a market movement existed in that period. (The second) is the transformation of the model of university with the Higher Education Institution with liberalization coming to the fore with the military action. Since this radical formation in 1982 suggested some solutions, the universal system has moved away from an autonomous field with a directly interventionist governing structure. The New Trends exhibitions that I highly emphasized in the 1980s were unfortunately not able to reach the 1990s (p. 166). The liberalization process is a period in which the business space experimented with the model of an organic relationship with the world. Movements of internal money, bankruptcy of bankers and others, and return of the money. Gradual narrowing of investment areas is another problem now. However, with the expansion around the world due to the liberalization process, we can now talk about external quests instead of internal ones in Turkey. This situation has removed the obstacle to both the artist and business world being squeezed within national boundaries. We can say that a closed society structure had previously been forced on us and we have eventually come face to face with a perception of an external world gradually tearing down the membranes of introversion (p. 176).
Regardless of how they are addressed, the formation and development dynamics of CA should be regarded as an approach towards the changing characteristics of the social relations with which it is connected. At the same time, it should be emphasized that the approach of CA is also variable and relative, and not absolute.

In this context, the level of development of the art market enabling CA works to be bought and sold is important in creating a possibility for the emergence of CA. Taken in its broad context, CA does not mean that all art activities have become directly commercialized. Not every CA activity is an element of the market. However, all activities are indirectly related to the commercialization of art and this provides an environment for this market to develop. This is also applicable to the elements of the artworld in different ways. For this reason, the formation of art and IoCA display similar characteristics to IoA in general. In the case of Turkey, IoA has been more pronounced in terms of CA since the 1970s. This is mainly because both the state and the broad actors of civil society left this area to the activity and hegemony of capital and largely of big capital. Compared with similar countries across the world where CA has developed, capital being the only dominant actor of CA is not observed everywhere. It is possible to say that the case of Turkey is also applicable in a similar way in other developing and/or underdeveloped countries. I can argue that such a formation and development characteristic of CA in Turkey has considerable implications for the future of CA. From a different perspective, one reason why CA in Turkey has acquired a certain influence within a short period although its formation and development started much later than in the West is the monopolistic domination of capital. The power and status gained by big capital in Turkey’s effort, after 1980, to be more open and integrated into the global world within a neoliberal line of policies played a decisive role in terms of the formation and development of activities oriented towards CA. It could easily be argued that as local capital is integrated into the global capitalist relations, the art capital adopts more easily to the changes in the global domain of art. 

The assessments concerning the role and certain characteristics of the development of CA in Turkey and the specificities of institutionalization are centrally important. First, many people in the CA world consider that CA is forming but has not yet been established. In particular, concerning IoCA, many have commented that ‘CA does not exist, let alone being institutionalised’. Although rather harsh, it is necessary to take into account the implications of this general criticism.

Within this framework, many people hold the opinion that the activities implemented and works created in the name of CA have characteristics that I can largely refer to as popular. Another assessment is that CA in Turkey is quite far from its expected ‘ideal’ characteristics in terms of theoretical content, and intended effectiveness when compared with the position currently reached by CA across the world. In a similar vein, many stakeholders in the CA world express their opinions about the meaning of the activities and works carried out under the label of CA. The reason for and the source of the interest in CA is not clear. There are different meanings and acceptances in the response to the question of what CA is. The obscurity between modern art and CA continues even at the level of academy. In the interviews, Onat, as an academician, explained in detail this confusion regarding the conceptual understanding of modern art and CA. 

We are beginning to fill in the meaning of the concepts differently. Minds of all are confused. So many people supposed that they were performing modern art until the 1980s, but actually, they were performing CA. Formerly, it had been understood that modern art was equal to abstract art. They taught that modern art was the adventure of the paint. Ceramics even had no name. It was said that art was for art’s sake. Paradigm of modern art was the paradigm of abstract figure. The main problem of modern art was whether it should be figure or abstract. Down with figure, long live abstract! The opinion was that art should cut loose from all images of nature, freed from representation and metaphysics related to art. We perceived everything was carried out as if they were modern. The glasses we used did not show that. Our existence/being was continuously altered. Moreover, we have conceptual difficulty due to translation. (Onat)

If CA is not modern art, then, what is it? Since modern art, especially the trends of modern art and the different approaches of art are known, it can be surmised that an activity and/or work created in the name of CA does not belong to modern art. However, the answer to the question of what CA is still not being clear parallels the statement that ‘CA is not modern art but a criticism of it’. In other words, the criticisms of the currents formed in the process of differentiation in the history of modern art do not provide a clear answer to the question of what CA is.


Critical assessments concerning the specificities of CA in Turkey

These criticisms can be summarized under the following four headings; the relationship between CA and education/knowledge production, the relationship between CA and knowledge production and consumption, the accumulation of CA knowledge; and the state/public support.


Today, there is a generation performing its art with works that are easily understood through direct expression, ambiguous whether they have aesthetic concerns or not. The primary reason for this is the lack of a history of art-based education at universities; and the second is that there is no course on artwork analysis or it is not carried out well. (Tugay)

Even if there is some knowledge that CA is based on the criticism and/or rejection of modern art, this is limited and creates serious problems for the knowledge-based IoCA. It is possible to say that CA education has almost no influence whatsoever in the faculties of fine arts that have existed for a long time in most of the universities across Turkey. Considering that CA abroad has begun to be discussed in an extensive manner, academia in Turkey has a serious responsibility in this regard. There is no formation beyond the non-institutional, individual interest of a small number of academics in each faculty. In terms of professional competence, higher education institutions are not in a position comparable to the diversity of scope and content. 

In the West (in the example of Berlin Academy), it is said that these instructors should be up-to-dated. They put great strain to create a free and independent environment within the Academy. It is semi-dependent; that is, not dependent directly on academy; a self-governing mechanism constituted together with students. There is no such thing as a curriculum; they prepare the schedule fresh each year. There must be fields that are more independent. I do not subscribe to destroying the existing things. Okay, protect the existing. Nevertheless, provide the opportunity for independent fields to emerge as well. (Tugay)

When compared with the global level of the development of CA, although representing an important initiative, the departments of art management that have recently been established in Turkey, are not in a position to compensate for this inadequacy. As is openly declared, art management departments they are not integrated into the extensive scope of the artworld but serve as professionals specialized on management if not administration of art, mostly dictated by the mandates of capital.

I am not producing, but directing. We are called culture operators or directors. We are doing something in the circulation of production and in the organization of art; we are not producing art. (Zeid & Enver) 

Our task as art directors is to choose the art field, to make exhibitions, to make organizations, to form something in the field of art. (Dikmen)

At the level of specialization reached by universities internationally, the disciplines outside the departments of art that are capable of contributing to CA are in the field of social sciences; however, this contribution is not considerable. In addition to this problem at the level of higher education, state initiatives regarding CA have no determined and established approach to IoA.

Art initiatives, collectives, and groups attract the most attention in civil society, where the knowledge of CA considerably makes its presence felt. Among many, the exhibitions of the New Trends during the 1980s (the last one made in 1987) seems to be one of the featured: 

These are the exhibitions insistently carried out with the initiative of artists and held by means of the artists’ efforts, putting forth their own means even without any sponsorship, since 1984. (Karamustafa, 2008, p. 52).

These exhibitions also became instrumental in “the formation of an alternative practice and discourse in relation to contemporary art, other series of exhibitions organized by independent groups of artists helped to popularize new trends by creating lively arenas of discussion” (Antmen, 2010, p. 26). However limited and insufficient the institutional characteristics of their activities may be, the contributions they currently make and can undertake in future are important particularly with regard to the production of knowledge. Tugay indicated in the interview that not only the establishment but also the institutionalization of initiatives, primarily in local municipalities, had already been realized abroad few decades ago. 

The issue of initiatives began to be spoken 20 years ago, so did the formation of the unions of artists. When the concept of institutionalization came here, initiatives abroad had already become an institution, and institutes had been tied to municipalities. (Tugay)

For initiatives and other alternative domains of art activities, the most effective medium in the area of civil society is probably computer-based communication. This has a considerable potential now and in future especially in the production, consumption and dissemination of knowledge concerning art. Despite these features, small-sized art formations have a limited power to compete in the artworld since they lack the possibilities (economic and political) available to large-scale activities of art. This creates considerable obstacles preventing them from using their potential power, accessing the resources that should be offered to them and creating alternatives. During the interview, Kadri connected the partial dissolving of initiatives to the 2010 explosion of galleries and Ozansü argued that the lack of support marginalizes the chances of the survival of initiatives and resistance to their disappearance. 

Another field of art activity that has been turned upside down by the explosion of institutions and galleries in 2010 is the disappearance of the spaces occupied by these initiatives. Those spaces that exist try to survive through finance from the EU and other funds, or some others turned into galleries. (Kadri) 

Having a feeling of continuous failure in what is happening we also want to be institutionalized and be able to apply for EU funding. In order to receive funding you have to have an institutional structure [to prove your existence]. (Ozansü)

Referring to the 1990s, Çalıkoğlu underlines the significance of the development of civil art activities: 

In this article, Levent Çalıkoğlu remarks Hüsamettin Koçan’s encouraging the young and the recovery of civil society as this: “We may seem to be discussing the 1990s only over visual art culture now. However, ultimately, the 1990s is a transformation process of also Turkey. It is apparent that there had not existed so many civil formations as such in any other period in the history of Republic”. (Koçan and Onur, 2008, p. 180).

Not only focussing on initiatives but also taking into account the possible extensive scope of art activities that are at the civil domain, the withdrawal and/or recession of civil art in Çalıkoğlu’s view provided opportunities for ‘new’ art formations to emerge related to curatorship, gentrification and culture industry. 

However, “We see that some other forces began to come out in visual arts of Turkey when [this] civilness retreated. First, we see that there appeared a power of curator and other dynamics liaising with this in 8-10 years. Besides, it seems that surrounding gentrification policies or steps of our transformation towards a culture industry may be coming out due to the fading of the artists into background. (Koçan and Onur, 2008, p. 180).

In addition, in order to facilitate the growth of the knowledge and education needed by CA for it to develop in Turkey, there is a need for overseas educational opportunities. Currently, the number of people who the state supports to pursue CA education abroad is next to nil. Recently, those who receive art education abroad, mostly supported by well-off families, integrate their knowledge and experience in areas closely related to the commercial features of art, if not directly with the art market. 


Production and consumption of CA knowledge

The knowledge environment of the field of activity of CA is oriented towards consumption rather than production. In the small number of institutionalized and somewhat large scale fields of activity (e.g. biennials and festivals) of the private sector (big capital) located in the focus of CA activities, knowledge is consumed rather than produced. With the activities they implement, artists produce the knowledge of art but again they largely consume such knowledge. Since the broad segments of the society are very distant from the knowledge of CA, they consume CA to a limited extent. A person can produce and consume knowledge at the same time, but the fact that consumption is squeezed in a narrow area limits the positive contribution it could make to the production of knowledge.

In addition to the limited production of CA knowledge, it is possible to say that the effort to accumulate it also takes place at a limited level. It is not possible for a few individual efforts to satisfy the need for the accumulation of CA knowledge. Ozansü critically evaluated the lack of documentation in relation to IoA as: 

There are so many deeds intentionally made. You can find documents related to post-1990. It is difficult to find something about pre-coup d’etat. Then, we are talking about document, about institutionalization! It has a structure based on the maintenance of certain economic relations based upon exploitation; nobody cares about the artist. (Ozansü/Mustafa)


Without support, CA will ‘sink down’

There is extremely weak support from the state/public sector, including municipalities, for CA. In this area, the artist is alone and unsupported in h/her artistic activities. During the interview, Ozansü compared this lack of support with the contrasting situation of support of art coming from the state and/or inside of the art field, not from sources of capital per se, in almost all developed societies. 

When I compare [Turkey] with Sweden, there are modern museums and most of the districts have their own contemporary art centre. There are art centres in districts where immigrants live. Each offers an art residency once a year. Since Sweden is a well-established social welfare state, the public somehow supports these centres. There is not a bank or an institution behind this support. In comparison to Turkey, [in Sweden], there are more artists, and artists support each other in initiatives organized in workshops. Besides, there are smaller groups of three to five people, trying to create joint projects related to the region in which they are working. (Ozansü)

Although this is the case in almost all developed societies, some interviewees such as Biren openly supported the private sector under conditions in situations where there is no state support: “I want to hear an alternative to the criticisms that private sector support has been found problematic.” 

In the period of the Republic before 1980, it is observed that the state’s involvement in and contribution to formations generally and in respect of the artworld, and the ‘public’ ideas and policies in this context were strong and effective. Ahmed, in the interview, explained the reason why biennials, exhibitions and selection committees have turned towards the private sector. 

In the past,  any application made to the General Directorate of Fine Arts of the Ministry of Cultural Affairs; the ministry used to send someone there, s/he would always come back with the same things in the same forms; this was a problem. That is why it has begun to develop outside in different institutions. (Ahmed)

After 1980, the radical changes and the ‘erosion’ of public policies moved the artworld to a different position and paved the way for serious problems regarding IoA. Since this period, there has been little social involvement in and contribution to the artworld by the state/public policies. Although municipalities as a public institution have relatively extensive and major resources, the funds they allocate to the field of art in general are insufficient even for modern art, let alone CA. In parallel, the absence of clear and traditional public support policies for the field of CA considerably limits the contribution of municipalities to IoCA.

The policies supporting the artworld, excluding the civil domain which is sporadic and marginal, are realized either by the state/public or by the private sector/capital through direct involvement in activities of art or indirectly sponsoring through financing and/or providing facilitating opportunities. There is only one regular indirect support of the state, tax redemption, but its percentage in Turkey is relatively low compared to other countries as Ecevit pointed out in the interview:

The opportunity to redeem tax is 33 per cent in Turkey. This ratio is 100 per cent in Sao Paulo Biennial. This is why this Biennial has such a huge budget. If the state in Turkey decides to support art, it can increase the current ratio. I am not saying that they should directly support art. (Ecevit)

Although the private sector engaged in the field of art is indirectly supported through various means of involvement in the economy (e.g. privatization), a pseudo declaration of waving aside or grievances for relinquishing at the last minute were frequently made in the interviews: 

We are satisfied if the government does nothing for us. We would work better if it did not pay attention to us. On the contrary, it creates difficulties; changes the locations at the last minute, forbids alcohol and cigarette sponsorships. I do not want its support. If only it made no move. (Ecevit)

Those that promised support backed out. There is no legally binding support policy of municipalities. (Biren)

Although this is the case, in the interview, Duran argued that local governments, municipalities, can exchange their art activities with sister municipalities abroad since governments bilaterally support each other. Such an exchange is considered a means of reconciliation between the state and capital. 

The area of civil society outside the municipalities has an important potential for CA formations. However, the very limited means (especially financial) do not allow for the formation and development of CA in this area. Although the support in this area from the private sector, largely in the form of sponsorship that is in line with their own aims, constitutes an important resource, it is insufficient both for the general position of art and for the requirements of institutionalization. These situations force the artist to maintain herself/himself almost entirely through their own limited means in order to be able to realize her/his production activity. However, they can only carry on their artistic activities with whatever is left after providing for the essential needs. Therefore, artists need to sell their work to generate an income. These conditions leading to the commercialization of art have become a necessity for art in general and for artists in particular to maintain their existence. However, the art market is almost entirely within the sphere of control of capital, that of the private sector and big capital. In the valorisation of the field of art, artists are perhaps the weakest link although they are the producers of art. Among them, young artists seem to play an apparent role in IoA in Turkey.


Enthusiasm of young artists

One of the most prominent reasons why a larger number of young artists have become involved in CA formations, particularly in the last few decades, is considered to be due to the conservative, ossified, monotonous, and insipid characteristics of modern art activities that have maintained their existence at a certain level for many years. Artist Duben provides a reason for this in her following comment: 

The gender characteristic of the 1980s was the predomination of women artists. The second interesting sociological phenomenon is that young men started to take their place in art. (Duben 2008, cited in Akay, 2008, p. 30).

Another reason is the increase in the number of departments of fine arts in the newly opened universities and the presence of students interested in CA in those departments. In contrast to the characteristics of modern art that have become ordinary, the diverse content and scope of CA attract young artists. A further important reason is the enlargement and intensification of the contacts established across the globe.


Local interest and dynamism in Istanbul

Developments on the local level have intensified mainly on the metropolis of Istanbul. Similar tendencies of CA formation exist in several other big cities. In this respect, the contributions from universities recently established in almost every province in Turkey have yet to be realised; however, in particular the new departments of fine arts constitute an important potential. Thus, CA can develop in other cities outside the type of formation and development it has displayed in Istanbul where the field of art has been left almost entirely to the private sector. In Istanbul, the development of the contemporary artworld is largely under the control of market dynamics, and its centralization and monopolization in Istanbul. Özsoy provides an institutional critique of those recently established institutions of art in Istanbul: 
If we are to consider the booming of art institutions in Istanbul within the context of exhibition, we see that many of the museums, art institutions, and commercial galleries and artists’ initiatives have emerged within the last few years. Of course, Platform Garanti, artist initiatives such as the Apartment Project or the Oda Project, Galerist, and Gallery Nev can be dated further back. However, we could say that the opening of Istanbul Modern in 2004 accelerated this process. Large scale museums such as santralistanbul, Sabancı Museum; artists’ initiatives such as BAS, PİST; and commercial galleries such as Rodeo, Outlet, Pi Artworks, Daire Sanat and Non or Rampa and X-Ist outside the Istiklal-Tophane axis were established. Finally, last year, ARTER joined this flurry. We know that all of these institutions have been founded by private enterprises and there is no state support in this field. While some of these existent institutions focus on exhibiting international blockbuster exhibitions or collections, we see that very few have critical and thought-provoking programs focusing on a specific issue, or supporting experimental production. (Kazma, 2011, p. 47).

It may be conjectured that CA developing in Istanbul under the control and hegemony of centralized and monopolized big capital will not display a similar line of development in other provinces (regions) of Turkey and this is not a fundamental preference of the currently dominant actors of the artworld. It can be predicted that in other provinces and cities, the relations established by the state/public sector, municipalities, other organizations of civil society, universities, local capital, initiatives (collectives, groups) and even individuals to form, develop and even institutionalize CA will be removed from the control and decisive effects of the CA world in Istanbul. If this is the case, then these actors will be able to make significant contributions, albeit in different ways and at different levels, to the contemporary artworld. In this regard, Halil Altındere, a prominent artist, was often mentioned in the interviews. 

Halil Altındere established his own autonomy, his own institution. This extends the monopolized centre of Istanbul and promotes other domains in the field of art. (Seyyid)

In line with such an encouraging situation, it could also be possible for these local dynamics to establish relations with global art environments. Akay interprets the potential of local dynamics of art in societies such as Turkey based on a generational comparison in terms of the expectations of the global artworld as follows: 

In the 1990s, artists started to put forward their singularities displaying no differences between generations. They became neither universal nor local. Political issues constituted their singularities. However, the paradigm of singularity is not the dominant paradigm since the western world does not expect this from Turkey or the Third World. It expects them to think more of their localities and show their local political problems in an ironic and informative manner. Within this scope, artists from Turkey have found a place in the exhibitions held in the West yet was not able to go beyond that. An artist in Turkey is not expected to consider an international problem (Akay, 2008, p. 41). A serious problem of today is that an artist from Turkey is expected to look at the paradigm of Kurd, Islam, Anti-western, nationality and westernization. Singularities today are not able to find themselves a place among international exhibitions (p. 42). This expectation is in harmony with the paradigm of Kemal Tahir. Archives were opened and Ottoman Turkish was learnt with the opinion of putting forward our own differences. Today, this paradigm confines us to the international arena and transforms us towards nationality. The viewpoint of painting instructors in academia has turned back to the peasant, overlooking the labourer. This outlook overwhelmingly concurs with the outlook of the West over here (p. 43).

The common point of these predictions is that the development of CA in the case of Turkey may become possible through various alternative formations on the local arena rather than adopting only the singular approach of centralized relations that exist in Istanbul.


Artworld demands more and qualified professionals

For IoA in general and IoCA in particular, one expects the professional cadres of art institutions to have certain characteristics. The professionalization of art (the artworld) as a social institution and of organizations connected with art has a central importance for the sustainability of these organizations. The professionalization of organizations in their fields of organizational activity depends on their having professional cadres and the level of higher education and professional training that those cadres have received. The desired professionalization can be achieved by supporting the higher education previously received with internal training programs together with experience and accumulation of knowledge. 

The attributes expected of professional cadres are mostly interpreted in terms of status, character or high standards being reliable, discrete, fair, impartial and unbiased conduct; awareness and consciousness of skill and knowledge; and responsibility and commitment. 

Due to the various higher education problems in Turkey, there are considerable difficulties in achieving this professionalization in organizations. For example, the limited availability of specialized cadres to meet diverse and complex organizational needs result in employees taking on responsibilities outside their own areas of specialization. This creates a serious bottleneck in the institutionalization of diversified organizational art activities and relations. In the interview, Dikmen narrated her experience and some of the features of the professionalization of Akbank Art Centre (supporting the development of CA in Turkey) as follows: 

When it was first founded, nobody told me what I should do. Since I had an art management past, I was also in charge of arranging the exhibitions organized by Akbank Art. I was not only responsible for art workshops, but we also began to organize exhibitions and festivals together. I began to manage the PR of the centre, as well. Initially having one responsibility, I started to take the responsibility of five people. After I quitted the job, four people were hired to take my place. (Dikmen)

As another example, in a museum, a university graduate from the Department of Information and Document Archiving can be asked to act as a museum director in addition to his/her main responsibility.

In Turkey, the professional cadres who are capable of responding to the diverse organizational needs that already exist or may come into existence are insufficient in terms of not only quantity but also quality when compared with similar organizations on a global basis. 


Scale of art activities: Large dominates but small is indispensable

In the case of Turkey, the size of art activities and of the organizational structures of art institutions is an important criterion with regard to the institutionalization of the artworld. In this context, the small-large distinction should not be thought of as a minor point of comparison. A large activity does not guarantee the increased ‘quality’; neither is the opposite always valid. In the case of Turkey, it is possible that the scale of art activities has a tendency to grow bigger. From the point of institutionalization, relating the quality of art activities to a development that depends on the size of scale is not a valid and healthy evaluation since a scale that stretches the limits is not possible. On the other hand, small-scale art activity has more positive characteristics than the larger ones (such in terms of having equal and a high level of participation, not being hierarchical, centralized or monopolized, and being democratic.) At the same time, although the increased scale and volume of art institutions provide advantages in several respects (e.g. in specialization), this can also lead to many problems (decreasing efficiency, bureaucratization and others). Tugay provided one such problem (finding an addressee): the difficulty of changing the highly institutionalized systems and structures. 

For different reasons, not only in Turkey but also in Europe, you can hardly find a respondent; the system is settled. Upon your inquiry, the concerned person [staff] says ‘okay; you are right but there is nothing we can do, this is the system’! You can, in no way, find a respondent. (Tugay)
Due to the fact that art institutions of the private sector under the control of capital resemble an organization like a corporation, in economic terms, they ‘exploit’ the labour of the artist, mainly through the commercialization of the work of art. In addition, an extensive group of art workers, especially the labour of young and candidate artists, are unproportionally appropriated in almost all activities of arts as a feature of institutionalization.

The moral dimension of institutionalization is quite problematic; almost all companies are somehow based upon the labour exploitation of their employees. Not only the employees but also the artist is devastatingly exploited. Whatever the company does to its employees, so does it to the artist. There is a moral dimension to institutionalization. (Ozansü).

A significant size of the artists interviewed expressed their discomfort concerning the constraining conditions of participating in the prevailing disadvantageous and negative pressures generated in the artworld. 

You sustain the existing system you are disturbed by. When you criticize an institutionalisation that has rooted, you become an obstructer to improvement. Locating its cashpoint at the entrance of an art centre it [bank] opens is the moment that capital declares its unrestrained power . (Sebuh Manas/Ozansü Group)



Artworld: Art as an institution is different from other social institutions

If the artist, as an individual, is specific and/or different from other individuals, one has to focus also on differences between; (a) consumer of art and other consumers, (b) the production of art and other production organizations, (c) the works of art and other commodities, (d) the value of the work of art and the value of other commodities, (e) the art market and other markets, creativity and aesthetics in art and the creativity and aesthetics in other areas, (f) the knowledge of art and other sets of knowledge, (g) the artworld and other social institutions, (h) currents of art and other social thoughts and currents, and (i) the technology of art and other technologies. The theoretical and discursive responses concerning the reasons for such differences create an important basis on which to discuss the institutionalization of art.


If not supported, art cannot survive

It is a well-accepted view that the artworld however established it is or whatever the conditions are needs diversified support from formal (public and private) and informal (personal and individual) sources to survive. Although it is essential, one is aware that CA cannot only be carried out by sponsorship. In the interviews, the views on the various features of support policies were diversified. 

The world of art constitutes social relations that encompass many features of the survival and maintenance of art as agents of individuals and institutions. The scope of support policies of art, in one sense, is unlimited; the artworld needs support in terms of all its features. Although this is the case, technical support and the need for residency seem to have priority as Kadri pointed out in the interview: 

One of the serious problems is that there is no support for residency and there are no institutions providing technical support. Almost all artists are forced to find technical support through personal means. (Kadri) 

Being multiple and long-term are two noticeable features of sponsorship. While Ecevit emphasized the latter, Seyyid justified the former for independence. 

The reason for making a 10-year-sponsorship contract is that it means ‘we support art and want it to be sustainable.’ A biennial cannot be organized with annual sponsorships. Long-term sponsorships are a sign of the belief in the work done. If Koç were to withdraw now, nobody waits on the line. This shows the monopoly position of Koç and IFCA. (Ecevit)

A single sponsor should not carry out the action of art; it should also be well supported but not only by the government. When the diversity of support is abounded, art also remains independent. (Seyyid). 

Excluding the private holding companies that are involved directly and/or indirectly in the world of art, those companies in the private sector utilize priorities not directly compatible with arts and do not allocate extensive budgets for sponsoring.

Sponsorship budgets of companies are very small [limited]; if you are bad, it is even smaller [nearly one per cent]. Culture and art are really like social responsibility in Turkey. It is not the same in Europe; culture and art are something they have within themselves. (Ecevit)

In terms of its relational and multiple impacts, sponsorship is not a single-tract support and both parties utilize each other’s domain of interest and power of influence. Sponsorship is reciprocal as Ecevit briefly explained based on her experience in IFCA: 

They nurture each other. For example, when Vodafone is the sponsor, it introduces an activity of art among its channels and can reach so many place that we would not be able to. This is both for improving visibility and for conducting PR. Besides, it has a reflection in the fields of media that we do not know; for instance, financial press. People do not look at logo visibility anymore. ‘What can I produce out of this, how can I turn it into a communication campaign, what do I say to people throughout the year? They want to present something to their existing and potential customers. (Ecevit) 


In the interview, Seyyid referred to this extensive scope of the reciprocal impact of sponsorship in conceptual terms as ‘immaterial value’ and considered it as a way of commercializing a company’s sustainability through collaboration with the broad accumulation of societal experience and knowledge of artists and their organizations. Sponsorship widens the diverse interactions of relational networks between institutions.

Immaterial value takes place in the social domain. When I recommend someone to you, I create a complimentary value for you. This is huge work in the field of art; buying the work of an artist, showing it somewhere, making news about it, and others. As a result, it is a complimentary relationship between the individuals. However, companies can easily manipulate this. That is, if they know how and to what extent the artist can be used, they can close a better deal. (Seyyid)

Ecevit, who works in IFCA and is responsible for sponsorships, pointed out that sponsorship demands so much creativity and experience that institutions from abroad, from England and Netherland consult them. 

There are many international activities in Istanbul Biennial; sponsors have the chance to contact museum directors and all others. Media shares its channels with you in return for sponsorship and you may have a better advertisement vision than a bank; IFCA is in top five. Thanks to this, it is as visible as İş Bank on the media. The journalist is also glad, because s/he has found a topic about culture and art. Sponsors want to get credit over the social media because two things are necessary in order to have more ‘likes’, tweets and followers in the new marketing world. (Ecevit)

Although this is the case, Ecevit bluntly pointed out the limits and the delimiting power of sponsorship in a circular way:

If a work seems to make no money, it is not adopted. When we could not find the money, we said things like, ‘well, let’s not do it then’. If there is money then there is art, if there is art, then there is money. 

One should notice that the influence of sponsorship varies in terms of different institutions being involved for different reasons; e.g. gaining control and exercising authority over the artworld. 

It is necessary to use the backbone [basic] relations in sponsorship without transforming them into potential control mechanisms; it is necessary not to decline them totally. (Arslanyan)

In the process of transition from modern art to CA, the concepts of the work of art and the activity of art have become differentiated and changed. While the individual artist’s area of production is largely limited to one’s personal and/or institutional workshop, the area of production of CA encompasses several directions and extends across almost all of society. The exhibition of the work of art is a part of the activity of art, but the activity of art is not limited to the exhibition of the work of art. It can be argued that while modern art is squeezed (reduced) into exhibiting the works of art (such as seeing, viewing, hearing, and reading), CA spreads itself to every area of occupation in society and to almost every dimension of it (written, sound, intellectual, visual and verbal). Despite the important contribution made to this process of change by technological innovations in general and by the computer medium in particular, the availability of wider possibilities to exhibit works of art should not be reduced to this technology. All these new possibilities should be addressed and interpreted in connection with the paradigmatic changing characteristics of technological changes.

While modern art covers mainly the stages of production, exhibition and viewing, CA has extended to an area covering almost all aspects of life. One of the most important indicators of this extension to a wide area of society is the commercialization of art. Throughout history, different sections of society have accepted works of art as valuable objects. 

The artworld of Turkey continued to exist on a limited line of development under the hegemony of modern art until the early 2000s. A small number of examples of CA could be seen in certain periods in the history of the Republic; it is possible to observe the earliest traces of certain efforts from the mid-1970s; for example, The Definition of Art Group (Sanat Tanımı Topluluğu) established to problematize conceptual art. Such efforts multiplied by the end of the 1990s reaching a certain intensity starting in the early 2000s. It appears that there were important developments promoting this tendency, some of which can be listed as follows: (1) there has been a considerable increase in the number of artists interested in CA (in national and/or international institutions and/or environments, with formal and/or informal training). (2) A considerable but fluctuating increase has been observed in the activities on the wide spectrum of CA in civil society, particularly within artist initiatives, collectives, groups, communities and similar organizations. (3) There is a growing tendency to integrate CA activities into those in the international arena. (4) The volume of the CA market has expanded. (5) The CA activities have engaged in greater relations with urban dynamics. (6) CA activities have started to be carried out as part of the culture and art activities of metropolitan municipalities, though only to a limited extent. (7) The medium of the internet has begun to be used with very different content and scope for CA activities. (8) The number of individuals and institutions in the artworld (curators, managers, auctioneers, consultants/critics, collectors etc.) who are interested in CA has increased. (9) There has been an increase in the CA activities (such as exhibitions, festivals, fairs, and biennials) in terms of both volume and number. (10) The number of CA institutions in the private sector, municipalities and civil society has increased. (11) Despite being limited in number, art activities of an international status, particularly in the private sector, (Istanbul Biennials, Contemporary Istanbul, and Istanbul Modern) have proven themselves in many respects and have managed to maintain their existence and sustainability. (12) The range of art works accepted as CA has considerably expanded.

The acceptance that life is art and that almost everything that belongs to life can be a subject and material of art has apparently provided CA with a potential to enlarge its boundaries. However, art activities conducted without answering the question ‘what is life?’ radically reduces the domain of activity and relevance of CA. To discuss the social character of CA, it is necessary to establish the connection between the questioning of what life is and what CA is. It should be remembered that efforts that fail to establish this connection would be in a controversial position in terms of CA. While the subject of CA is open to every area of social relations, the controversial position of the questioning of what life is both in the modernity and postmodernity approaches considerably limit the area of CA. This situation will become a fundamental area of discussion with regard to the future of CA. Regardless of the extent to which CA finds its meaning, as long as there is questioning of ‘what life is’, what CA is will continue to be discussed and CA works will have periodically different values in the scope of such discussion. In this respect, the commercialization of CA has fragile characteristics. As long as there exist a discussion of what CA is, there always remain possibilities of change in the values of works, especially in whether they gain or lose market value. No matter how much the actors and forces dominating the market try to prevent and control this situation, it is not possible for CA works to maintain their market values because what society is will always be a subject of discussion in theoretical terms. Although market values can be changed through manipulation, since ‘what is life’ is a question in which a definite answer cannot be obtained in relation to CA, it should be remembered that the market values of works are at risk, regardless of how and under what conditions they gain value. No work of CA is capable of maintaining the market value it has achieved. Since the question of what life and CA is remains unresolved, this discussion will never end; therefore, CA is in a position that is not comparable in terms of any of its characteristics with the structure of modern art, which is based on its clear-cut assumptions and characteristics. There are no criteria to apply to CA and the value of CA works is highly volatile, unstable and controversial as Can interprets:

Nominal valuation of works of art is quite a complicated process. Branding brings along a serious marketing activity. As much as the name of the artist, the brand value of the curator, the name of the gallerist, collector, and trader are also becoming a part of the sale of artwork in this process. According to Thompson, major traders and branded auction houses primarily and museum curators, and limited art critics partially are influential on the determination of the value of art work. (Can, 2011)

The most prominent goal of capital and the primary area of interest on which it is focused need to be determined. The questions that arise are: Is the primary goal of capital to make a profit or to obtain status? Alternatively, is it both? Furthermore, it can be said that capital cannot obtain status if it cannot make a profit; thus, is the goal of capital art or culture. Capital gives priority to art, but since art finds meaning in the scope of culture, such a priority is short-term and therefore, its permanent characteristics are not strong. The question of whether the priority of capital is modern art or CA has a central importance for the subject of this thesis. In many respects, it is not possible for capital to focus on modern art, nor is it meaningful from the point of view of capital. In the conditions of Turkey, capital can no longer commercialize modern art neither at the national level nor, especially, on the global level and bring it to a position where a profit can be made, which is the main goal of capital. Today, profitable investments for capital are those made in the field of CA. As long as CA remains a profitable field on the global plane, capital in Turkey will seek the opportunity to make a profit from all types of investment in this field. However, art capital in Turkey is not in the position to compete on a global scale. The CA world in Turkey can establish relations with the global CA market only as long as it is able to offer the global CA world art works that are cheap in monetary terms. Considering the financial volume of the CA market, capital in Turkey cannot be an active and powerful partner in its hegemonic structure. The CA market in Turkey is a secondary supply market offering art works that are cheap but not in terms of the quality of the work. 

Within the idea of CA, the concept of ‘new’ does not have much meaning since there is no such a concept as old from the point of CA. In the CA approach, something waiting to be discovered does not have much of a meaning. If life is art, one can accept that nothing that is experienced has an end. As long as there is birth and as long as life continues, death is not meaningful. Life is current and the art of life is today. Generally, in relation to this concept of CA, the fact that elements of life become a subject and object of art without priority has extended the area of the artist and of art activities to encompass almost all of the entire possible area of society and social relations. This situation has created a nearly unlimited working area that is incomparable with the space that modern art occupies. However, as previously stated, it is important to emphasise that the meaning, interpretation, analysis and explanations that the work and/or activity can offer from the point of CA will be insufficient unless it is related to the answer to the question, ‘life is art but what is life?’ In this connection, a controversial position is created by the relations that the action of art establishes towards the distinctions of what is material and immaterial, what is visible and invisible, what is heard and not heard, what is said and not said, and what is written and not written concerning whether CA will continue to exist.

In this context, the expectation of the artist from her/his art activities probably depends on the relations established by both the artist and the work of art with the artworld. The relationship between art and the relationship established by the artist with the art market and his expectations from this market is a situation that remains to be interpreted.  Above all, the artist expects her/his work to gain a social value and does not accept this value being reduced solely to market value. However, one of the important outcomes of the domination established by the art market over the artworld is that art and the artworld are increasingly equated with the dynamics and characteristics of the art market. Of course, the artist expects and wants her/his work to be sold, but s/he cannot accept her/his future expectations to be marginalized. The artist thinks of, considers important and gives priority to social status, social benefit and other similar returns together with the material return on her/his work. Tolon (2011, p. 143) depicts this as, “a ‘loss’ of control, loss of ownership, loss of intention, loss of true value, loss of interpretation, loss of voice, etc.”


 Technological changes robusted arts

The consumption of technological products and especially the use of the internet (computer) related to art and the artworld has increased. Media in general and social media in particular are increasingly used by capital for to advertise arts. Karamustafa (2008, p. 54) argues:

as a result of the centre-periphery struggle, a new life has started for the artist and there have been magnificent changes since the early 1990s: electronic medium has improved and a field that we can easily communicate has been created. 

Despite the media being centralized and based on capital-government alliances and the tendency to carry out public responsibilities and duties with undemocratic practices, information and communication technologies offer very important opportunities in terms of both diversity and the scope of the realization of the activities and works of artists. According to Ecevit, companies are giving more importance to communication campaigns than visibility. Apart from their product, they present their potential customers with side codes, statuses of that product. It is as if when someone wears a famous brand, e.g. Levis, they improve their social status in relation to CA. There is a tendency to shift from visual towards communication, not only specific to arts, but in general. Technological changes that emerged as communication soon turned into visual narrations. Now it can be said that communication has once again gained importance. 


Over-exaggerated contribution: Individuals

In the case of Turkey, only a small number of individuals and institutions play an ongoing influential role beyond the normal formations in IoCA. I can summarise these as follows:

(1) Public institutions do not generally play an influential role in the formation and development of CA.

(2) In the wide spectrum of the area of civil society, a very small number of institutions established and operating in the status of an association have limited influence. However, the activities carried out especially in recent years by the increasing number of initiatives in this area (without fully having the conventional and classic organizational characteristics) have important dynamic qualities in terms of both the present and future of IoCA. Baykal (2010, p. 46) substantiates this as follows:

Institutionalisation initiatives of the private sector in Istanbul over the last decade should be juxtaposed with artists’ initiatives, collectives and artist-run spaces that have emerged during the same period. With working methods that allow sharing and joint production, these contribute to the emergence of different artistic practices. Due to their mobile organizational structures, and their ability to practice art outside conventional spaces, they can establish direct communication with the city and different social groups. 

In the interview, Dag indicated that initiatives are mostly produced on an individual basis, and not being collective, they do not sustain for a long time. Guillement made a similar comment. Onat did not reject the institutional character of initiatives, but was highly critical of their deficiencies: 

Initiatives are amphibious groups: They need to have an address, a common telephone, a centre, an official building, employees, a corporate identity and others in order to be institutionalized. (Onat) 

These initiatives largely use the possibilities of the internet to promote their activities. Although they are not strong in terms of continuity and sustainability, their efforts facilitate an important experience from the point of institutionalization. 

(3) A few large-scale art formations operating largely under the control and hegemony of capital in the area of the private sector (Istanbul biennials, Contemporary Istanbul, Istanbul Modern) are very influential on the formation and development of CA in terms of both their continuity and their sustainability. 

Focussing on the first two Istanbul Biennials, Madra (2003, p. 70) accentuates its global significance. 

Activities of the biennial have begun to get some international communication opportunities that have been expected for a long time. This is not different from an industrial enterprise: one will produce a consumer product, the other will produce artwork and culture; and they will be marketed to the world.

Positive contributions of these big art organizations seem to be straightforward but their criticisms are widely dispersed and deeply articulated as sporadically mentioned in several sections of this thesis. Rupen Manas (Ozansü Group)  stated that the relationship of art institutions with capital enhances the power of the latter rather than the former. Supporting this view, Boyar critically argued the centralized and autocratic character of art institutions as the extensions of corporations, global companies and financial institutions.

The fields in which contemporary art is organized, the system of curating, biennials and others are considerably central and autocratic. One cannot even say hierarchical. On one hand, there are world-famous artists, on the other, a curator who will select them. Biennial is an organization open to all world artists; the curator is representing corporations; that is, s/he is representing the institutions organizing the biennial but particularly the CEOs of corporations or state bureaucrats. Therefore, it is really highly autocratic at every point. The most important things in the institutionalization of contemporary art are, in my opinion, vectors as corporations, global companies and financial institutions. (Boyar)

Although arguing in a similar line of reasoning, Madra (2003, p. 39) provides a different perspective for the nature of the selection system used in arts. That is: 
selection of artist and artwork takes place with eliminations and predilections that have extremely cruel rules, based on the decisions of the best. This may be an inconceivable task in countries like Turkey that exhibition activities are continuously carried out by the government and outdated institutions. These selections had previously begun through galleries, and then shifted to art consultants and later to ‘exhibition producers’ monopolized it. This may be a little bit difficult but artists and circles interested in art will have to get accustomed to it. Although art is a democratic social institution, talking about a ‘democratic selection in art’ is a conceptual mistake and a conservative distortion. 

(4) In connection with institutions, up to one or two dozen individuals have had a very strong influence on the foundation and development of the institutions with which they have established relations. For a long time, these individuals maintained their managerial positions in hierarchy and exerted a decisive influence in the making of important decisions. The idea of relating IoA with the individual agency is supported by interviewee Voskan in his interview and Zeytinoğlu in his book (2008) focused on the power of individual towards changing the sustaining/prevailing mentality.

While we still feel the pain of the institutionalization of art in Turkey, when we mention SALT [centre of CA], we talk about Vasıf Kortun [curator]; we discuss Istanbul Modern as a museum but we associate it with Levent Çalıkoğlu. Institutionalization in Turkey has not been improved in Turkey, yet. We are still referring to them with people’s names. (Voskan)

Ali Akay coming to Turkey, Vasıf Kortun’s organization of the Third İstanbul Biennial, by transforming it into a global art activity with an artist-oriented focus and his writings and exhibitions of ‘Recollection I and II’ were quite important for the artworld of the 1990s. That is, prominent men have considerably influenced the artworld of 1990s. These people created breaking points or made differences in mentality.(Zeytinoğlu 2008, p. 162).

Although individual influence is widely acknowledged in the art circles, interpretations in the interviews provided diversified reasons and criticisms. Voskan and Tugay evaluated individual influence within the emerging intellectual milieu of postmodern discourse shared by a group of scholars and artists. 

I think that Vasıf Kortun has also been considerably effective in this period. However, this is not a situation in which a concept is introduced and supported. Postmodern discourse has already begun to take its place in rhetoric with the help of so many people such as Vasıf Kortun, Beral Madra, Levent Çalıkoğlu, Erden Kosova, Süreyya Evren, and Ali Akay. (Voskan)

Ali Akay came from abroad into a prepared and mature habitat of CA and its related concepts were directly transferred from the global debates in the 1990s. What is important is their reflections and manifestation in Turkey. (Tugay)

Zeytinoğlu interprets the reasons for and the sustainability of such an influence and its future on the artworld of the 1990s.
Now, what is ironic is that some of our heroes are singularly working like an institution. My interpretation about why this is not going on or what has been broken is: it is meaningful for a person to be enthusiastic at a certain period with its historical context. However, does this evolution and/transformation happen only with the transformation of that person? If not, then is it due to conditions that create different formations with the people that have grown up with that thought and that discourse? If it is not handed down through the generations, via language or in other ways, then it is not possible that these persons will absolutely do this. (Zeytinoğlu, 2008, p. 163).

An important feature of the individuals who form this group is that almost all received formal education concerning art in general and CA in particular, mostly abroad.

(5) The participation of certain artists in respectable and influential global CA environments through their works and activities can offer important experience and contributions to IoCA. Akay endorses this:

A kind of visibility of the artists performing in Turkey came up in international arena. Within a process through 1995-2005, 15-20 names started to hold exhibitions around the world and their clients had been mostly from abroad. (Akay, 2008, p. 24).

At the same time, the presence of a large number of people in short or long-term international art environments has the potential to play an influential role in terms of IoCA. Furthermore, artists who continue their art career abroad can provide important contributions and experiences to the formation and development of CA in Turkey. On a personal level, there is an impression that there will be increasingly greater participation in the global art environment in particular and that those relations have the potential to become stronger. 

Among these institutions, the IFCA contribute in several important ways to IoCA at the domestic and global level. In Madra’s view (2003, p. 70), IFCA has a contradictory specific position that she discusses in terms of a ‘sealed immunity’: 

Istanbul has entered the process of becoming an international culture centre. The focal point of this process is Istanbul Festival and International Istanbul Biennials. These activities have gained great prestige and privilege in time because IFCA has ensured the continuity of the aim of introducing contemporary culture identity of Turkey at an international level and provided the internalization of these activities by central and local institutions and the sponsorship system. IFCA’s ‘sealed immunity’ is in conflict with arts nurtured by free and independent production and criticism. The system must sustain its development totally independent of private and official institutions supporting, nurturing, and serving it. These institutions not only need to have the power to transform the fate and development of this art system but also have to adapt their aims, objectives and profits for the development of this system. With a realistic eye, it is necessary to say that Istanbul has not yet been an international capital of culture. It has not contributed to the contemporary culture of the world with a creative and critical step forward. It has taken only the first steps and been in the position of a ‘recipient’ since the beginning of the century. The second step for Istanbul is to be an international art and culture centre and a ‘transmitter’. To be a part of the international art and culture in real terms is a distant dream at present. 

Some of the important contributions of IFCA  can be listed as; (1) doing what the government fails to do; (2) engaging in an effort to transform the art infrastructure; (3) attaching importance to the issue of raising awareness; (4) making efforts to increase public wealth by contributing to the publicity of new spaces; (5) undertaking advocacy initiatives for the transparency of public mechanisms; (6) contributing to the efforts of formulating cultural policies together with the Ministry of Culture. Biren argued in favour of the important contribution of Istanbul Biennials and detailed their featuring activities as a person from inside as follows: 

Biennials have really played an important role in terms of institutionalization since 1987. There appears to be some institutions supported by the private sector since the beginning of the 2000s. Generally, we are advocating increasing public funding to be canalized into culture and artworld and the transparency of the mechanisms as a foundation. We have carried out various studies. Various negotiations are being made with the Ministry of Cultural Affairs. A report on public sphere and art has been published. A research has been made on the economic efficiency of culture and art institutions and we are conducting another research on the contribution of public and private sector to 10-15 biennials around the world. There is a huge gap in terms of financial capacity and a significant difference between them. (Biren) 

Ecevit, again from inside of the foundation, referring to the organizational capacity and its scope of activities, placed IFCA in a special position in the local international network of arts. 

There is no other example than IFCA! I do not know any other place that organizes five festivals and two biennials. It is mad work. This foundation is like a monopoly but it is a bit more than that, being unprecedented in the world. It has many professional fields, covers all the art disciplines, and continues to grow. Actually, all kind of relations exist in IFCA. IFCA is a place in which you are forced to be in contact with everyone and with every activity and task. You thus have an enormous circle. (Ecevit) 

In the interview, Guillement provided an interesting and exemplary comparison about the significance of Istanbul biennials. 

The existence of periodicals such as Birikim [Accumulation in English], Defter [Notebook in English] was an enormous thing in the 1980s. It was culture and politics; it was everything for us. When thinking as such, biennials have become more important. My mother took me to the first Istanbul Biennial; it was like a spacecraft. 

Again from inside of the foundation, Biren, Zeid and Enver stated that the organizational structure does not have a bold and deep hierarchy in terms of sharing of responsibilities and decisions, at least compared with other similar organizational bodies. 

It is possible to talk about a more horizontal organization scheme for the foundation. Most of the decisions are not hierarchically taken. This is a characteristic that a culture and art institution should have. The structure of Biennial is a little bit different in terms of flexibility. In festivals, for example, most of the things are clearly determined in a different way; there is no thematically binding situation as in the case of biennials. (Biren)

We constituted a consulting committee so that it could be a little bit more institutional. (Zeid and Enver)


IFCA: limited social responsibility

In discussing the general scope of responsibility of the foundation, Biren pinpointed an interesting and important future tendency towards the role IFCA plays in the artworld. 

Of course, the foundation has a responsibility towards all Istanbul, local and international CA. What I mean by saying there is no responsibility is that we do not have a responsibility towards the priorities of funding foundations. However, we can see that such a tendency is being strengthened. We proceed in the field in which we can act in accordance with the principles we have developed. (Biren) 

However, the social responsibility of the foundation is much wider. There are reasons that highlight and increase the social responsibility of this institution in several respects. As previously mentioned, the marginal influence of the state and the public sector in the area of CA increases the social responsibility of IFCA. Most of the activities concerning CA in the area of civil society are at a level capable of competing with the activities of IFCA in terms of scale, and others create a strong field of activity for IFCA. Given its important activities to date, IFCA is expected to act with the awareness that it carries a historical responsibility both in the field of culture and arts in general and in the formation and development of CA in particular and to avoid initiatives that would narrow this area of responsibility.

The government forms artworld depending on certain principles by taking the opinions of various independent institutions. This may protect the formation; it works with NGOs or art foundations and tidies them up, produces methods, puts artworld back on track and runs it like clockwork. There are no residence programs for artists; no sponsorship issues; no support budgets related to art production. (Litfij)

7.3. 
CA is political: Art outside politics is an empty shell

The mode of relationship established by art with politics, ideology, power and similar social elements has had an inevitable impact on the commercialization of art and IoA. One can say that such an impact will continue to affect IoA in the future. Generally, the artworld is not assumed to be in a catalyst that fundamentally threatens the existing power structures. In the interviews, the impression was that most respondents had open or hidden expectations for art and power to be in harmony and/or to exist together at least at a minimum level. This does not mean that the artworld accepts power influences. The artworld may support the prevailing power structures; this is not an indication that it has a conservative approach in itself. There may be features in the artworld that criticize and even reject power relations; however, we cannot accept this alone as evidence that art is progressive.

The kind of relationship that potentially exists between the contemporary artworld and power structures is one of the main areas that are questioned through the development of this thesis. A relationship different from one another is displayed in the modernity-based structure of the artworld and the approaches of CA that criticize and/or reject modernity. The two attitudes having bases that differ from each another depend on the position to be taken in the criticism of the social status of art. One cannot explain the relationship established by the artworld with society in general and with politics in particular by individual, abstract and priority characteristics of either art or political elements. In this framework, the characteristic of art reduced to the artist and in particular, to h/her work does not offer an acceptable approach to evaluate the relationship established by the artworld in terms of politics. Neither is a position that excludes the specificities of the subjectivities of the artist a valid approach. For this reason, all social positions that restrict the subjectivities of the artist have an adverse impact on the development dynamics of art. The level at which the artist can feel free in h/her political position depends on where s/he stands on the criticism versus conservation line in the relationship he has established with society. There is no one-to-one correspondence between this position and the art market. It is not possible to say that this critical content of works always adversely affect the demand in the art market. Enver described this situation as follows: 

You can be both a political person and an artist who makes money from these things. A gallery can also make both sales and undertakes political (critical) activities. (Enver) 

Many features of the art market intersect with the art and society relationship. However, the art market does not cover the broad area either of art or of society. The art market is developing and rapidly beginning to form its institutions; however, no matter how decisive an influence the art market has on the art-society relationship, the specificities both of art and of society strongly maintain their existence. One cannot possibly think of art in its simple condition and broad scope as a commercial product that is bought and sold. However, although art market does play a powerful and effective role in the process of IoA, the market is, in the final analysis, a derivative both of the artworld and of society. In this framework, I should cautiously view Kadri’s judgement that “… it is not possible to stay outside the art market; but it can be criticized” and İnan’s conclusion that “the person who makes the most profound criticism inevitably becomes a part of a collection by selling his work sooner or later.” 
Based on the interview data elicited from the question of whether art market is a dynamic or static market, I observed that there is a widening of the CA market contrary to the narrowing down of modern art market. In this connection, İnan considers that “… the independence/freedom provided by the market is greater than that which it takes away.” In this framework, both artists and capital owners have a conscious attitude towards the art-capital and artwork-market relationships. This is described by Letoni as, “artists have a higher consciousness now: people are learning who and what they serve and coming to a position where they can give an account of what they do” and Çallı added to this, “capital is conscious of what it does.” 

When uncertainties concerning the nature of art (what it is/what it is not), especially the ambiguity about what the source of creativity and aesthetics is, are coupled with the deficiencies and volatility in the institutionalization of the art market, it becomes inevitable for serious risks to arise regarding the market value of works of art. However, the approach of CA that rejects the dualism of modern art based on internal and external characteristics promotes common and similar characteristics of these works. The fact that CA aims either to provide an intensive criticism or to reject modern art results in CA works being very similar to each other. Although it is important that CA works differ in terms of the internal elements of art (style, medium, expression), this is secondary. In CA, external elements, especially those concerning content and meaning, have reached a decisive position, whereas the third external element, ‘value’, is still debatable in terms of content. The tendency to reduce the value of the work in relation to the market value has become stronger. The basic criterion of the external elements focuses on the criticism and/or rejection of the content and meaning of modern works of art. With this approach, the dominant characteristics of CA works are increasingly becoming more similar. For this reason, the elements that are related to the internal/external characteristics of art (the artworld and art market) have become more influential regarding the value of art in CA compared to modern art.

Art, like other social institutions, produces and maintains hegemonic power, which is based on social power. The source of this power is not a single stream, but multiple and it is not absolute. Social power is not only internalized and sustained, but also criticized, opposed and resisted, necessitating at least a certain degree of development of democratic relations. 

Both the artworld and its market only find their functional meaning based on democratic relations that offer opportunities for the criticism of prevailing power relations. In a sense, under democratic conditions, there exist no limitations for political engagement. Loaded with power and political means, art thus has a boundless sphere of activity. In cases where democratic conditions do not prevail, however, art is reduced to actions of the artist that eliminate the collective capacity to resist and are critical of the established features of the hegemonic order.

Modern art and CA differ in their political positions although they also share similarities. They differ in terms of the grounds on which they find their meaning: modern art takes modernity as its basis while CA adopts the approach of postmodernity. For this reason, they also adopt different attitudes and behaviours, such as conservation, opposition, criticism, resistance or rejection. The politics of art have significantly changed with the turn of the century as Charlesworth (2002, p. 357) depicts its main central issues by arguing, 

… growing attention paid to art that professes a more intelligent, critical and engaged relationship between art and its broader social and cultural context. … artistic activities are developing that seek to propose models of cultural or social production that go beyond the current hierarchical, mediatized and commercial imperatives of contemporary culture. Forms of collaboration and decentralisation in artistic production have become increasingly visible in recent years; the critique of modernist originality and uniqueness, and its implicit relationship to the class-based hierarchism of culture and commodification.

The assumption of an inevitable relation between society and politics; that is, the idea that the social is political leads the artworld, also being viewed as a network of relations within the scope of politics. However, one should approach institutionalisation (historical, rational and sociological) as Hall and Taylor (1996, p.5) argue that “all developed in reaction to the behavioural perspectives that were influential during the 1960s and 1970s and all seek to elucidate the role that institutions play in the determination of social and political outcomes.” In this process, art either seeks to conserve this basis or strives to change it. However, both positions are internal to criticism. Like every other social position, art is laden with movements and action. Its existence is political; the point where it differs from other social positions is its goal, which is the basis on which it maintains its existence. This basis is either the idea of society founded on the assumptions of modernity in general, or postmodernity, which finds meaning in its assumptions founded on language and discourse. Based on this differentiation, the political goal of art is either to change or to conserve.  I can discern two general descriptions of the politics of art from the interview data:

With postmodernity, ideologies or politics proceeding from populism or utopia have come to an end and a situation going as far as deconstruction has emerged. This has turned many things upside down and a language that once again questions has emerged. (Hamdi)

Art is life; the walls of doing art have evaporated; everything can be art. (Agopyan)

In line with Hamdi, and emphasizing the relationality of aesthetic understanding of Bourriaud (2002), Downey (2007, p. 269) argued, 

following on from an ‘end of modernity’ scenario, and the apparently inevitable alienation of individuals within a so-called postmodern environment, … the formations and inter-subjective relations emanating from relational art practices both represent and produce ‘new models of sociability and art ‘is no longer seeking to represent utopias; rather, it is attempting to construct concrete spaces.

Above all, critical politics is internal to the oppositional attitudes towards art. It is a common assessment noted in the interview data that there is and must be an oppositional political goal in the representation of the social through CA. As Enver asserted, there is the “potential for opposition in contemporary art” and as Duran signifies that “there must be a political goal in the opposition of contemporary art; the mass needs to be represented by the opposition.” As a social and political struggle, CA, from the viewpoint of Ahmed, should be “capable of asking new questions.” Although most of the interviewees shared and accepted this view, there were reservations and indecisiveness as in the comment by Voskan:

The fact that professionals in the arena of contemporary art display hesitant, apolitical attitudes and behaviours in events that require an oppositional stance may perhaps is explained by the narrow and closed nature of the art network. After a certain point, they remain silent in order not to offend anyone. (Voskan) 

In this framework, an analysis focusing on the current position of art and the policies of JDP, which has been in power since 2002 in Turkey, are quite explanatory. While Hamdi demonstrated a critical in-determination about the political standpoint and rule of JDP as, “Nobody has been able to analyse the way of governance of the JDP administration”, Tugay provided a determined assertion that “JDP is well aware that contemporary art is an important force in this neo-liberal system.”

I can derive the traces of postmodernism concerning art from the comments made by the interviewees. The JDP administration has displayed an approach that intensively criticizes and even rejects many fundamental elements of the period of rule that preceded theirs (Aksoy, 2009). In line with this, Özsezgin (2013) presents the widely shared view that those who rule and govern have now accepted, in principle, the traditional patterns and models of art as alternatives to the innovative and critical views that previously structured and institutionalized culture and art in Turkey. This viewpoint is shared by Ulldemolins and Arostegui (2011, p. 250) who point out that “cultural organisations are becoming some of the pivotal tools in cultural policy as a means of encouraging creativity, cultural promotion and participation, urban regeneration and local/regional development.” Within such an extensive scope of possibilities of cultural power and politics, the JDP administration, which does not support the idea of modern art accumulated over the years, and even rejects different elements of modern art and adopts a conservative attitude, has stayed away from CA activities. One of the participants, Enver, describes this situation thus: 

The state is almost completely absent in the field of contemporary art. It was barely present in the activities of the 2010 European Cultural Capital Project. Moreover, I think they made somewhat of a mess of things. Under that great name, they did certain things that, in my opinion, were not very sustainable. Compared with Europe, the market is not the main actor since art is still an area supported by the public; things function in a more open-handed way there. It is perhaps better if the state is not involved in the field of art: the leave-me-alone case. Neither brings your resources nor censors me! (Enver)

If politics is the effort to preserve or change the existing social relations, then art is an instrument of politics. The artist may not be directly engaged in politics, but her/his work always has political content, because the work describes, reflects and represents life. If a work of art has political content, then one can expect that the artist will identify their own art work with their political identity. If the work of the artist has political content, why should it be a matter of debate whether the artist is a political subject or not? One can consider that reducing the social character to the identity of a political subject is addressing them as a restricted/limited subject. The artist may think about political issues when producing h/her work, but s/he may not be producing their work in order to engage in a political act. 

Based on this view, it is debatable whether the propositions that ‘art is for society’ or ‘art is for art’s sake’ represent a suitable approach or method in the questioning of the political content of CA. For CA, the first proposition is that art is both social and performed for society, regardless of how it is addressed. The main goal of art is to change the existing conditions of society. There is an aesthetic content in the work of art itself, and a specific creativity in the artist who produces it. The latter includes creativity for change and the former implements it in an aesthetic content.

In the second proposition that ‘art is for art’, there is no essential specific element that defines what art is, nor any priority given to its constituent elements. For this reason, CA does not seek to analyse society based on essence, rationality or universality. Its goal does not go beyond depicting differences. However, this does not mean that art does not have social content; it has a social character on a discursive basis. Revealing differences without priority in a position aimed at changing the existing relations of society is the main goal of CA. In this context, one cannot say that CA does not have political content. 

In this framework, generally, the proposition that art is for society defines modern art, ‘art is for art’s sake’ defines CA. Although CA itself is not identical with and does not aim to engage in politics, the artist and their work are involved in politics. The contemporary artist is aware that her/his work involves politics and may be used in a political way. This does not mean, however, that s/he produces it with such an aim. Briefly, the social character of CA means that differences without priority are addressed as relational networks on a discursive basis.

Considering artworld as an art system, excluding the American system as a true example of private art system, Merryman (2009, p.3) categorizes them as private and public as follows:

Public arts are a governmental responsibility. The government trains and subsidizes artists. The government establishes and funds museums and controls their programs and operations. Collectors and the art trade live and operate in a state regulatory environment. In the private paradigm, artists learn to make art and achieve recognition without governmental support or certification. Private dealers and auctioneers sell and collectors acquire, enjoy and dispose of works of art, without governmental supervision or assent. Art museums are private institutions founded and sustained by collectors and supporters. They are self-governing, with self-perpetuating boards of trustees that are dominated by collectors. Their decisions and operations are largely free of government supervision or control. However both are characterized either as publicly oriented with private variations or fundamentally private with public variations.

In Turkey, the state’s concern with, and relationship to art has been a persistent reality although its form has changed in the process of development. When studied historically, it is clear that the state has directly and/or indirectly formed, developed and maintained the artworld and used art to shape the institutional structure of society. Since the founding of the Republic and the formation and development of modern art systems in Turkey in the 1920s, considering art to be central, the state has supported it in many ways. However, it has also sought to establish power over art and culture and made efforts to perpetuate its hegemony. Instead of taking a conservative position towards such hegemony, art has resisted with criticism and objections. Art has sought to maintain its existence by combining this dual area of influence (conservatism and radicalism) that it faces with creativity and aesthetics. As put forward by Graves (2002, p. 348), “the aesthetic is indeed an essential identity condition of a work of art, but it is not the single identifying principle. The knowledge of the work’s institutional contextualization, theory, and history, is also necessary.” This perspective has always been recognized and respected. That is, art contains privilege; not everyone can engage in it. Art is a valuable and appreciated field of activity. The state has taken care to ensure that this privilege should remain under its control and hegemony, and has sought to prevent this force from being used contrary to its policies and the rules related to the prevailing conditions of the artworld.


7.4
The nature of cultural policy in Turkey

Cultural policy practices should be analysed since they are the structural backbone of the institutionalization processes of artistic field in any one country. Although the concept was coined after early 1970s, I can easily trace ‘unofficial’ cultural policy programs to as early as the 1900s in the United States of America and Western European countries. This is also valid for the Turkish case: However, in the First Five Year Development Plans, they were presented inconsistently and vaguely. The first part of this section consists of a brief introduction to cultural policy theory and its application to art field starting from nation-building attempts of the early Republican years until the beginning of the 2000s. It continues with a critical discussion concerning the power distribution and funding policies of the highly problematic tentative draft law concerning the formation of the Arts Council of Turkey (Türkiye Sanat Kurumu, TÜSAK). It also critically reviews the approach to the cultural field of JDP governments, particularly its understanding of cultural democracy and changes in the JDP policy during its four consecutive governments since 2002.

In order to achieve an integrated analysis of the cultural policy of Turkey and its relationship with the institutionalization processes of CA scene, there should be a valid cultural policy document or a text. However, since there is no policy bounded by law, I will examine the different approaches trace their implementations. I will undertake this in three stages. First, it is essential to discuss both the art scene and the basis on which policy makers should draft cultural policy incorporating different parties concerned. Second, TÜSAK will be examined in terms of the political orientations of the ruling government and that it does not provide for the process of IoA. Third, in order to assess the already implemented policies and their implications for the future, I should base the analysis on statistical data. However, for the cultural sector as a whole and for the CA scene specifically, it is very difficult and sometimes misleading to make an analysis without detailed data at hand. 



7.4.1.
Cultural policy and its theory

The existence of a cultural policy of a country does not necessarily mean that there is a unified document that covers the regulations and rules that have power over art and culture-related institutions and organizations. The ideal cultural policy should be drafted with the contribution of the maximum number of parties concerned. Among others, there are three particular parties. First is the operational reflection of governments/states, MoCT, and local municipalities. Second are the corporate bodies such as universities, museums, galleries and artists that are considered the private sector that could identify the demands and recommendations of privately founded or supported organisations and institutions. Last is the voice of those working in arts and cultural sector unions, foundations and professional chambers representing non-governmental organizations. The state should collaborate with all parties involved in culture and art. Although the preparation of the cultural policy document needs to be pluralistic and utilise the support of experts the emergence of the cultural policy concept and the formation of cultural policy documents have been mostly targeted on the ‘right to access to culture’ of the citizens. Such a right is comprised of the different dynamics of producing, experiencing, consuming, spectating and accessing all types of cultural products. 

In the 1960s, Rene Maheu based the term ‘cultural policy’ on the concept of cultural rights in article 27 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights accepted in 1948, which states, “every individual has the right to freely participate to cultural life of the society” (Aysan, 2014). He defends the position that ‘access’ to culture should not be monopolised by elites, cultural experts or a wealthy minority and ensuring that every individual should be able to benefit from culture is the duty of the state. We should consider this as ensuring the democratization of the culture (Aysan, 2014). There is a similar conceptualization also in the report based on the 1993 Vienna Declaration containing the intention that Turkish cultural policy should take a holistic approach to human rights, integrating economic, social and cultural rights with citizens’ political and civil rights. Published after a series of meetings in 2011, this report also highlights the importance of cultural rights as indicated in the 2007 Freiburg Declaration (Kutlu and Aksoy, 2011, p. 252), where cultural rights were described as comprising: 

‘artistic manifestation and creativity’, ‘communication and information’, ‘cultural collaboration’, and ‘participation in cultural life’, as well as ‘identity and cultural heritage’ and ‘cultural expression and interpretation’ rights. 

Although cultural policy of any state, at its best, represents the stage of democratisation in that country, it would be misleading to assert that every cultural policy document reflects the democratic understanding of that country. For example, Karaca (2010), taking Berlin and Istanbul as example cities, compares the effects of different cultural exchange programmes. She argues that while cultural initiatives, by thematic and institutional incorporation, create a kind of ‘Europeanization’ to some extent. Such a model of integration recasts the power differentials within the EU and EU related countries. Drawing from the recent literature that governmentality frames the possible targets of any cultural policy document, Karaca reconsiders the possible outcomes of the cultural policy as follows:

… cultural policy may direct, regulate, facilitate, control (including censorship or incentives for self-censorship), or promote culture and the arts. It may exhibit a protectionist stance (by preserving cultural heritage or securing the autonomy of art against the market by instating national quotas like in the cases of Canada and France) or a didactic impetus, like the ‘revolutionary’ cultural policy approaches exhibited, in early republican Turkey (Köksal, 2004, cited in Karaca 2010). Cultural policy, in general, takes on multiple roles, and the boundaries between its different aspects are blurry at best. (Karaca, 2010, p. 7). 

Karaca also argues that the sole aspiration for the nation states in engaging in the cultural policy making programs is to be able to fund arts and its proposed impact of civic activities (Karaca, 2010). Then, arguably, supporting arts as a way of aesthetic underpinning of the kind of artistic practices should be traced and the civic impact targeted as ways of collective life could be seen as an institutionally structured bridge of the given government or the state in general (Miller and Yudice, 2002).

As an ideal type, the above-mentioned contemplation of the kind of cultural policy to be followed pursues a linear understanding and reaches an essential answer. However, Karaca also warns about the possibility of indistinctness that starts from writing of the cultural policy document, the way it is executed and the expected outcomes. Thus, the cultural policy should first be holistic; that is, seeking all sorts of possible support from any party that could be involved in policymaking. Second, it should be equitable; that is, depending on the expected outcomes, taking cultural policy in its broad sense precluding the idea of the cultural sector being a hole rather than covering all kinds of artistic practice in its singularity. Third is transparency. That is, systemizing as much as possible both the funding of artistic practice (whether it is the performance of an artist or an organisation as a whole and by tracing the funding mechanism whether it is given for a single event or annually) and the evaluation of the expected outcome for the artistic practise and for the general public. While all these features of an ideal cultural policy document may appear to reflect a more democratic society and the institutionalization processes of the artistic field from the ground and within, it is still an ideal type, and one should still be cautious concerning the question of freedom of expression and the cultural rights of the citizens.

In his study of ‘Cultural Policy and Democracy’, Vestheim (2012) questions the relationship between culture and its possible impact on politics. Vestheim argues that culture has the capacity to mobilise the masses for political action. This is made possible along with the historical process of privatisation and isolation of the cultural field that occurred mainly in the Western European democracies and resulted in a specific sphere regarding its own structures, norm, logic and discourses. The distinction, as Vestheim presents, is that in the culture of the Western countries, religion has long been privatised and has a relatively minor influence on the political decision making bodies/structures. For Vestheim, in those countries where religion, politics and civil life are deeply integrated and do not belong to separate spheres, religion, as a cultural asset, potentially has a stronger capacity to mobilise the masses and become a ‘determining’ factor in political power struggles (Vestheim, 2007). I can consider this as a significant argumentation regarding the recent politically oriented cultural policy programing attempts of JDP in Turkey. In a more recent study, Vestheim makes a distinction between the explicit and implicit forms of cultural policy in that explicit policies are, 

organised as a specific policy field with separate political and administrative institutions like ministries, arm’s length bodies like councils of cultural affairs or specific committees in parliaments with a defined responsibility for a specific policy area named cultural. (Vestheim 2012, p. 495).

On the other hand, implicit cultural policies are embedded in different policy spheres where an undisclosed cultural policy exercised by non-governmental organizations (NGOs), big companies or even government supported foundations such as the Yunus Emre Institute in Turkey. Furthermore, Vestheim argues, 

implicit cultural policies are even more important to scrutinise than explicit cultural policies just because they are less visible and consequently represents a ‘hidden’ ideology that legitimises power structures outside and inside the political system. (Vestheim 2012, p. 496) 

For the agents of the political system to intervene in the means of production, distribution and consumption of cultural products, services and experiences for the realization of any cultural policy there should be a relationship between the political system and the cultural field. This relationship could be ideological, normative, economical or organisational in nature. Vestheim identifies these relations with the ‘Triangle of Cultural Policy’ where the political system (state or the government), cultural producers and distributers (artists, art professional, intellectuals) and the public (heterogeneous in terms of class backgrounds, ethnicities, ages and gender) form the three corners of the triangle as differentiated interest groups.  I can extend this theoretical argument including Mulcahy’s analytical distinction between ‘private culture’, ‘public culture’ and ‘official culture’. While private culture stands for the cultural interests determined by the preferences of individuals, public culture stands for cultural interests exposed to public discussions that seek a ‘cultural common will’, and supported by the government. Official culture, on the other hand, represents the cultural interests of the ruling party, elite or dictator under the totalitarian one-party regimes where cultural interests controlled by the direct use of censorship (Mulcahy, cited in Vestheim, 2007). It is clear that an ideal typical ‘democratic cultural policy’ could be depicted in this distinction. Drawing from this framing, the recent attempt of JDP to propound an integrated cultural policy needs a critical scrutiny. JDP blurs the explicit and implicit cultural policy formation spheres by both neglecting the possible contributions of the experts on the artistic field and completely ignoring the agents of the cultural producers and distributers. Realising an antagonistic political discourse toward any opposition sphere, JDP plays the role of an NGO and confines the relationship between the public and the agents of cultural producers and distributors. Based on Mulchay’s analytical distinction, JDP oscillates between being the protector of the cultural interests of the public embodied as cultural common will and attempting to constitute a totalitarian one party regime through direct censorship and all kinds of oppression of free speech. I can take Siyahbant’s (http://www.siyahbant.org/) archival works on censorship cases in Turkey) and Turkey’s listing on the World Press Freedom Index (2014) as sufficient convincing evidence of the totalitarian tendencies of the JDP governments since 2010.

Except for parties and groups on the extreme liberal wing which consider cultural production and distribution to be like a business, in which the state should not be involved, most parties, conservative as well as radical and socialistic/social democratic, accept the view that the nation state and the regional and local government bodies should support culture. (Vestheim, 2007, p. 218).


7.4.2.
History of Cultural Policy Practices in Turkey: Nation-building

When art is addressed as a social institution, one should treat the modern-CA distinction as a fundamental differentiation. Even when one considers art to be a social institution on its own, its closest relation should be established with cultural policy and it should be considered within the scope of the field of culture. I can clearly see that the tendencies of formation, development, change and differentiation in the fundamental elements and characteristics of the wider area of both art and culture give rise and will give rise to important consequences with respect to the IoA. In the case of Turkey, there are prominent experience and accumulation characteristics of the state and public formations in the emergence and development of art activities and their institutionalization in the historical stages of the Ottoman-Turkish case. In Madra’s (2007, p. 31) formulation, 

These stages are followed in Turkey as: art is state-controlled during 1850-1923. It is a vehicle of the Westernization project. Artist is the necessary subject of this apparatus. Client/consumer of the work of art is the government and the elite. During the period of 1923-1970, art was, to some extent, an individual action. As much as it is allowed, it is progressive. Art was state-subsidized and an identification instrument of state ideology and modernization. Art was the indicator of modernist utopia. During the 1960s, art was an individual action and visualization of thought. In the 1970s, it was a manifest of progressive left. Later, it became an inquiry of fields of individual mythologies, post colonialist processes, ecological, daily life and cultural problems. Since 1990, while sustaining its characteristics of the 1980s, art has compromised on its independence depending on global culture industry and global systems. 

Although the literature on cultural policy dates back to the 1970s, it is critical, at least, to identify the main institutional arguments and the culture and arts milieu of the early Republican Era in terms of the discussion of implicit and explicit cultural policy forms. The cultural policy of a country generally rests on a policy document issued by the parliamentary assemblies, to the extent that the document itself enables the analysis of cultural policy based on prevailing norms and ideologies. One should consider them as empirical data but not empirical fact. What seem to be important are the hidden intentions of the government mentality that is reflected in these documents (Vestheim, 2007). Until the mid-1990s there was not a single publicly discussed cultural policy documentation attempt in Turkey. However, one can still trace the general understanding of how intentions, ideological underpinnings and motives of the past governments shaped the field of Turkey’s culture and arts through secondary sources. 

Historically, interpreted either as a rupture from or as the continuation of the Ottoman Empire heritage, the early Republican Era was certainly an attempt at nation-building underlined by the formation of a national identity. This was not a sui-generis attempt since to a certain extent; it followed similar examples of nation-building projectiles in European and Latin American countries. Madra (2003, p. 14) specifies some features of the cultural status and activities of the late Ottoman and early Republican period mainly as a Westernization project as follows: 

Turkey looked to the West especially in the fields of architecture and plastic arts. Several artists were sent to Paris in the last period of the Ottoman Empire. Foreign instructors of art were invited to Turkey soon after the establishment of the Republic. Generations they educated undertook responsibilities as instructors. Then many artists studied or worked in western countries. These, though delayed, lead them to have contact with movements and experiences of the western art. A kind of modernism specific to Turkey was initiated with a slow process of internalization. 

In Turkey, the formation of a national identity was launched through mass education, including the ‘Alphabet Revolution’ in 1928, the opening of People Houses and the education reform. What is identified as the one-party era from 1923 to 1950 ending with the first government formation of the Democratic Party is critical in terms of the approaches that have the traces of the Ottoman heritage and initiated the realization of building a nation and forming a national identity. The cultural policy of the early Republican Era can be described with six general issues. From 1923 onwards, the reflections of the underlying idea of the nation-building project, commonly identified as Westernisation and modernisation, brought to the fore the Turkish civilisation heritage and attempts undertaken to form the Turkish national identity. 

Here, the new Republic’s fundamental denials of the heritage of the Ottoman Empire in the comprehensive attempts at institutionalization were implemented with a visual perception in the establishment of a new power/regime. This was mainly materialized by the instrumentalization of the cultural and arts sphere together with a vast implementation of educational reforms. The only art institution in Turkey, the Istanbul Academy of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi) known today as Mimar Sinan University of Fine Arts and the supporting ideological and educational practices provided the grounds for the re-building, continuation and permanence of the new Republic (Öndin, 2003). In analysing and interpreting ‘the approaches to and consequences of arts in early years of the Republic in relation to nation-building, Tanyeli et al (2003, p. 86) arguably state,

a new state had to be founded, a new way of life had to be implemented; technological developments were changing based on the Western understanding of science. However, art movements such as Dadaism and Surrealism encountered by Bedri Rahmi and his friends in Paris were destructive to and critical of the established regime/order that the Turkish Republic was trying to form an order, trying to create a society.

Such a disposition is critical to understand the mind-set of the artist and intellectuals of that era not only in terms of how reforms were intrumentalised but also how the intellectuals interpreted them and the bureaucratic elite utilised the fields of arts and culture to implement the new republican ideals. Visual arts were extremely important in propagating the new ideals of the Republic since 90 per cent of the population was illiterate and originating from an oral cultural background. 

In 1937, Şükrü Kaya, the Minister of Internal Affairs, called for public books to be revised in accordance with the modern imperatives of the ideals of the new Republic. The main local characters such as Karagöz, Nasreddin Hoca and Keloğlan were kept since the public saw them as heroes. However, the plays/main plots were re-arranged to support both the Kemalist ideology and the pedagogy of the period as follows:

…figures referring to the Ottoman values as well as the topics related to religion, supernatural beliefs representing an enchanted world were omitted and replaced by those referring to a rational and technological world, which allowed the state to spread their ideas among masses through the folk culture. Hacivat’s speeches were either Turkified or Karagöz was made to criticize him for not speaking proper Turkish. Karagöz and Hacivat mainly exchanged roles. Karagöz became an educated, cultivated, hard-working figure representing the cultivated peasants, who were formerly embedded in the type of Turk in the classical plays whereas Hacivat became an urban person, not an exemplary model, and was presented as having lost his identity. (Babadoğan, 2013, p. 233).

The one-party period was not monolithic in its approaches to the cultural policy. Following the death of the President, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, İsmet İnonü took office, and one of the most apparent differences arose concerning the ideological formulation of the question of ‘what should be the cultural hereditary bases of the newly formed Turkish Nation?’ During the presidency of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk the basis on the new Turkish nation was based on Turkish nationality mostly sought in the cultural heritage of the Central Asian Turkic societies. Such an understanding of nationality almost by-passed the Ottoman era and was framed with praising the new Turkish society, bearing in mind the difference between nation and people and attaching importance to the Turkish War of Independence and the national pact (Misak-ı Milli). Furthermore, novel institutions emerged. The Ottoman Assembly building at Fındıklı (Istanbul) was assigned to the Art Academy (now known as Mimar Sinan Fine Arts Faculty) in 1926. In 1928, the Alphabet Revolution was initiated. In 1931, the Turkish Historical Society also known as the Turkish History Institution (Türk Tarih Kurumu), a research society researching the history of Turkey and the Turkish people, was founded. The official regulatory body of the Turkish language, the Turkish Language Association (Türk Dil Kurumu) was established in 1932. The Faculty of Language, History and Geography (Dil ve Tarih-Coğrafya Fakültesi, (DTCF)) was opened in 1935. 

Taking over the presidency, İsmet İnönü took a different cultural policy position coined as the ‘humanitarian approach’. The previous ‘official’ political ideals that had sought the origins of cultural heritage identified with ‘ancient Greek and Roman civilizations’ altered. To this end, a new translation office was launched, in which 76 books from Greek literature, 180 books from French literature, 46 books from English literature, 28 books from Latin literature and 23 books from Islamic literature were translated under the auspices of Hasan Ali Yücel, the Minister of Education, a prominent bureaucrat and intellectual of the era (Akkaya, 2012). It should also be noted that within the same era, the opening of the People Houses transmitted the newly praised cultural understanding to the public. The Village Institutes established as an attempt at grassroots modernisation had significant consequences (Güzel, 2006). The first approach to the cultural policy can be summarised as top-down and the second as a folk approach that followed the footsteps of the people. However, both were culturally and educationally formed and based on progress and an economic development understanding of nation-building.


Post-1980 period

Institutionalization from within and from bottom to top should have priority as a critical approach for fostering any cultural policy in Turkey. Although, starting from the 1990s, there has been a large amount of literature on how to enrich and realize a cultural policy among intellectuals and academicians, the solidity of the state in Turkey in general and the governments of the past 25 years following a redundant and unproductive path in particular prevented any cultural policy from being realized. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the State Planning Organization (SPO) of Turkey revealed in various documents the policy amendments and proposed changes in relation to all sectors of the state. Ada (2009, p. 104), referring to the 2006 report on the Specialized Commission on Culture of the Undersecretary of SPO, explains that the commission “holds the intellectuals responsible and argues that they have not acquainted with and possessed the country’s culture sufficiently and have not shown adequate desire to foster its enlightenment.” One can enumerate various reasons for this viewpoint that debunks this illusionary framework. 

Although one could question the consistency of issues presented here as documents that are inappropriate for a historical analysis of the cultural policy of Turkey, some documents of the previous MoCT of Turkey are informative. Almost all refer to the obligations of the state apparatus to be taken as ‘sine qua non’ of Turkey’s attempts to create a cultural policy. In 1993, IAA organized a seminar on the theme of ‘Artist Rights’. However, most of the discussions concerned ‘how to protect the artistic labour force’ together with conjoint sub-topics connoting the absence of an official cultural policy. Copyright agreements, democratisation in culture and arts in Turkey, liberal circulation of art that directly reflects the censorship issues, retirement and health insurance of the artist and tax privileges were among the discussion topics. The seminar platform consisted of artists, legal experts, lawmakers and civil servants of MoCT to propose and discuss art as a profession. A few years later, in 1995, the Artist’s Convention provided a setting to discuss significant issues such as the autonomous restructuring of the state and municipal administration, the founding of a Council of Civil Establishment and establishing the legal rights of the artists. Suggestions were made to form an autonomous structure(s) that would incorporate artists and artist groups into a decision-making mechanism dominated by the state and local municipalities. In addition, suggestions for State and Municipality Autonomous Art Councils and regulations for the constitutional rights of the artists were also proposed, and a protocol was signed to draft a law. Işık (2011, p. 34) points out that “the transcripts of the discussions and declarations [which the State Planning Organization experts were unaware off] were compiled in a book in order to document this event as a resource and a record for the coming generations”. The convention continued to be held in 1996, 1997, and 2003 with the last one being in 2005.

Another noteworthy gathering was the Symposium on Cultural Approaches to the European Union in 1998 by the efforts of the Cultural Initiative formed by a group of intellectuals, former politicians and civil servants. At the end of the symposium, a 27-article memorandum was published in which priority was given to the protection and development of cultural assets, cultural heritage and cultural diversity. This document included themes and issues of cultural rights, the protection of cultural and historical heritage, supporting of the cultural sector and arts education, the problem of language (predominantly taking into consideration Kurdish speaking citizens), the responsibility of the media and the development of public broadcasting. Ada (2009, p. 101) considers the 1998 Symposium as “the first attempt to give cultural policy such prominence in Turkey”. Further attempts were followed by the very controversial TÜSAK.


The Draft Law Concerning the Support of Art: TÜSAK Law 

The JDP governments prepared two different drafts of the proposed law. One draft, primarily prepared by the Prime Ministry aims at closing down the State Theatre directorate and setting up an arts council (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014). The other one prepared by MoCT proposed that rather than closing down the State Theatre Directorate, the plan should be to shift the contracts of performing artists from a full-time salary basis to a project-based one. Since the JDP governments, MoCT, and the Prime Ministry have generally failed to open communication channels to art professionals and artist organizations, it is not possible to clarify which institution or office is responsible for drafting the law. This has created an extensive misunderstanding that is critical for two reasons. First, the draft of the Prime Ministry was more radical with its ideological underpinnings and hegemonic understanding of an organization that is to be acknowledged as the Art Council. It may be seen as a more bureaucratically shaped law than the one prepared by MoCT which offered a more ‘from within the organizations’ model. Another controversial issue is related to the draft of the Prime Ministry, having been prepared by a close circuit of the advisory board of the Prime Ministry during Erdogan’s term as the Prime Minister and reflects the inner power struggles of the JDP administration that is informative about the fate of the document. Despite certain fluctuations and serious deficiencies in content, there is continuity in the generally modern art-focused policies created from the early years of the governments of the Republic based on different political approaches. JDP did not take a clear stand against the existing culture and art policies when they first came to power in 2002; however, the JDP governments were indifferent to this area especially in the first five or six years of their rule. 

The period after 2002 also corresponds to the years in which CA activities became prominent and moved away from modern art, which led to a situation that somewhat concealed the indifference of JDP to art. The JDP governments have stayed away from the field of modern art and failed to provide even the minimum support to maintain existing activities in this field, let alone promoting and developing such activities. This approach, coupled with indifference to CA activities, has meant that due to the insufficient participation of the state and public sector, the artworld has been further marginalized. This approach of the JDP governments prepared the ground for the formation of CA in the same period under the control and hegemony of capital, mainly in the scope of the private sector. In this environment, CA activities in the area of civil society have spread to a greater number of cities in comparison with large-scale art activities focused in Istanbul. 

Starting in 2007, the JDP government began to further strengthen its conservative policies. By 2010, the government had combined these policies with authoritarian approaches, resulting in a very significant erosion of the democratic formations and achievements. Not only did the already insufficient policies in the field of art and culture erode, but also the existing modern art formations were deprived of the support, making it almost impossible for them to maintain their existence. In recent years, there have been government initiatives to organize culture and arts. 

There was an art council meeting in 1995. A second one took place in 1996. A draft law was brought forward proposing that the state should relinquish from arts. They demanded an autonomous body with a distinct committee within art institution that would control the allocated budget. (Ozansü)

In recent years, the JDP government has not only failed to support the field of art but also attempted to control this field through legislation. One such attempt is the draft law of Art Council, which is, in general, considered a threat to the future of art and culture. 

The proposed law foresees the privatization of theatres and sponsoring of the plays of its choice, and the Ministry of Culture no longer supporting dissident theatres. The content of the draft is not in accordance with the Arts Council England, which the government claims that they used as an example. The Draft proposes to abolish the three general directorates of the Ministry and establish a Council of Art of Turkey (CoAT). The two most dangerous aspects of the draft are the elimination of public responsibility for culture and art and the new structure lacking autonomy. CoAT will not be autonomous for several reasons: (a) NGOs, local governments, or artists are not represented in the Board of Management. (b) The Council is not financially autonomous. (c) The existing art institutions of the state will be abolished. Opera, ballet and symphonic music fields will become weaker and gradually disappear. There will no longer be performance tours to cities in Anatolia thus depriving the public of the experience of performance arts. (d) The draft law is contrary to the Constitution, in which Article 64 on the “Protection of the Arts and the Artist” clearly states the duty of the state to protect arts and artists. The purpose of the state in financing culture is not to provide funds for culture but to protect it from the market economy. (e) Considering global comparative position of Turkey, the function of the state in the field of art and culture should not cease. Leaving the activities of art and culture to the market would seriously restrict the average citizen’s access to culture. For example, British culture and arts rest on the strong support of a middle class and a high-class bourgeoisie that are the consumers and protectors of art. Such a structure does not exist in Turkey. Attempting to implement the model of another country without creating its infrastructure and bases would not have any result other than the disappearance of the existing art institutions one by one. (Karabey, 2013, p. 1).

The case of the Council of Art of Turkey (CoAT) shows an attempt by the JDP governments to apply its conservative policies to the art and culture. This will result in the loss of insufficient and limited gains that have been achieved in the art and culture milieu to date. Although there is a groundswell of resistance to such an attempt, it has not yet become a strong political force resisting the authoritarian policies of JDP. Using its legislative and executive power, the JDP government has engaged in an approach eroding the current formations of art and supporting new conservative areas, and has begun to use its local government power in this direction. Thus, the artworld has entered an important period of differentiation and transformation in the history of the Republic. 

The draft law prepared by the Prime Ministry continues to be discussed by the intellectual circles and art professionals. Two issues have been widely discussed. The first is the closing down of the State Theatre and State Opera and Ballet directorates all together. The second concerns the potential problems that may arise from 11 members of the Council being appointed by the cabinet on the recommendation of the culture and tourism ministry and the lack of an institutional mechanism to define the appropriateness of the recommended personnel (http://artsfreedom.org/?p=7616). This is coupled with the increasing centralization and politically driven decision-making authority and the centralist tradition of a political administration that escalates the concerns about the possible impacts of the draft law on all encompassing artistic practices in Turkey. In their study entitled ‘Storm over the state cultural institutions: new cultural policy direction in Turkey’ Aksoy and Şeyben (2014, p. 7) depict the impartial picture and functioning of the proposed draft as follows: 

TÜSAK is charged with supporting national and international projects that contribute to the development and wider appeal of visual arts, music, performing arts and traditional arts. It has a broad and seemingly liberal remittance that supports project applications. It evaluates whether these projects are implemented to achieve their objectives; commissions new projects from any art discipline; directly supports projects that will internationally contribute to the promotion of the country; fosters living intangible heritage; provides educational support to highly gifted children and the young for their education abroad and within the country; provides highly gifted artists with advanced training bursaries; provides instruments and materials; and gives support to artists with special needs. 

Although these objectives of TÜSAK represent a strong incorporation into the artistic field of Turkey and offers various advancements for the artistic practices, due to the prevailing autocratic governmentality character of the JDP, it should be viewed with caution and analysed critically. Accordingly, İnce, Öncü and Ada (2011) propose several prerequisites for the preparation and development of any cultural policy that reflects a general tendency towards the democratisation of the cultural life and cultural diversity. However, as mentioned above, a closed group of bureaucrats has prepared the draft law. They argue that cultural policy development necessities the involvement of civil society, representatives of the culture industry, and professional organisations. For future generations, education and culture should be given priority in order to enrich citizens’ participation into the artistic field and in the production and consumption spheres. An extrovert and participatory approach should be taken rather than the already existing one that is crystallised as nationalistic, militaristic, anti-democratic and Islamic. They also favour the positive discrimination of CA, new media and the performing arts, considering the prominence of these artistic fields for the cultural exchange in the international scope. This is particularly important for the CA to become an agent of the institutionalization processes of the artworld of Turkey as İnce, Öncü and Ada comment: 

The interdisciplinary character and the trans-frontier power of contemporary art should be recognized, and the infrastructure and incentive mechanisms that will support contemporary artist and young artists should be built. (İnce, Öncü and Ada, 2011, p. 199) 

Considering TÜSAK, it remains controversial although it comprises some positive features presented above; it dismantles the existing state cultural apparatuses through privatisation. Thus, it would be presumptive to redefine the role of the state as a facilitator rather than the producer of arts (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014).


7.4.3.
Cultural field and cultural democracy: Differences between 




JDP governments 

With respect to IoA, it is also important to assess the policies created and implemented by the executive power, (the government) perhaps more importantly, rather than the legislative role of the state in the parliamentary democratic system. In the context of state and public policies, although the differentiations and changes in the culture and art policies followed by the governments of the Republican period are important, it is possible to say that there are common and similar approaches at a certain level of generalization. In this context, there are benefits in considering how the culture and art policies maintained by the single party rule of JDP governments since 2002, especially in the last decade, differ from the policies and practices of the governments of the Republican era. In addition, this period is important in terms of coinciding with the years in which CA began to come to the fore and significant CA activities were carried out. Considering the history of the Republican era, it is difficult to state that the state has developed a strong culture and art policy. Considering the almost century-long history of the Republic as a process of nation-state building, it has a greater significance in terms of IoA. A fundamental characteristic of IoA in this process is that it occurred almost entirely in the field of modern art. In this context, it is possible to refer to certain fundamental policies that the state clearly maintained. From the beginning of the Turkish republic to the present day, the state has generally accorded a limited importance to art in the curricula of pre-university education. In the scope of higher education, the state has further narrowed the field of art maintaining its position in the context of relations focused on modern art, thus limiting its influence.
Before contemplating on the different approaches of the JDP governments to the cultural policy to date, it is necessary to propose some of the decisive problems that directly affected the institutionalization processes of art practices in general and contemporary artistic field in particular. The overall problem could be identified as a discontinuity in the cultural policy approaches and of the organisational scheme of MoCT. Starting from its re-organization in 1971, its functioning and organisation had been changed for fourteen times (Bek, 2014; Ada, 2009; Birkiye, 2009). From 1992 to the formation of the first two governments in 2003, there were 12 ministerial changes ranging from a minimum of 23 days to a couple of months of administration (İdil, 2013). 

It can be argued that the ministry had been identified as a strategic ministry between left- and right-wing parties long before the JDP rule started in 2002. Its share in the general budget has been decreased in the last 25 years from 0.7 per cent in early the 1990s to 2.5 per cent in 2014. The merging of the two ministries also had a profound effect on the distribution of their spending on tourism (Birkiye, 2009). “Since 2004, we do not know what percentage of the budget of MoCT is allocated to the field of culture.” (Ada, 2011b, p. 185). The second critical problem that JDP took over and executed within the whole spectrum of bureaucratic organisation was the extensive allocation of partisan cadres to office. It is sufficient to remind the reader of the shifts in the positions within the MoCT cadres and the policy of using contractual labour for the last two ministerial administrations of Ertuğrul Günay and Ömer Çelik. In addition, the proposed changes in the Draft Law of 2013 related to the dismantling of the state theatres and opera and ballets directorships as well as the project-based cultural activities proposed by the TÜSAK law. (Kültür Sanat Sen, 2014). 

Although these may be seen as inherited problems, the latest ministerial change within the JDP cabinet is sufficient to exemplify the cadre problem. This is not simply being a decision of the minister with whom s/he would be working with, but elucidates how difficult it is to execute properly ‘any’ cultural policy as a structural reform in culture and artistic life of Turkey.

In his discussions on the cultural policymaking and the democratization effect, Vestheim raises the question of whether any cultural policy could be democratic under global capitalism and neo-liberalism, and further questions the contradiction between the culture being the mother of democratisation and being seen as a marginal policy field by politicians. He argues,

except for parties and groups on the extreme liberalistic wing –which consider cultural production and distribution to be a business like any other business, in which the state should not be involved– most parties, conservative as well as radical and socialistic/social democratic ones, accept the viewpoint that the nation state and the regional and local government bodies should support. (Vestheim, 2007, p. 3) 

As JDP identified itself as a conservative and democratic party, Vestheim’s quote above is clearly valid for the policies of JDP in Turkey. As pointed out in Chapter 4, JDP bears close affinity to the New Public Management instruments in all areas of public policy making. Although global capitalist and neo-liberal approaches form the backbone of the JDP’s cultural policy, almost all the criticism to the proposed TÜSAK law voices out the concerns on the negligence of the democratisation possibilities of the cultural policy. This also reminds the possibility of JDP having a hidden agenda. It also reflects the gradual increase of the authoritarian rule of the JDP administration starting from the memorandum for the new constitutional law in 2010 and being intensified with the June Uprising/Gezi Movement in 2013. Such an erosion of the democratic acquisitions also masks the hidden problems of the precarious working conditions and the labour market. 

Starting with a brief chronological narrative of the five governments formed by JDP, this sub-section critically analyses how the discourse, governments and ministers of JDP have changed. Since 2002, JDP has witnessed six positional shifts in MoCT starting with Güldal Akşit, followed by Hüseyin Çelik, Ali Koç, Erkan Mumcu, Ertuğrul Günay and Ömer Çelik and the last being the current minister since late January 2013. It would be arguable to vaguely divide the above-mentioned period and ministers into three different compartments. The first part is the period of the first four ministers starting with the constitutional referendums of 2007 and 2010 and ending with the general elections in 2010. This period could be identified as the establishment and settlement of the governments within the highly contested political power cleavages in the state apparatus (parliamentary rule) of Turkey. The second phase is the ministerial governing of Ertuğrul Günay, which is generally considered as having a neutral approach to the on-going conflicts that had minor contribution to the cultural policy of the JDP. On political ground, the last phase is the most controversial one and signalled the authoritative governmentality through the draft TÜSAK law and the intensification of the censorship practices.

The first government of JDP, claiming for a new cultural policy rather than taking a nation-state based framework, identified a cultural policy prioritizing the globalisation and privatization of the artistic field coupled with the internalization of a policy orientation towards equal access to culture and decentralization regarding the dominance of the state over cultural centres (İnce, 2010). In a more recent study, İnce also argues that the emphasis given by JDP to the cultural policy practices in the first years of its rule had two priorities: the EU integration policies and an urgent need for laws and regulations that would secure and manage the intensification of the private sector investments in the cultural field (İnce, 2012; Aksoy and Enlil, 2010). The policy of the first years of the JDP government differentiated itself from the previous governments on the basis of:

being more open to at least logistically supporting the contemporary art, particularly at the municipal and local levels and creating conditions that have led to the invigoration of the artworld, particularly in Istanbul. JDP has also undoubtedly recognized the importance of the arts as an image and marketing factor, especially abroad. The advanced openings of two high-profile locations, the Istanbul Modern Museum and the santralistanbul exhibition complex that perfectly accommodated Prime Minister Erdoğan's schedule –first during the EU accession talks and second, during the national elections - are two examples of how adept JDP has been in claiming the contemporary art success of Turkey using strategic points. (Karaca, 2011, p. 5) 

JDP instrumentalised the artistic field in Turkey to claim the intensification of a democratisation discourse. This is much more valid for Istanbul and to some extent for Diyarbekir provinces. This instrumentalisation also helped JDP to reject the claims of the controversial power groups such as the militaristic, secular and republican bureaucratic elites that JDP has a secret agenda based on a religious based organisation of society and thus forged a way for the European Union to support the JDP government. The JDP governments pretended to support the artistic field both by funding schemes and tax-reductions and by infrastructural developments such as opening cultural centres operating under the municipalities. According to Aksoy and Enlil (2010, p. 176), “one of the most significant developments in the cultural infrastructure is the cultural centres movement initiated by municipalities. These centres are equipped with the technical and physical capacities required for a range of different art fields.” Although such improvements were not valorised within the internal politics of Turkey, JDP managed to gain the support of the liberal intellectuals, and the international support for the EU candidacy with the formative improvements. Such a pretentious approach clearly had a temporality. Eventually, after the two successful constitutional referendums and the general elections in 2011, the JDP governments immediately lost their appetite for displaying the artistic productivity of Turkey in the international politics.

Another relation that was established by the JDP governments’ approach to the cultural field and cultural policy is their affinity to the construction sector, especially to the luxurious residential estate schemes (Artun, 2014) with an aim of developing the economic (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014). This has a nested effect on the cultural environment of Turkey in general. The development strategy (Şen, 2006) that JDP put into place has instrumentalised the cultural and artistic investments for the sake of city branding, particularly for the Istanbul province. It was coupled with the gentrification policies of certain neighbourhoods such as Tarlabaşı, Tophane, Cihangir and Galata through Kiptaş, an organisation of the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, where highly contested development plans were implemented and an unlawful, unethical estate rent financially backed up the JDP elites. 


Conservative Art debate

The first signs to islamise the art scene in Turkey and in cultural policy practices can be traced back to the coalition government (54th Government of Turkey) of Welfare Party (the predecessor of JDP) and the True Path Party. In this coalition, İsmail Kahraman was assigned as the cabinet member of the Ministry of Culture and held office from June 1996 to June 1997. During this period, Kahraman tried to change the criteria for the financial support of films, books and theatres, and gave priority to the publication of the ‘divan literature’. However, due to the short life of the 54th Government and the insignificant position of the Ministry, Kahraman could not achieve the cultural change he had envisaged with the cadre changes implemented (İdil, 2013).

In an interview on the conservative art debate, Madra summarises the historical conditions of how the Turkish State generally failed to understand and catch on with the current cultural and art movements as follows: 

The artistic understanding of the Turkish State was stuck in the 1940s having only slightly improved since then. At the beginning of the 2000s, whilst the culture industry gained importance along with other industrial spheres, the state realized the lack/gap in the culture and art policy but could not envisage how to implement it and thus turned back to the 1940s policies once more. (Madra, 2014).

Madra critically analyses JDP’s prevailing conservative art approach of ‘Let’s get back into the Ottoman motives kind of conservatism’ and highlights the paradox within this approach as follows: 

JDP pursues a political and cultural policy identified as ‘We are the New Ottomans’; that is to say, bearing the collective memory/engram and identity of the Ottomans but alas they lack the ability to understand the concept of collective memory itself. When you cannot identify the concept of memory/engram, you derogate the contemporary understanding of the artistic field into crafts or miniature. The mind-set of the current government is far less than the Ottomans they try to mimic. We are facing a cadre that cannot understand the Westernisation and Modernization processes initiated by the Ottomans. We are witnessing the intellectual impotency of a cadre seeking conservative art. It is definitely not clear what they are defending. (Madra, 2014).

Aksoy and Şeyben (2014) pursue to open up this uncertainty/paradox of JDP through the new role of the state in a cultural provision internalized in JDPs conservative political principles. In their argument, JDP implements “a combined interplay of direct and indirect state action, and certainly does not end state involvement and machination in culture.” (Aksoy and Şeyben 2014, p. 2). In their formulation, direct and indirect actions have arisen from three elements. The first is the authoritarian leadership style of the prime minister of the time, Erdoğan. The second is the ideological and philosophical division between the views of the religious conservatives and the secular-liberal cultural world. The third and most significant one is JDP’s formulation of a new cultural strategy for Turkey. As summarized in the earlier sections, JDP implements direct state action by closing down the state cultural directorates whereby the state’s role becomes that of a ‘facilitator’, rather than of a ‘producer’. As mentioned and discussed, the Draft TÜSAK Law clearly reflects the climax of this policy orientation. To contextualize the JDP arguments, Aksoy and Şeyban went through the views of a prominent conservative intellectual whose affinity to JDP is outright, Mustafa İsen, the former general secretary of President Abdullah Gül, and the current general secretary of President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, and a deputy candidate from JDP in the general elections of June 2015.  İsen prioritises the division between the cultural and societal codes in Turkey and those in the European counties as, “the government, after being in power for ten years now, will take cultural affairs on board and create structures to facilitate the development of artistic initiatives that this geography needs” (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014, p.7). However, he also sees the modern art, as a rupture from the Ottoman past: “modern art that has severed its link with the classics are activities that have delinked themselves from the past.” (Aksoy and Şeyben 2014, p.5). İsen clearly favours neo-liberal economy policies without questioning cultural democracy or the autonomy of the arts, “the market and civil society mechanisms should create cultural goods and services that people would prefer”; and this will “take theatre closer to people, to the point where they will understand it.” (Aksoy and Şeyben 2014, p.5), and comes to the point of “conservative art and Islamic aesthetics are one and the same thing” (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014, p. 9). Asaf, Aksoy and Şeyben also criticize JDP’s policy covering all fields of culture and arts with an ideology laden with an Islamic and Ottoman worldview. However, drawing from Nilüfer Göle’s conceptualization of ‘new social groups’ (i.e. Muslim intellectuals, cultural elites, entrepreneurs, and middle classes), Burçoğlu critically analyses how the religious sects and their organizations use different strategies for engineering hybrid identities in Turkey. According to Burçoğlu, starting from the late 1970s, within the political struggle of the ‘Second Wave Islamism’, religious organizations used two key areas, education and media, to implement their cultural programme (Burçoğlu, 2011). This is critical on three grounds; first, this strategy has officially been used by the JDP governments and it continues to have an escalating pressure on the society with the most significant outcome being censorship and auto-censorship. Second, unofficially but highly supported by the JDP governments, various religious sects continue to use the same strategies. The third point is more problematic because of the ongoing power struggle between JDP and the most prominent example of Islamic organizations, the Hizmet Hareketi (The Duty Movement or The Gülen Movement). JDP has lost considerable amount of professional resources highly needed to implement an accurate cultural policy.

To conclude, JDP’s cultural policy or in a more general term cultural program has emerged out of three completely separate strategies. The critical point here is that until recently, JDP managed to and was able to use these separate but side-by-side strategies. Each has a different reference point in the national and global domains. JDP seems to have come to a point where any attempt for the institutionalization of the artistic scene of Turkey by the government, state-party or the state in general will come to naught. To summarise the current picture of JDP, it first favoured the neo/new Ottoman identity and tried to impose it on the Turkish society through educational reforms and by the partisan media organizations. The latter aimed to get into a revanchist struggle with the secular and modern part of the society by proposing a new and alternative life style formed by an Islamist, nationalist, and conservative identity building. Secondly, contrary to the above argument, JDP instrumentalized the accumulated cultural capital. This is critically important for contemporary artistic practices and products that constitute the majority of this cultural capital, of art/culture from Turkey to highlight its proximity to the democracies of the Western European Countries to be an example to Middle Eastern and Muslim populated countries with a fraud conceptualization of soft-religious democratic state model. The draft TÜSAK Law and the proposed Art Council of Turkey are strong examples of this approach; not to mention the arms-length policy assumed in this law and the examples of processes experienced through Istanbul 2010 Cultural Capital project and unilateral stubborn attitude related to the drafting of the new constitution and in the same manner the cultural policy texts. Lastly, JDP has always evolved, and maintained itself within a global, neo-liberal economy and has never been in conflict with the global system. JDP has implemented new management strategies according to the needs of the global economic system in every public sector and scarified urban and rural environment for greedy party politics. 

Islamic and Ottoman culture has been reduced to the status of a mere worldview or ideology; it has been abstracted from the realities of a contemporary world, a world of complexities in which such insular and divisional civilizational discourse –indeed, the hubris of such discourse–can surely make no meaningful contribution –it is not globally tradable, let us say. (Aksoy and Şeyben, 2014, p. 10).


7.5
The state and institutionalisation of CA 

The fundamental relation between CA and its institutionalization and the role of the state is an integral part of the art market and the art-oriented private sector. It is not a valid approach to consider CA as a conception simply reduced to what is contemporary, proceeding from the idea that life is art and that the life of the present day is CA. A conception of art that does not critically approach and/or reject the modernity approach and modern art, which is accepted to be its existence (offspring), cannot have any currency in question from the perspective of CA. 

A new understanding of art that has emerged especially in America since the 1960s has turned the artwork into an object of knowledge as one of the last stops of modernist art. It is no longer possible to put forth a subjective value against it and handle it with a subjective evaluation as ‘I liked-did not like, it appealed-did not appeal to me, stroke-did not strike my fancy’. There is a completely emotional, romantic rhetoric in the reviews written in Turkey and France in the 1940s and 1950s. Since, it is eventually an issue of perception and understanding. However, I name the function of the critic during that period as close reading. That is, s/he is not interested in the question of what is behind an image or phenomenon (Kahraman, 2008, p. 87).

Any current feature of life is acceptable as ‘raw’ material and/or a source of inspiration for CA. However, the content of this source will be away from CA to the extent that it has strong elements of modern art.

In addition, the distinction of ‘art for the sake of art and art for the sake of society’ is a dichotomic approach that is applicable within the problematic of modern art. From the CA perspective, this distinction is not an acceptable approach. When one accepts a treatment based on such a duality, it is not the duality that loses its meaning; it is the distinction on a dichotomic basis. For this reason, one can accept art both artistically and socially as an important occupation and cannot choose one or the other. The emphasis on art and/or society is treated as an intertwined relationship. In other words, one does not proceed from either part of this duality to explain the other part, and the concrete or abstract meanings of either cannot explain the other. The abstract meaning of art neither determines its concrete meanings nor has a single explanatory power. In this context, the public character of art is related to other important elements (e.g. capital and/or civil society) in an equivalent position in the CA approach. One cannot generalize by abstracting the relations of these social elements to enable a quantitative and/or qualitative magnitude to be identified among them. To do this would mean denying the diversity and richness (pluralism) of art, and this, in turn, would result in a failure to address the broad scope of art. 

It is clear that the general and specific characteristics contained and exhibited by the state and the public sector with respect to IoCA create important conditions and give rise to significant consequences. These require addressing the national specificities in a manner that also includes their local characteristics. Although the national specificities are important, it is also essential to address them in the context of global comparisons. Akay (2008, p. 38) puts forward one of the argued specificities of Turkey in connection also with the Ottoman social formation. 

What is our national pattern? What can we add to modern art from the specificities of Turkey? Can we produce a synthesis? In the early Republican period, there was a discourse trying to be universal. Later, the debates of the Asiatic mode of production put forward the argument that it is impossible to understand Turkey by means of the concepts of the West. 

Although the art formations of the Republican period have a history focused almost entirely on modern art, the exclusion of the influence of this accumulation with respect to the formation and development dynamics and tendencies of CA is an incorrect approach in terms of IoCA. It is undeniable that the very rich accumulation created by schools of modern art (abstract expressionism, pop art, minimalism, conceptual art, earth art, show art, video art, new expressionism, and others) from 1950 to 1980 in particular, made an important contribution to the emergence of tendencies capable of providing a source for the criticism and/or rejection of modern art. Even if these currents were not reflected and internalized in the artworld of Turkey in the same richness and scope, they were influential to a certain extent in the formation of the CA world of Turkey, especially within academia. Akay (2008, p. 38) seems to give special importance to this point as he argues, 

Art continues to proceed on the line of the artists. That is, artistic line is still important. Current art performance practices and ways and of course their transformation practice into a revolutionary evolution have been improving along the old art line and thought, as we know. Leaping from one thought to another instead of sustaining an artistic line does not carve out an artistic future. There must be an artistic line whether s/he performs painting, video, or photograph. In the absence of this, works of our artists will resemble each other. 

The state has created art activities in certain fields of art. For example, it has created conservatoires and symphony orchestras, maintained a narrow range of ballet and opera activities (mainly in large cities), reluctantly supported the field of cinema to a limited extent, and opened exhibitions of varying size in the field of plastic arts. The state has distinguished theatre from other art activities making efforts to spread the state theatres across Turkey. Although public institutions have been encouraged to purchase works of plastic art (especially paintings), this has not been undertaken with a clear scope and goal. The path followed has not conformed to the collecting of fine art works and is simply about purchasing and accumulating items. There is no strong evidence of the influence of those sent abroad for education, and the possible impacts of this effort have remained largely confined to the scope of modern art. Until recent years, the activities of municipalities in the field of art remained at the level of a small number of local institutional activities.

When minimum (national and international) criteria regarding art and culture are used, it is clear that the state has not implemented the minimum expected policies. Since art and culture are indispensable social areas for any society, it is obvious that the state should carry a very extensive and detailed public responsibility in this field. This responsibility should not be secondary as a result of different economic and political considerations. It is natural that governments have a different understanding of administration, but this does not necessitate their evasion of responsibility to the public. Constitutionally, governments are obliged to fulfil their public (social state) responsibilities to the extent of the means available to them. The latter limitation does not justify abandoning their fundamental responsibilities and/or transferring them to other areas and social institutions. Over the last few, decades many developed countries have faced a dramatic reduction in their welfare state budgets and have had to introduce restrictions in their fields of activity; however, there has been no question of them totally abandoning their responsibility in this area.

At this point, it should be underlined that the approach of CA that criticizes and even rejects modern art in general is in harmony with and parallel to the conservative and increasingly autocratic policies of the JDP government eroding the prevailing modern art public institutions and activities. Such a coincidence leads both to the JDP policies being concealed and facing considerable resistance especially from those who operate in the field of CA. 

In this process, the position of municipalities has gained importance. Municipalities are public institutions that are starting to assume significant responsibilities within the social relations created by rapid migration and urbanization experienced by Turkey in the last half-century. Municipalities, extending to all areas of society, could create the possibility of a social organization to facilitate noteworthy developments for IoA at the local level. In metropolitan cities, local provinces and districts, these institutions carry out certain activities of culture and art in addition to their main responsibilities. However, these are undertaken at an insufficient level. It is expected that municipalities should be concerned with culture in general and art in particular, and to assume public responsibility in this regard, and they are expected to carry out these activities within a framework and an approach that is consistent with the culture and art policy determined by the state. The state does not aim to establish an overall culture and art policy that has specific targets and engages in social support through consensus. It is thus not difficult to predict the extensive scope of the negative outcomes. Furthermore, if municipalities fail to engage in the efforts to develop such a policy they will often turn towards mostly unplanned (random, contingent, casual, passing) and short-term culture and art activities determined by the current conditions. 

There are many significant reasons for the state lacking a comprehensive and documented culture and arts policy. For example, the limited amount and uneven distribution of the funds and public means allocated to culture and art, the shortage of professional cadres for this purpose, government’s lack of local art and culture perspectives and policies developed through experience and practice, and the weakness of their national and global connections. 



7.5.1. What the state does and fails to do?

In the case of Turkey, there are areas in which the state is expected to take action but little is actually undertaken. The efforts of institutionalization in the area of culture and art to date have taken place within the state organization. However, an important point to be noted in this process is that society in general and many institutions, sectors and individuals mainly do not regard culture and art as an important part of society and of their own daily lives as Guillement indicated in relation to its association with radical and left conceptualizations. 

Art and culture institutions in Turkey, even those at the very centre, perform activities that stand on the left. At present, our system does not evaluate culture and art as a part of society. (Guillement)


One of the important results of this is that participation in the artworld remains limited and this narrows the ground of the artworld and negatively affects its institutionalization. In these circumstances, it is a constitutional requirement for the state to provide the necessary support and ensure that the people perceive it as a right. In this respect, it is observed that the state and relevant public institutions carry out their responsibilities at an almost negligible level using mainly ‘biased’ priorities.



7.5.2. The state cannot delegate its responsibilities

The state cannot totally delegate all of its social (public) responsibilities to another institution. Public responsibilities should never completely be turned into another section of the institutional body of society on grounds of social division of labour. Every section of society has certain public responsibilities and the state, acting together with all sections, assumes the responsibility of the whole society.

The public sphere is not limited to the areas occupied by the state and governments alone. It includes the public as well as private responsibilities of all elements of society. In this sense, all social elements have responsibilities related to culture and art in one way or another. The private sector (capital) has a social responsibility for the artworld as much as the state/public. The private sector has an obligation to combine the responsibilities it assumes in the context of its capital relations with its social responsibilities. One cannot consider the profit-making objective of capital independent from its social responsibilities. In this sense, the relationship established by capital with the artworld involves an obligation and responsibility, and this not a favour of capital. 



7.5.3. Stagnating and Conservative policy

In Turkey, the state has no long-term clear planning or serious initiatives and investments in the area of art and culture. In parallel, there is no written or verbal evidence that indicates any clear approach or policy on the part of the state towards the art market. It appears that the state has left this area entirely to the control and hegemony of the private sector/capital. The current art market has an increased interest in CA products, which shows how much the state has distanced itself from CA. An extension of this situation is that the public content of CA is being melted down and destroyed within the capital-focused art market and this has a negative impact on IoCA.  On the other hand, the extent to which the regulatory role of competition occurs in the art market that is under the control of capital is a debatable issue. We can consider this to be partly due to art products being different from the commodity relations of other markets. Above all, IoA should not be left to the private sector because the private sector directs institutionalization through the logic of capital while the state provides institutionalization by giving emphasis to public considerations (social need and benefit).
IoA does not take place automatically and instantly. It requires the development of formal and informal traditions with experiences that are filtered over a long time. It is both open to and seeks to adapt to change and resists the conflicting elements of change with the motive of preserving its traditions. Not every change can be positive. In this context, capital, the public sector and civil society form the indispensable social areas in IoA. Even if these areas come into conflict with each other from time to time and mutual oppositions arise, they are expected to be in a relationship where they complement each other interactively for the overall formation of institutionalization. In this sense, there are severe negative consequences of the state distancing itself from the field of CA and leaving it entirely to the control and hegemony of capital. This is not a situation encountered at a universal level in the historical process. To date, no developed state has totally left the field of art, especially the formation of CA and its trends of development, to the private sector. Such a policy is not in question even considering the positive approaches to the privatization of public activities since IoA must not be justified within the logic of privatization. The effective participation of capital in the field of art is important for IoA, but it is obvious that an institutionalization devoid of the public perspective and the effective participation of the state is one-sided and incomplete. In the interview, Guillement was deeply critical of this position and argued,


We no longer have a concept such as ‘art for public good’. We criticize that you are holding an unqualified exhibition but you are legitimating it with the visit of a million. Now, who cares Dali’s fluttering clocks, but one million people came to see it. 



7.5.4. Public and private sector support 






The support of the state towards IoA is widely accepted among those who were interviewed and is commonly and intensively practiced in developed societies. Even in the United States of America, in addition to the state, public, not limited to the private sector, extensively support culture and art. Many share the point Kadri made in the interview, “this public support makes one relieved and feels clean, and it mobilizes collective and social feelings”. However, Zeid and Enver have reservations about the state involvement in arts and seem to have unsettled views.

There is a more positive system in Spain compared to here. There is a budget supplied by the government but the self-management of the region decides how this budget is to be used. In my opinion, the most needed one is a public budget. In the end, it is a pool composed of my and your taxes. What mostly makes you feel comfortable and virtuous is the public budget.. (Kadri)

Because art is a field supported by the public in Europe, in my opinion, there is still a cleaner function. There, the main agent is not the market. In Turkey, there is almost no state involvement. Something was attempted with the 2010 agency, but they made a mess of it. Under the big name of the ‘World Culture Capital’, they did some unsustainable work. Maybe it is better that there is no state in the field of contemporary art. It is the situation of ‘stand out of my sunlight’; neither brings your sources nor censors me. However, when the market steps in, it also directs and utilizes censorship. Market is no more democratic, more open than the state. (Zeid and Enver)

The support from capital, on the other hand, can call to mind the negative sentiments of individuality where elements such as profit, investment and enterprise have priority. Both offer social support, but it is very likely that there will be problems and limitation in institutionalization devoid of the concept of the public. 

At an extreme point, it may not be possible to speak of an accumulation of CA in the public. It is not difficult to foresee that this situation will have irreparable consequences in the process of IoCA.



7.5.5. No open support from the state 

The state does not have a close relationship with the activities of CA, which accelerated from the early 2000s onwards, but has directed public means, potentials, strengths and resources to this field. It appears that the state has neither strongly intervened in nor supported the CA artworld but has contented itself with preparing the ground for certain limited purposes (not using the potential and power in its disposal and using these means to some extent in areas that will enable private sector activities to be carried out). We can consider that leaving the extended field of CA almost entirely to the private sector and to capital’s area of activity is part of the general ‘pragmatism’ of the JDP government (creating public possibilities instead of supporting those who implement art formations). The private sector regards this approach as a bureaucratic intervention and describes it in critical terms as, “If the state did nothing and was not concerned with us, we could work more comfortably; besides, it [the state] is creating difficulties.” (Zeid and Enver)

Considering all public institutions together, the state has the power and potential to offer possibilities and support all CA activities. However, the state has not established the ‘minimum’ legal infrastructure in the field of art and culture in general or in specific situations. The state should compile and bring together the practices and experiences of all individuals and organizations working in the field of CA, to consider ideas and assessments based on their activities and develop certain methods and reach comprehensive and detailed policies in the field of CA.

The private sector should be active in the field of CA. However, it should not adopt a position that establishes domination in this field, centralizing CA relations in its own focus, monopolizing activities, and disregarding and even excluding formations in the area of civil society, especially those which are small-scale, financially weak and do not have any sources of continuous support almost from any section whatsoever. In addition, the short and long-term objectives of the private sector (capital) and the state differ even if they are not in conflict. The private sector has a single-purpose approach based on the logic of capital in the activities it carries out concerning the formation of CA in general. In relation to the contributions of the private sector and capital, Kadri referred to seemingly ‘non-profit organizations’, and Ozansü, associated them with to charity work. 

There are also a large number of institutions established for three exhibitions and vanished, defining themselves as non-profit but exploiting this. Because it is non-profit, it expects something else in return since it does not make profit, but the artist implicitly contributes to the brand advertisement of that institution by h/herwork. I am not talking about very large institutions; smaller formations considerably exploit the labour of artists in this way. (Kadri)

There are still people who believe that the capital acts charitably with no thought of personal gain, and that this is a good thing. (Ozansü)

In other words, the idea of art based on capital does not have a strong and comprehensive public objective and approach, and it is not engaged in the effort to develop a serious policy in this context. The private sector should go beyond this limitation and adopt serious approaches to make the social benefit and public responsibility required by this area a natural part of its vision and should develop strong relevant policies and assume the responsibility to ensure that they are functional.

Certain sections of the private sector engaged in CA respond to various criticisms in a manner that can be regarded as an interesting defence based on a ‘logical’ construction: “The private sector should not be criticized; the public sector should be criticized for not supporting the private sector.” (Biren)

Although there are art activities of particular initiatives (communities groups, collectives) which may be called ‘alternative’, in the arena of civil society, it is mainly the large-scale artistic activities (such as biennials) dominated by capital display that contributes, in a fluctuating manner, to the formation, development and institutionalization of CA. The lack of any support (financial and other) and policy on the part of the state towards these activities is a major handicap for the IoCA.

In terms of the formation and development of CA, even the metropolitan cities such as Diyarbekir, Ankara and İzmir can be considered ‘local’ areas when compared with the activities of CA taking place in Istanbul. There is a similar situation in the relations of CA with capital, civil society and the state. CA activities carried out in the local environment have the following important features: Municipalities participate in and support almost all CA activities but in very small numbers and on a rather small scale. Almost all the activities have relations and connections with the contemporary artworld and actors in Istanbul. Thus, in a sense, these local activities are largely focused on Istanbul. The most important local difference is that CA activities have intensified and reached a central position (despite losing their influence and speed in recent years) in regions and provinces where political, cultural and ethnic specificities are concentrated for example, in the province of Diyarbekir.


7.6
The role of capital: Market formations and 
commercialization of 


art
From the founding years of the history of the Republic of Turkey to the present day, the process of building a society based on capitalist relations has continued through efforts with vicissitudes. I can evaluate this process through criteria such as typologies, historical breaks, changes and transformations. Although the state applied different approaches and policies in the periods of 1923 to 1950 and 1950 to 1980, it played a central role in building capitalist social relations, largely in the direction of strengthening the private sector and capital, engaging in both indirect and direct support. State policies, even if applied in different forms, in terms of character and direction, strengthened the formation and development of capital. No matter how relatively important and powerful was the presence and influence of the state, it was never in a position hindering the development of capital. After 1980s, in parallel to the global change in the world system, Turkey made significant neo-liberal changes to policy in its capitalist relations and provided the ground for the effective power of national and global capital to be formed. Although the political legitimacy of the state-capital relations did not change, the most prominent difference of the post-1980 period was the rigorous implementation of policies that first rendered secondary and marginalized the public economy and wealth created over a half-century of the Republican Era and then gradually destroyed it. Modernity-based, public-dominated, modern art-focused artistic and cultural activities had lost its dynamism and taken on a static and conservative form by the 1980s. The marginalization and almost complete disappearance of the state in the public sphere after the 1980s consolidated the prevailing static position of the artworld. The state remained far from a position where it was able to make any contribution to the public art activities that had become cut-and-dried let alone turning towards new formations. Starting from the 1980s that marked the beginning of the neo-liberal transformation, the state did not see any problem in leaving the control and hegemony of all different and new formations of art to the sphere of the private sector and to the control of capital. The process of abandoning this area to the initiative and influence of power of capital was realised gradually and in a limited scope. Until JDP came to power in 2002, previous governments did not have alternative policy objectives in the field of culture and art. Establishing a single-party government in 2002, JDP maintained the policies of the preceding governments. From this time onward, the JDP government started to adopt approaches that further weakened the existing modern art-focused public activities. While leaving CA activities and formations completely to the hegemony of the private sector (capital), the JDP government engaged in attempts to create a conservative art environment to provide for its own cultural and religious concept. The government’s priority was to promote this art in those urban municipalities where its own party had won the local elections.

In this situation, while the field of CA was generously being left to the power and initiative of big capital, civil society formations (i.e. initiatives, groups, collectives, communities, internet blogs, and internet sites) felt compelled to maintain in contact with the capital. However, civil formations remained mostly in opposition to and showed resistance in their effort to continue CA activities either individually or in small organizations, without receiving support from almost any other section of the society.

After the 1980s, capital in general maintained its social power, feeding and increasing this power in many different ways and through very different sources. There were events in the recent history of Turkey that provided the basis for the position of capital and below I present some of the prominent features. The military intervention of 1980 and the political and economic relations formed in its aftermath were entirely directed towards the maintenance and consolidation of capital. In the field of art, the period following the 1980 military intervention, found a ground and depolarized the rooted academism performing abstract art. 

Performing abstract art in the process of the emergence of contemporary art is a stage. It may not have been possible due to the strong dukedom in academy. Later, interest in conceptual art was a further stage in line with contemporary art in terms of the beginning of thinking and discussing things. It was still not possible to penetrate it into life, into the current. If this interlude had not taken place (1980 coup d’état), we might have never been able to reach abstract art. (Tugay)

Arts, in this period may also be considered one of the means and domains of political opposition. The military intervention and the ‘constitutional’ order it created by pressure and leverage prepared the ground for the marginalization and restriction of the existing confined and delimited democratic gains achieved during the Republican period. The legitimacy of the social contract was greatly eroded by preventing social opposition and its possible positive effects. In this environment, capital extended and strengthened its social power in a way that included authoritative and unlawful relations. Capital obtained economic and political support from international organizations and from the centres of global capital in order to overcome the expected contradictions expected and the problems to be encountered. Not only were public institutions and enterprises of the state were transferred to the private sector at prices very much below their market value, but also the ground was prepared for the destruction of political, social and cultural democratic gains, considerably weakening the idea of the social contract. Coming to power again in the general elections of June 2011, JDP maintained its position in the local elections of March 2014 and in the presidential election of August 2014. In the last few years, using its single-party power JDP has tried to erode the parliamentary democratic system that has its shortcomings. It has done this largely through practices that strain the political, bureaucratic, legal and constitutional ground and exclude democratic traditions. It is not possible to determine whether the big capital sector in particular strongly supports these developments in the short or long term. However, it is important to note that this sector has not showed resistance to these anti-democratic practices and formations, let alone strongly and clearly criticising the political basis on which they were founded. 

The hegemonic position of capital in the area of culture and art continues depending on the conditions of this overall political and cultural environment. In this context, despite using different approaches to the artworld, capital has maintained its influence through a differentiated understanding and policies. Capital is determined to maintain its hegemonic power it has achieved over the field of art. However, it does not engage in attempts to extend and strengthen the development of the contemporary artworld it has created since the late 1990s. Capital makes efforts to enter into stronger and more effective relations with the global art environments, rather than directing the CA field of activity towards local areas outside Istanbul. However, it is still considered that the degree of integration to and the level of participation in the global domain of CA is confined to a small number of artists and limited to personal exhibitions. Although this is the case, 

Turkey has sent only few artists to international biennials to date; it has not been able to achieve a certain success and experience in this field. (Madra, 2003, p. 13).

Capital also gives the impression that it seeks to use its power to commercialize the CA world, rather than engaging in efforts to make it more effective in terms of scope and content, and bring it closer to international standards. 

The private sector tends to enact unreliable and poorly planned relations through manipulative, artificial, and temporary practices. Rather than achieving its market volume by strengthening the conditions of competition, the policies create the conditions of capital accumulation that increase the transfer of capital in terms of scope and magnitude. 

How has the CA market been formed? There is a false agenda. We are living in times of pumped market conditions, in which there is no large production as it is claimed, and money is earned by money. What neo-liberal policies want to produce is to form a market, to create demand. To do this, the market needs to be manipulated. Of course, this is not achieved by old methods. The method required is the incorporation of all institutions into ‘how fast I can solve it’. Unquestionably, a company mentality is harnessed. (Tugay)

An important weakness in the hegemony of capital is that it is not possible for the pumped-up prices of CA works to continue at a consistently high level. The dominant elements of the artworld are those who derive and will appropriate the greatest benefit from inflated prices. For this reason, they may support those infirm and frail relations. Nevertheless, it does not seem possible that this situation will be sustainable. In addition, I should emphasize that artists, the main actors of the artworld, are those who benefit least from inflated prices. Furthermore, such relations in the global market would create an advantage to level the elements of the artworld in Turkey with the possibility of cheap works due to the relatively lower cost of living. Thus, national art capital may offer the global capital environment opportunities much below global prices (values). Furthermore, capital tends to both monopolize the contemporary artworld in Turkey and centralize it within capital’s own area of control by organizing it on a magnitude and variety in which local elements would not be able to compete. These tendencies of capital can ensure the sustainability of its hegemony in this field. However, as long as capital maintains this tendency, it will have a very limited contribution to the contemporary artworld in Turkey reaching universal quality and standards. The state does not act diffidently in providing most of the things needed by capital. Under these conditions, the non-organized situation in which artists find themselves compelled to adapt to the limited possibilities and alternatives is considered an important reason for their weak opposition and resistance. Since the state, which is regarded as the only power capable of competing with capital, has left the art market entirely to capital, it can be said that this market is under the monopoly of capital in every respect. The global artworld and the forces of global capital connected to it have interests in the monopolization created by capital in Turkey and it is clear that they will support the preservation of such relations.



7.6.1. Some historical features of the private sector
There are several important points concerning how the private sector (capital) approaches the artworld as an economic area related to its political and cultural dimensions. Capital has largely instrumentalized culture and art and placed them in a position in which they serve the wider objectives of capital. However, it does not fulfil the responsibility to maintain the existence of society together with the state and civil society. In general, the way capital approaches its ideal objectives in any activity under the conditions of Turkey is similar to its approach to the artworld. One of the pivotal means is to adopt a corporate understanding and strategy in the artworld in general and art institutions in particular. One of the contributions of Rene Block, the prominent curator of the 4th Istanbul Biennial, was to initiate a corporate understanding in arts: “René Block has a critical role in the process of becoming a corporation of contemporary art in Istanbul during 1990-2010.” (Can, 2011, p. 1).
In the interviews, the corporate understanding of CA is reflected in flat but critical interpretations of Hanım and Ozansü/Rupen Manas. 

Institution is something like a company. An institution with a vision should appreciate the opinions of its employees, and involve them in the work. However, all institutions take the shape of the person leading them. Most recently, in the SALT conference about Istanbul Modern, Levent Çolakoğlu said, ‘our museum makes no pretensions to be public. We are a private museum, not a public one’. (Hanım)

Companies canalize their institutional cultures into all agents of the artworld. Art institutions exist as an extension of the companies. A representative of Borusan openly declared, ‘I have absorbed the gallery, the museum into my company’. (Ozansü/Rupen Manas)

Given this position, capital tends to concentrate more on the art market in the relations established with the artworld. To put it differently, capital does not go beyond the dynamics of the commercialization of art. One extension of this tendency results from the decisive nature of the relations that capital seeks to establish with the global artworld. That is, when capital fails to participate increasingly in the global artworld and is unable to reach a position where it could make its presence felt to a considerable extent, it will seek to either enter into a greater relationship with the local artworld or maintain its activities directed towards art at their current level. At this point, I should state that capital does not have a comprehensive approach towards the local artworld and the achievement of the necessary formations for IoCA.
Leaving the state aside, capital is the only organized actor of the artworld. The organized position of art capital is closely linked to the historically organized nature of capital that is a fundamental source for the capital-focused IoA. The idea that capital, largely at the national level, has a “vastly and endless hegemony” (Ozansü) is an idea that is often expressed and accepted in the artworld. 

There is also an endless, immense authority. It is like a very long infinite platform, resting on your crestfallen head. This authority prevents you from meeting with the audience. It is like being surrounded by glass walls. Either you become overwhelmed or you learn to live with it. There is no one you want to talk to behind that wall. The duties undertaken by certain people are under the command of capital and passed down until they reach the artist, then the work we perform becomes meaningless. You become alienated from your work and from your audience. You even become unable to understand whether you created a work or not. It is not clear for whom you create the work and for what reason. Our wish to have direct contact with the audience evolves from this situation. Institutional relations shape the audience. Will they believe in you or in those who say that this is art? (Ozansü)

It seems apparent that capital in the field of art authoritatively alienates the artist from h/her work, production process and the audience. In addition, institutions establish ideologies of admiration in art so that its reception and knowledge is centralized via the art canon they present.

The position of the state being distant from the CA and the isolated condition of art in the area of civil society are the reasons for capital being the sole hegemonic power. One characteristic of capital’s hegemony is that it has the power to organize and implement art in large-scale activities. Of course, one should not take scale alone as the basic criterion when evaluating art activities. However, large-scale activities are important with regard to both the centralization and monopolization of the artworld in Turkey, because they largely eliminate competition at the domestic level. Although important advantages are created by size, there is not necessarily a ‘direct’ relationship between scale and ‘quality’. In Turkey, there are only three large-scale activities that are formations of undeniable importance for CA; the Istanbul biennials held for the first time in 1987 and repeated every two years, the Contemporary Istanbul Art Fair held annually since 2004; and the Istanbul Museum of Modern Art established in 2004 as the first private museum exhibiting modern and contemporary art works. Although these three activities have achieved a local and global reputation within the scope of CA, this is a very small number for a country the size of Turkey and for the metropolitan city of Istanbul where the activities are based which has a population close to 15 million.

Although these three large art establishments are currently in a position where they have multi-faced effects on the artworld, they do not embrace all aspects of the current field of CA activities. Taking all the elements of the artworld into account and considering the wide area of art activities, there is a rich diversity of different art activities outside these three formations. Generally, art activities on a smaller scale do not currently have the power to determine directly and effectively IoCA. They are the elements with the strongest potential in terms of the development and institutionalization of CA. Small CA formations not only have strong links and ties with these three large art environments but also participate in and are represented by them at a very low level. They do not have the opportunities and organizational capacity to carry out the type of art activities performed by large formations. However, this is not completely impossible; it is feasible, at least theoretically, for small formations to come together and organize art activities beyond their individual possibilities and organizations, thus building large-size collective formations.



7.6.2. Internet as an alternative to big capital

In the current situation, small art initiatives cannot come together and create large art organizations. They lack the opportunities and contingencies available to large institutions but in other ways, they can be dependent on those large organizations in several ways. The hegemony of capital is a serious obstacle to small art initiatives being able to maintain and develop their inherent potential and capacity. 

Under these circumstances, it seems impossible for small art groups or collectives not to be involved with large organizations. On the other hand, in situations where small and large come together, it is inevitable that many inconsistencies and contradictions will arise. Despite all these limitations, these small groups can utilize the internet environment satisfying various requirements to maintain their role in society.

Create your art and publish it on the internet. Internet environment now provides a crucial and the most common opportunity via which you can reach everywhere. There is an opportunity of performing an action suitable for the soul of the digital environment. (Celal)

Onat openly argued that the internet provides an alternative opportunity for CA and foresaw a qualitative expansion. On the other hand, while arguing the possibility of a domain of freedom and power provided by the internet, Ecevit could not help but certify the prevailing hegemony of capital. 

As long as they fit the language of the digital environment, the opportunities of internet will carry the institutionalization of art to a different point. (Onat)

Big Brothers (e.g. Eczacıbaşı) will decide whether it is good or not! Nothing we can do! It is not only financial; a speech about a work of art is sufficient for that person to move up and down. However, there are alternative things that can be done in the field of CA. One of our friends has established a company (like an online gallery) where s/he takes works of contemporary artists, young students and others and presents them on the website of the company. It is very sensible; it puts all the young in the market in the social media and presents them to the taste of the public. Previously there were bosses who were the determiners; now there is the social media as a domain of power. Previously, we were not able to reach to the wide scope of works of art; we used to see what they displayed in museums; now we are able to reach everything. That is why I think that we should not be pessimistic. For Turkish artists, it is as if everybody has been equal. It is completely related to technology. Now we decide on what to discuss on the internet. You see something on the internet and share it with the public. Today, there is so much accessibility, which will be further expanded and improved by the field of internet it. (Ecevit)

The capacity and power of capital to keep this medium under control is currently weak. These small art formations can take advantage of this and use the internet much more intensively and effectively to widen their domain, and control and narrow down the area of influence held by capital. There is a noticeable tendency for capital to prevent competition to keep art formations largely focused on the visual ground (e.g. exhibitions). There are companies searching, editing, storing and analysing the information that social media users produce. 

With this tendency, there is a very important but negative consequence for institutionalization. Although both large and small art activities are an important source of accumulation for the development of CA, they are not recorded in institutional and/or non-institutional environments and formations. Their representative examples are not collected and preserved, and this is a substantial setback and has a regressive effect on IoCA. In other words, the artworld ‘unilaterally consumes’ the activities that are carried out. While emphasis must be given to elements other than consumption (e.g. improving and strengthening the conditions of ‘production’) for CA to form with faster dynamics and develop strongly, this is undertaken to a very limited extent, which is a major loss. This situation involves contradictions in certain respects. The artworld can neither develop in the direction of its potential nor obtain the contribution that its institutionalization deserves. To put it differently, the strong hegemonic relations in the commercialization of art can ignore (bypass) and render secondary almost all the other elements of the artworld. 

As stated several times above, there are important differences between the art market and the dynamics of the commodity markets in several respects. It should be borne in mind that if the private sector approaches these differences with the ‘simple’ logic of capital and with its basic concepts (such as wages, profit, prices, and accumulation) and commercializes the artworld and brings it under its hegemony, this approach is likely to have multitude negative consequences for IoA. The extent to which capital can be a guarantee for the maintenance of the artworld and what it is actually doing in this respect is important for IoA in general and CA in particular. Although a guarantee provided by capital for the artworld can secure an important environment, this is not equally applicable to all the elements of the artworld. Capital cannot provide a guarantee for the whole artworld. It can be for the art market at best. Thus, art and capital cannot attain a mutual confidence-building relationship. 

After all, the private sector (capital) serves the commercialization of art through almost all its activities, and thus brings all other elements of the artworld under its influence in this direction. The private sector has a social responsibility towards the artworld. However, it tends to fulfil this responsibility only in the direction of the commercialization of art. Although it maintains its monopoly and centralizes the art market, it has a multitude of shortcomings and limitations in terms of controlling the wider scope of the field of art. To put it simply, the priorities of capital turn towards the commercialization of art; thus, making art a commodity in line with its narrow objectives and needs just as capital turns every product into a commodity. 

Today, art is predominantly an institute [a convention, practice], and contemporary art is the embodiment of this hyper-institutionalization, in which art practice itself is subsequent to the institution, because it no longer governs creative practice, but rather its principal and primary motivation is production. Art withers away beyond the limits of art that is from the sublime, the real, existence, or even “the signified,” to deal with non-artistic realms, with reality and existence. Yet the paradigmatic condition of today is that art’s real, and its sublime is the contemporary art institute itself. (Chukhrov, 2014, p. 3).

In this context, capital has largely adopted an approach that emphasises the commercialization of art rather than turning towards the multi-faceted relations of its wider area of consumption. Just as capital does not organize production in the field of art, it discriminately supports production selectively and much less than is needed. It uses its power and influence to increase the supply of art works, but does not sufficiently consider their quality.

If capital withdraws from the art market, it will still maintain its existence. Currently, there is no situation requiring capital to withdraw from the art market. However, when a national and/or global crisis occurs in this market, capital naturally will have to review the existing relations. At this point, it is useful to discuss the conditions under which the art market in Turkey could go into a crisis. This may depend on the situation of the global markets rather than the conditions of the domestic market. This is because capital does not possess the power on a global scale it has monopolized and centralized at the domestic level. The art market of Turkey is in a ‘fragile’ state compared with the global art markets because it is activity-focused and institutionalization is limited to the activities of a few large-scale art formations. 

It seems that only the state “could employ the artist on a reliable and sustainable wage” (Kadri) as it largely does in art education institutions. Although capital commoditizes all products, it does not approach the labour of the artists as a commodity. Considering who produces art works and especially the number of artists who work in education institutions, it is possible to argue that a large number of art works are produced in this area but cannot be sold. In this framework, one condition for every work of art to become a subject of the market is a confirmation of IoA market. For every work produced to become an element of the art market and to find its worth depends on this institutionalization. It appears that capital does not take an approach to internalize and control the entire production volume of the artworld. We should consider this a serious obstacle to the artworld becoming stronger. CA works on supply having a certain level of demand in the domestic market, but it is also possible to say that there is a low demand in the global markets. In line with this, as important areas of the IoA market, it is logical that the secondary markets (in the sense of the conditions where a product can be bought and sold several times) at the global level are also insignificant. 

The respondents in this study commented on the relationship established by capital with the state, using capital-focused approaches. “We have forgone support from the state; let it just stay away and not be an obstacle”… “we just want the state not to be an obstacle” or “we will be satisfied if the state just stays away; but it does not and moreover it becomes an obstacle” (Ecevit). Such comments reflect the current content of the capital-state relationship to a limited extent; the state and most governments have supported capital by facilitating considerable space and means in the area of art. It is accepted that the art activities maintained by capital generally have a public relationship; however, it can be said that the overall approach of capital fulfils this public responsibility in a very narrow area and content. Moreover, the share in urban property (real estate) rent is considered an area of priority among the possibilities offered by the state in the field of art. Depending on its position in the field of art, capital is in an effort to share all types of property rent (such as economic, cultural, and political) created in almost every area from metropolitan to small cities. In this sense, the general agreement that exists between political power and capital is applicable to the artworld. Often, an indoor space is essential for the implementation of art activities at different levels. In particular, space is considered a priority need for capital to be able to carry out large-scale activities, for example, biennials. In general, it is accepted that it is almost a necessity that such spaces for all types of art activities to be implemented (exhibited) are in the centre of cities. However, such spaces either being already in use or incurring high rental costs is a serious problem. Capital has the greatest support in this respect when the state places the public areas it owns (old or new buildings and/or land) at the disposal of capital. On the other hand, the private sector is able to appropriate urban spaces out of the possibilities of property rent created by irregular urbanization. In addition, capital can create space using state support to gentrify certain areas in the city. 

In a sense, artists’ sharing the same place is very good, but it also brings introversion and gentrification. When you put artists in a particular place, there is a great effect of gentrification. What is more important is to work with other people. I think artists need to be tolerant in this issue. There needs to be a relationship in which they can combine the habitus of the fields of art and politics rather than seeking interdisciplinary cooperation. (Duran)

What is referred as new places are actually renewed spaces But who renews and uses these places? In most cases, corporate capital interest is the primary aim in majority of the projects of gentrification. 

As a general conclusion, I can argue that the formation and institutionalisation of art in general and CA in particular largely occurs with a focus on capital and depending on its overall logic. In this context, Ishould note that the social responsibility of capital is narrowed and reduced to the dynamics of the art market. Despite this, capital is able to use all state and public possibilities to strengthen its social position. Due to both its power arising from its own position and the environment created by the state, capital faces no obstacle in relation to the artworld. I can also possibly argue that no relations restrict capital in using the experience of the artworld. In this way, capital makes use of all the privileges and priorities available to the owner of capital. I can say there is nothing capital cannot do. Nevertheless, capital must not desire to exercise power beyond the apportionment of social values in general and the distribution of the means provided by the state in particular. It certainly must not exhibit excessively demanding tendencies to obtain speculative environments and profits created by rapid and irregular urbanization.




7.6.3. End of ‘art tunnel’: Art market

It is clear that the formation and development of art market generally plays a critical role in the institutionalization of the artworld, and capital is the most important actor of this area in terms of market dynamics. Considering the experiences of other counties, Turkey appears to be in a unique position in that the state has almost no presence in the process of formation of the contemporary art market and largely plays a role that contributes to the hegemony of capital in this field. In terms of the development of CA in developed countries, the state makes its presence felt in almost every area to varying degrees. Unfortunately, this is not the case for Turkey. Capital may have achieved its hegemony in the field of CA in general and in the art market in particular by organizing large-scale art formations in a central and monopolistic position and allowing small art activities a partial representation in those formations.

To understand the background to the formation of art market in Turkey, one should go back to the initial years of the Republican era. In that period, the state purchased the necessary works to establish collections and museums through public institutions to support art and artists. This was a one-sided trade because the state was the sole buyer and there was no environment, other than very limited possibilities of exhibitions, in which artists could meet buyers and sell their work. It is uncertain what criteria the state and the public sector used in buying the works and the extent to which the purchasers had knowledge of the national and global position of the artworld and consulted the scholars in the academies of art concerning the purchase of those works. Moreover, almost exclusively, modern works of art were bought which prevented not only the formation of the art market but also the development of all other elements of the artworld and caused the artworld to remain in stagnation. Additionally, during the period when the private sector started to buy art works, the goal was not to create an art market but to have a collection. The stage of establishing collections was followed by the stage of attempts at exhibitions. It is clear that either the relations established by the state or by capital in its purchases of art works were not relations that enabled the formation of an art market. There was no art market where supply and demand met; instead, there was a one-sided relationship where only the buyer could use an initiative. 

Starting from the late 1990s, as the turning (breaking) point of this process, contemporary art works began to be produced and bought to a certain level in the artworld of Turkey. Zeytinoğlu (2008, p. 143) provides some of the reasons for and the constituting elements of this change. 

First, there are some conceptually based works of art taken over from the 1980s and fitted in with some paradigm changes in the 1990s in terms of perception, production and exhibition. There are so many reasons for this: one is the Biennials and another is curation. Turkey’s opening up to the world, especially to CA with exhibitions organized abroad and within the country lead to the CA thinking. Changes in the socio-political position of Turkey, that is, many interactions emerging with the globalization phenomenon, is another fact. The concept of ‘the other’ was problematized in theoretical terms in the 1990s. Besides, many post-1960s structuralist and poststructuralist philosophers of culture and art appeared on the agenda of the field of art in Turkey. To some extent, the use of these concepts, organizing seminars and programs, and publishing books shaped the thought and perception of CA in Turkey. 

For the same period, Akay (2008, p. 24), in a similar line of thinking, critically focuses on the stagnating structural character of the art market.

In Turkey, there are two wings in the line of development in the last 15 years: One is analytical and the other is structural. For the former, there are exhibitions, changed materials and conceptualized works. The latter is composed of the market where no changes are observed. Although, an incredible change has been experienced in CA since the 1990s, it is structural; that is, the market preserves its original character and has only been extended in marginal terms, because there have been no returns. Gradually getting lonely, some artists left the field due to the indifference they had witnessed. 

Within the same scope of interest, Zeytinoğlu (2008, p. 146) discusses the same issue critically in political terms.

The followers of new art trends and those loyal to their traditional disciplines have distanced themselves from each other but since the 1990s, there has been no meaningful debate. For example, how do artists in the biennial or those willing to join this event define art and why do they produce this kind of work? Similarly, how do those who remain loyal to their traditional disciplines sustain their standpoint? How did those who internalised the new trends consider them in terms of the new world politics? What did they claim had changed to influence their artwork? Overdeveloped through the process of ignoring each other, only polemics and debates emerge from these two groups. That is, neither group appreciates the views of the other group. 

One reflection of the turning point of the 1990s is the abrupt expansion of galleries. Hanım argues that “those who have money and open a gallery are not aware that this is an occupation. Children of bourgeois families have opened galleries commercializing artworks with high profit rates. They market the cool guy with tattoos and earrings and the beauty of a girl rather than the artwork itself.” In the interview, Harika Litfij supported this view:

In the past, NGOs used to be established; now, some rich people irrelevant to art are opening galleries. There were no galleries at the beginning of the 2000s; there were only 3-5 galleries and all of a sudden, there has been a boost. (Harika Litfij)

Although global contacts (relations) were important in this transformation, it is only in the last few years that the CA works of Turkey began to attract the interest of the global markets. In relation to such a historical background of the art market, some of the respondents in this study suggested that “the CA market is not as it used to be, it has rapidly developed and CA has reached a certain speed and alacrity”, which may give a clue regarding the formation of this market. 

However, the more common comments made in the interviews in relation to this market were “This market has strong characteristics that may be called ‘artificial’. It is largely open to undesirable ‘manipulations’. Due to the existence of similar ‘imperfect’ market relations, it is not yet a firmly settled market. Therefore, it contains excessive vulnerabilities.” (Tugay). In addition, because of all these characteristics, the market currently contains many risks and negative aspects and its future sustainability does not seem very likely as suggested by Karamustafa (2008, p. 55) drawing attention to the significance of the recent past history of transformation of arts in Turkey. 

Today, it is said that biennials and large curator exhibitions that shaped the art of the 1990s have lost their breath. CA has become an issue of price and commerce. Contemporary artworks have been retailed for astronomical prices. However, I think that the significant struggle in the last 16 years since the early 1990s for the transformation of art should not be forgotten. 

It is only big capital, which keeps the artworld under its monopoly that can possibly intervene to mitigate against these negative aspects of the market. One reason for such unsustainability is that the prices of art works are created through manipulations, inflated artificially and are, in many respects, not based on production. The latter both restrict the volume of production due to the limited purchasing power and have a negative effect on the diversity and prevalence of production. Under these conditions, only a limited number of artists can sell their work at these inflated high prices. Many artists either cannot sell their work or have to sell at low prices. Selling works at inflated prices involves many varieties of manipulation (not including the specificities of art and going outside the market rules) of the market elements other than artists. With the almost unlimited means at its disposal, capital has the power to bring selected artists and their works into the fore. Being aware of such power, the actors of the artworld inevitably feel compelled to act in concert with the owners of capital and within conditions determined by them. This situation has various negative implications on the institutionalization of the art market.

Furthermore, as capitals commercialize and as the volume of production and monetary size of this market reach a certain level, the market is expected to have relations with finance capital. When commenting on this market, a large number of respondents in this study often stated that one characteristic of this market is that it is an area “where money brings money”. The ability of capital to maintain its market hegemony under these conditions is evidence that it can maintain its relations with power politics in harmony.

Accordingly, the implementation of large-scale CA activities not only requires a large amount of capital but also the market organization and management experience and accumulation possessed by groups holding big capital. In this way, the monopoly of big capital forms and continues the existence of the art market. Thus, the conditions are almost non-existent for small CA formations to be able to compete with these market characteristics.

Some of the respondents did refer to the positive impact of the art market in terms of increasing the speed and momentum of the activities and giving the artist some autonomy in politics. 

Institutionalization also exists outside the market relations, because there is politics within art; it was the same also in the past, as well. Today, politics and the market are intertwined. Politics exists as long as the market exists. Birth of the market, thus, has brought the artist autonomy; otherwise, there would have been only government bureaucrats. This autonomy has liberated the artists; the more they sell on their own feet, the more they liberate themselves. This paradox has continued and it has never gone beyond the scope of the market, full politics and full market. Today, all this postmodernity questioning of modernity has weakened modernity’s object of power. That is, this centre has retreated against the factors coming from new classes, new rich groups, new middle classes and others. (Hamdi)




7.6.4. Hegemony of the private art sector: Heading to the global

1991 was the year that Istanbul began to be attractive. Istanbul became cosmopolite with the immigration coming initially from the East and the West because of the collapse of the Berlin Wall in 1989. Istanbul became a centre of communication. This situation also created the sociological conditions leading up to Istanbul becoming one of the international art centres. (Akay, 2008, p. 32).

Although capital’s relations with the field of CA are based largely on activities focused on Istanbul, and CA formations outside Istanbul are still materialized in connection with the centre in Istanbul, I can note that local municipalities have a decisive contribution to those formations. However, it is also noted that that the development dynamics of CA formations depend on the relations to be established by capital with the global contemporary artworld.

The global dynamics and development of the contemporary artworld have provided capital with both the basis for and domination of CA formations in Turkey. In this context, capital focuses the dynamics of production on the local while it tends to expand market dynamism towards the global. In parallel, capital tries to bring the global environment into contact with CA in Istanbul. Despite the weakness of its tendency to form CA at the local level, it has the desire to carry local CA forms to the global.

The negative impacts on the artworld in general and on the art market in particular result in the common opinion that artists have to maintain their existence in this environment. They are aware of being ‘crushed’ in several ways under these conditions and alienated as artists, from their work, the artworld and the society in which they live. Since capital has become almost the only dominant force in the artworld and has monopolized market conditions, there is no question of an environment of competition at the national level. In contrast, artists find themselves forced to compete with each other to maintain their existence in the artworld and its market conditions. As stated, “capital does not compete in the environment monopolized by capital; artists compete with each other; think of the pressure of artists upon each other” (Duran). Furthermore, the dominant position of capital in the artworld enables it to impose its own approach on all actors of the artworld. As stated, “capital infuses its own culture upon everyone” (Duran). This position of capital also prevents art from reaching the audience. Although capital has brought art in general and CA in particular into contact with the middle class, it has placed small formations merely in the status of producers of the artworld due to its hegemony, and turned curators into its officers, and exhibitions, galleries and museums into intermediary institutions subject to its hegemony. Despite all these negative conditions, it is possible to break this monopolistic position of capital. For example, individuals and small formations that can use the internet medium can increase their influence and expand opportunity to become a significant force outside the capital-dominated ‘conventional’ environment. 

To conclude, the respondents in this study were aware of all these problems and limitations that change and shape art as can be seen from Duran’s comment:

it is not possible to escape from this market; they [artists] have to be in this market to take a certain share. There is a certain amount of money circulating in this market; it is logical to get a share from it. But, think how this creates pressure on the artists. Do not expect anything from them; this is not a sacrifice. These people expect something from art; this situation unavoidably changes the content of art. 


7.7. The relationship between CA and the market 

The organizational character of the commercial and financial structure of the art market as well as the pattern and direction of its institutionalization reveals tendencies of both establishment and development in connection with the rise of CA in Turkey and with domestic and global demands and expectations. However, these tendencies are not at the expected level; as a result, the discussions of this phenomenon are open to uncertainty as well as controversial interpretations. The active interventions of a large number of directing agents in the artworld compound the fact that the market determinants are still unclear. This prevents the artworld from reaching the expected level of institutionalisation.

The art market is comprised of two contrasting elements. First, there are the artists, as the producers, proclaiming the inextricable character of the work of art as an extension of their own nativity and identity. On the other hand, there is the product of the market where the sole aim of social and financial capital is to appropriate value (both social and economic) to make a profit. 

From this examination of the nature of the art market, one can argue that only the artists can interpret their product and the process of its production into a kind of valuation of the art object, whereas the dealer, collector, or any other agent of the artworld may view this valuation as relational. As such, a proposition can reflect the extreme edges of the identification of the work of art; consequently, the idea of a relational art market follows the demand internationally or locally. However, there are internal diversities within theoretical approaches (network, field and institutional analysis) to conceptualise the underlying social relations within the sociology of art market: 

they hold a prior view that the social space is somehow unified- whether as a system of relations of distance/proximity between social positions (Bourdieu), as a complex of network relations (network analysis), or by informal rules and understandings (neo-institutional theory) (Fourcade 2007, p. 1025).

The relational character of the art market encapsulated by the institutional structure of the artworld enumerates the nexus of relations and links surrounding the art market. One can argue that there are three significant issues surrounding the organizational and institutional character of the contemporary art market in Turkey. The first is the institutionalisation of laws and regulations mostly related to the artists’ contracts, artists’ rights and a lack of the formal description of the contemporary artwork itself. Second, there is a lack of institutionalisation in the Turkish education system, including higher education in the Fine Art Faculties, which largely influences young artists by exposing students to the ‘gallery’ and ‘star artist’ systems. The deficiency in compulsory art and art history courses at the pre-university level compounds the problems related to institutionalisation in higher education systems. The third issue is the precarious relationship between the job market and unemployment, piece production, and voluntary and trainee working conditions. Art in Turkey is the history of its transformation from the institutions initiated and established by the state since the ‘early Republic’ to the private sector determined and identified with the contemporary art market. 


7.7.1.
Emergence of the art market: Early experiences

It is possible to find traces of the Turkish art market in the art and industrial fairs of the late 19th century Europe. Bakbaşa pointed out that the London exhibition held in the Crystal Palace in Hyde Park in 1851 with the display of mostly ethnographic Ottoman products should be seen as a turning point in the history of the emergence of the art market in the Late Ottoman era (Ada, 2011a). Although these fairs do not directly resemble an institutionalised or established art market, participating and exhibiting in those fairs are important regarding the 150 years of state involvement and support of westernisation and modernisation aims of Turkey in relation to art. 

The 150-year period that spans the evolution of Turkish modernity in art has witnessed various guidance of the state. From the late 1980s onwards, following the full-fledged privatization of the culture industries along with all other institutions throughout Turkey, the government increasingly sequestered its control over artistic life to the private sector (Baldwin 2011, p. 82).

In support of Baldwin’s view, Onat argued in the interview, “until the early 1980s, the only supporter of the art field in Turkey was the state, and the emergence of the art market was relatively late and primitive.” In relation to the structuring of the art field in Turkey by reviewing the cultural sections of the Five-Year Development Plans (FYDP) from 1963 to 2013, one can also trace the influence of the state apparatus to understand how it continued to shape and plan the artworld and the art market until the early 1980s. The FYDP from 1963 to 1987 had a strong philanthropic aim and proposed developmental plans related to; education, increasing creativity, acceptance of culture as a valuable asset, support of cultural and artistic activities toward the needs of the society, the establishment of the Ministry of Culture in 1971, emphasis on national culture and eliminating the geographical inequalities in the cultural field (Seçkin, 2009). Unfortunately, several policies to be implemented had contradictory aims. For example, the elimination of the geographical inequalities in cultural field proposed in the fourth FYDP was contradictory to the emphasis on national culture contained in the fifth FYDP. In these FYDPs, one of the main reasons for not adopting and executing an institutional approach is argued to be due to lack of financial support and inadequate staff; however, the factor that ultimately resulted in a failure to adopt such an approach was the lack of a cultural model that could coordinate state support and private capital. This is reflected in the independent report prepared by the Council of Europe in 2013.

Our strong impression in Istanbul, from the Ministry officials in Ankara and from governorship of the Municipality was that the private (and the foundation/association/NGO) sector exists almost as if in a parallel world to public (state) cultural provisions. Cooperation towards achieving shared cultural and social goals seems to be rather limited, and we were unable to identify anything that might be recognisable as a ‘public/private partnership’ operating on anything like on equal footing (Council of Europe 2013, p. 37).

The expectations and demands of the art market from the works of modern art in terms of institutionalization have gradually begun to decrease to a level incomparable with artworks of contemporary art. This is reflected in the comment made by Agopyan, “Artists who continue with modern art no longer have any importance in the Istanbul market.” It is clear that this situation has a variety of impacts in terms of the artworld of the century-old Republican period of Turkey and particularly the institutionalization of the art market. Almost all institutional relations based on modern art activities since the mid-1990s have become secondary; furthermore, they are slowly becoming extinct, which brings about serious transformations in the Turkish artworld. 

In relation to these changes, Agopyan commented, “Only after the 1990s did Turkish private capital start to discover the significance of art as an economic apparatus” and he was supported by Asaf as:

We can say that it was only after 2005 a small-scale contemporary art market emerged. Why is it so? After the 1990s, the bourgeoisie of Turkey began to associate themselves with international capital and felt the necessity to gain an identity at a global level. This initiated a two-fold process: One was to build up/create a historical collection. Some examples are Sadberk Museum, Suna Kıraç Pera Museum, and Sabancı Museum. When this was not sufficient, they [the bourgeoisie] extended their global prestige and profit by engaging in with contemporary art (Asaf).

Onat pointed out that the gallery Baraz, one of the earliest and most influential of art galleries, did not have a landline, indicating that the art market of the mid 1970s of Turkey was underdeveloped and it was close network relations that ruled the art market and helped a gallery without a phone survive and make profit. The data from the in-depth interviews supports Onat this argument. I can draw several conclusions from the views of the interviewees. First, to a certain extent, having access to and being included in the art market in general and the galleries in particular as well as possessing star status is the personal choice of individual artists. Second, artists are likely to be part of the precarious working environment regardless of the organization being oriented for profit. Most participants emphasised that without a full time job in education, advertising, media or other sectors and areas, it would be impossible or extremely difficult to support themselves and continue their artistic production. Only a handful of artists earn enough from only selling their work. In addition, the interviewees reiterated that “Turkish contemporary art market is at best in an emerging state” and it is unstable, unsettled, uncertain, slippery, and recently emerging. They used a ‘bubble’ analogy to describe the last ten years of the contemporary art market. 

How did the Turkish contemporary art market emerge? There is an artificial agenda in this country. As far as I know, we are witnessing an art market through the implementation of neo-liberal policies, pumped into an economic environment in which money brings money and art production is not stable. We may speak of a situation that continues to exert new ways of manipulation that brings out an artificial art market and its demands. Such methods are used in most corporate institutions. (Tugay)

During the interviews, there were conflicting opinions regarding generalizations about the art market. The participants had considerable doubts and differing opinions concerning whether the art market is emerging, being formed, or is already established. However, irrespective of the stage, it is believed that the art market is artificial; thus, it is not real, which means that it is not permanent and therefore the market today will be different tomorrow. It is suggested that there is the possibility of ‘disengagement’/disintegration/contraction in a certain sense and even of considerable departures and/or withdrawals from the artworld that will have serious effects on IoCA.

For the establishment and development of CA from the point of view of the artworld, Onat perceived that “Contemporary Art is establishing itself along civil paths with a market and private sector emphasis” and Boyar supported this viewpoint stating that “contemporary art has now almost become a financial operation; involving the financialization of life and the auctioning of art.” 

It is a controversial issue whether IoCA in general and its institutionalization in the scope of the private sector have different and/or similar dynamics. Onat’s description about ‘becoming civil’ clearly refers to a concept of CA that is formed and developed outside of the state domain. Boyar’ presented a similar description but narrowed down the art and market relationship by emphasizing its financial base in general and the role of auctions in particular; Boyar also accepted CA as a living area and conceptualised the social ground of art in its possible broad scope. Enver, on the other hand, questioned several important limitations and shortcomings of and obstacles to the expected establishment and institutionalisation of the contemporary art market in Turkey:

Why is the price of contemporary works of art so high? There is probably a bit of a bubble in the institutionalization and commercialization of contemporary art. Usually, there is also an expectation. The art market is something global. It seems that global market also has an expectation from Turkey. Contemporary art is also rising in Turkey. It is a fake. Who determines the value of what according to what? All this is very much related to what is called the functioning of the market. These are all very uncertain! So many things are involved in the market! All these expectations depend on the path to be followed by the market and who determines what. The market can be as censorial and authoritative as the state. The market is no more democratic or open than the state! (Zeid and Enver)
Most of the respondents claimed that they had been witnessing a considerable increase in the volume of sales in Turkey since the early 2000s. However, from the artists’ perspective, they are not able to sell their work abroad and only few had the opportunity to fully exhibit their work in the international arena. As Asaf asserted, “artists from Turkey in the contemporary artworld were only able to exhibit their work in international museums.” This only marginally contributed to the standardization and establishment of the contemporary art market in Turkey. Drawing upon the responses from the interviewees, most revealed their doubts about the character and nature of the establishment of the art market. However, the art market shows emerging tendencies of development, especially with the initiatives of young artists, but according to Dikmen, its future does not seem to be bright: 

With the emergence of the cultural operators and currently through the works of mostly young artists, there is a market: During the course of the 2010 Project [referring to the Istanbul 2010 European Capital of Culture], there was an expansion in production. Many galleries were opened. Young artists now recognise that they can earn money from art. This has been turned into a cycle and this is why the market seems to be expanding. However, I think that this will burn out in the near future. (Dikmen)

Bozcalı shares the view of Dikmen emphasizing that the uncertainties of the art market seem to be extremely detrimental to its maintenance and sustainability in the long term with the prevailing low supply and relatively high demand: 

The art market in Turkey is highly unstable; there is a great uncertainty and it is coming close to saturation point. There should be more collectors as well as more production. Some gallery owners say that they cannot keep up with the demand. A great economy like Turkey should be producing more. The same old galleries are selling the artworks of the same artists. (Bozcalı)

Most interviewees shared the view proffered by Gizer:

There is insufficient data supporting the broadening of the art market. It is a slippery surface. We cannot talk about an established market. It is recently emerging, not yet settled because it is not possible to cash in artwork on the spot. (Gizer)

All these doubts about the current position and status of the art market were more strongly delineated by Arslanyan, who specified the role of agents of the artworld as follows: 

It [The contemporary art market] is not established on any grounds. Although this may vitalize some opportunities in the market, there are important uncertainties related to practices of exhibitions, museums that build up a discourse between the market and the art public, curators and capital. In this ‘equation’, it is not clear who takes which decisions under what conditions. (Arslanyan) 

It is interesting how Agopyan referred to the scope of realisation of artwork at the international level: 

In fact, artist’s position here is downgraded to a mere pawn. The international capital has a role in this situation and clearly Turkish capital cannot escape from it. It has to adapt itself to this field. There is a scandalous amount of turnovers (unsaleable) of works of art. (Agopyan) 

The fake character of the market accompanied by the current prices in the market being at an inflated level gives clues about the future of this market and its sustainability. In keeping with this view, Voskan also referred to the bubble effect as follows: 

There is no end to economic expansion. The sellers, buyers and producers are Turks in a bubble. It is hard to identify the actual values of this bubble because unlike economic categories, it is impossible to evaluate the aesthetic categories of art. (Voskan)


7.7.2.
The bubble effect: A common manipulation

Referring to the auctioning of Burhan Doğançay’s Blue Symphony, the second most expensive Turkish artwork sold for one million pounds sterling in 2009 (Atukeren and Seçkin, 2012), Agopyan strongly argued that the creating value in the art market is not only related to the production of art but also linked to the manipulative functioning of the market dynamics. 

Turkish capital discovered the significance of art as an economic source only after the 1990s. It is always hard to create new value not only in art but also in all areas of production of value. It is difficult to create value in the economy; however, it is relatively easier to create value in art through changing hands. Blue Symphony is a good example of this. (Agopyan)

Most participants emphasised that the market had not yet been fully established with a few participants indicating that there was a ‘bubble effect’ related to the unsettled contemporary art market. It is widely accepted that the total sales of the Turkish contemporary art market have been gradually increasing in the last couple of years. The Conference and Events Archive gathered data concerning the participation of art galleries at international contemporary art fairs. Examining the documentation from 41 selected countries’ concerning international galleries, there was no exhibition from Turkey in the period before 2008. The Conference and Events Archive study showed that in terms of country of origin, Turkish galleries participated only 0.7 per cent of all international exhibitions (Quemin, 2013). The participants in this study made some striking comments on the reason for the expansion of art activities and the emergence of a new pattern of the development of the art market in Turkey.

The sudden expansion of galleries after the 1990s is related to money laundering. Ridiculous amounts of money circulate in this business. There has been an explosion of business; not only in terms of galleries but also auctions. However, this is related to antiques rather than contemporary art. (İsmail)

In addition to the desire of corporations to be involved in the immaterial symbolic value of art, the transformation/gentrification of city spaces may contribute to such a bubble effect. Tugay referred to this when she commented on the relationship between the privatisation and marketization of public spaces for private art events and exhibitions, particularly in reference to the decision of the board of Mimar Sinan University to allow their Tophane-i Amire building to be used as private art space. 


7.7.3. The artist and the art market

The type of art system plays a significant role in creating the pattern of IoA. In line with the discussion concerning the organisational capacities of the Turkish contemporary art scene and the potential for Turkish contemporary artists to be noticed by masses in the last two years, Kadri’s comment given below is informative about the consumption of art music written particularly by female artists for the International Women’s Day: 

I realised that a piece of music or a song can be downloaded by 30,000 people in a few days. My blog has been running for four years and has only been viewed by 3,000 visitors. None of the works we have created has a popular audience. I should add that when I say that I have certain worries and certain targets, I mean that the production of an artwork is not the only way for your voice to be heard. (Kadri) 

The public does not extensively follow the contemporary artworld. Contemporary Turkish artists participating in those areas may have more opportunities to work through music or cinema art systems that open alternative communication channels to achieve contact with the masses. The use of different forms of branding can open the way to manipulate the realisation of works of art. International names do not yet occupy or play a central role in a larger scope of the contemporary art market in Turkey; thus, local names predominate the branding of works of art in Turkey. 



7.7.4.
Branding culture and entrepreneur artists

Contemporary artists establish relationships with brands in different ways. As is the case with the Warhol’s Campbell’s Soup piece, contemporary artists arrogate brands and commercial symbols for their own works of art. Additionally, at the international level, the art market deals with global brands such as Picasso, Van Gogh, and Rembrandt, which shows how it is easy to create a strong relation between value and brand. An artist’s use of distinctive style and appearance in their own works also turns them into novel images, visualised brands. Art, as an important representational system like branding, informs us about the different ways in which knowledge, meaning, and value are produced through discursive practices (Schroeder, 2010). One can consider the arguments presented above as an expansion of an understanding of reframing an art-centred marketing; however, it is also central to why artists are urged to have their own brands. “Successful artists may be seen as the twin engines of marketing knowledge; as consummate image managers, and as managers of their own brand, the artist.” (Schroeder, 2010, p. 20). Harika Litfij made a similar comment when referring to the circularity rate of the name of artists: “Marketing of artwork is related to the circulation rate of the name of the artist.” Thus, the artist becomes a brand, and as a consequence, the artistic qualities attributed to the artist and h/her works lose their significance. Another example from the Contemporary Turkish art scene is provided by Berger, who indicated that “most young artists identify themselves as entrepreneurs” referring to the attitudes of her students neglecting their course work and sliding into the entrepreneurial side of the artworld.
The scope and content of the art market as proposed by Eckstein (2008) are a tangle of subjective interpretations of concepts, ideas and/or problems of art that represents an objectified and solid share of an investment fund. In accordance with the predominance of the current global realities of the art market, artists are considered both the creators and stallholders of their own work that emerges from internal, qualitative and intangible exchange relationships (Fillis, 2010). Simply put, aesthetic categories are not the sole determinant of the market. Aesthetics properties and artistic capacities as integral parts of the artwork become a brand and consumption item at the market level. In line with this, Arslanyan related this to the artist’s star status: “The art market can create its own stars. Although never been exhibited in a biennial, artists are recognised and found appealing by the art market.” 

What an artist does entails an extensive scope of societal relations. Their activity is not simply confined to their own effort; it involves the joint contribution of all the elements of the artworld. 


7.7.5.
Importance of personal choices and preferences 

Contemporary works of art that are produced by artists who have different attributions, are realised within different environments and relations (individually, collectively, inside or outside academia, state-centred/non-state, focused on capital/remaining distant from capital, and in other ways). These create a demand at the domestic and international level that strongly influence the IoCA in general and the art market in particular. As Onat commented,

Around the 1960s, a handful of private galleries appeared in Istanbul with only a few sales, which reflected the low level of demand. A demand has been created by arguing that art is important and culture is significant. By the 1970s, the demand had grown. To be able to trigger the valorisation of art to increase the demand, first it is necessary to appeal to the sprit/souls and consciousness of the people and they should be able to ascend to a threshold of being rich. A demand has been created with the affirmation of the attitudes of contemporariness; rather than seeking satisfaction with the ostentatiousness of your gold possessions; just hang paintings on your wall. (Onat) 

Within such a broad scope of demand for the artwork, an objective appraisal regarding the price of a work of art is almost impossible (Robertson, 2008) since their marketability depends on a variety of conditions. There may be several reasons that a work of art is not sold. However, the work of art always has a value and this does not have to be a monetary one. Although the level of value it creates is different, artistic activity enables the artist to maintain himself. If the work is not found valuable today, the artist can have trouble. However, the artist makes their production continuously because s/he has a belief that their work not considered valuable today will receive appreciation tomorrow. For this reason, I can think of the artworld as a sphere of unavoidable engagement that constantly creates value. 

Enver added that “art market is not a very homogenous area; perhaps, some are more inside the market relations while others stand more outside.” Dikmen emphasised the personal orientation of the artists to be involved in such relations as, ‘It is the artists’ own judgement to get into these relations.’ 

It is unavoidable that education in general and art education in particular have an extensive influence on the art market. Arslanyan argued in favour of a critique for the institutionalisation of the art market as a system, explicating the possible limits of personal preferences and individual choices of the artist: 

The education system depends on its own veracity offering alternatives for art production whether you oppose and criticise or just indulge in it without any considerations. It depends on how the artists read and analyse the problems surrounding art production, the art market and dissemination of the work of art. For example, within the scope of once admissible concept of ‘institutional critique’, the artist realises the faults of the system and tries to wrestle with it, and overturns it. In principle, rather than working within the boundaries of the art market, one should work with the market to the extent of their own boundaries. I am saying this for the sake of the artist’s capacity to attain, independently, a flexible position. (Arslanyan). 

I can see that in relation to the autonomy of the artist and artistic production, several of the artist respondents made similar and related comments. For example, Seyyid’s own experience of how he reacted to and positioned himself within the art-market when the Zorlu Group invited him to display one of his works:

The Zorlu Group was the associate sponsor of Contemporary Istanbul 2011. They offered to showcase my work in their private booth. I asked what kind of a booth it was and I received the reply that it was ‘a VIP one, a very special one; there will be special tickets for the entrance; if you wish, you can talk to your collector’. I told them that there should be equal chances for everyone to see that work and refused their offer. That was the right thing to do. When I saw their VIP booth, it was like an estate sales office in which they publicized the Zorlu Centre. [A heavily disputed building violating restricted areas] (Seyyid)

Even if they are in severe financial straits, artists are obliged to accept the deterministic mechanisms of the art market. However, they are bounded and their alternatives may be restricted, they seek means to avoid damaging and non-constructive relations with the art market. Harika Litfij revealed her personal feelings as follows: 

When producing an artwork for the art market, the whole point is to remain faithful to yourself. It is impossible not to acknowledge that during all phases of your production, you will be aware that your work of art will be exhibited for one day. An exchange of one’s work of art on monetary grounds seems like necrophilia to me. When you exist within this industry, no one gives flying fudge. If your gorge rises, then you should avoid these market relations. (Harika Litfij) 

One should also notice that not all artists accept the manipulative mechanisms of the art market even if the results may be beneficial. Most artists are aware of the long-term depreciating effects of speculative market prices and take into account the economic positions of individual art lovers. Çallı appreciated and showed sympathy for these individuals: 

A former lecturer introduced by one of my friends wanted to buy a piece of work; I reduced the price of the painting, and accepted credit card payment. I made it as easy as I could to ensure that the painting could hang on their wall and they could enjoy it. I only have one gallery in which I can sell my work and therefore I can earn money when I need it. Another example is a friend of mine that supports his family and pays all his bills by selling work from his workshop. (Çallı) 

Some of the respondents emphasised the inevitability of exhibiting artwork for selling it, while others exempted themselves from the formal relations of the art market. A few respondents considered marketing as akin to necrophilia. However, all perspectives are part of the artworld and its relationship with society, in which the working conditions associated with the realisation of a creative activity, is largely effective in shaping the general patterns and specific forms of IoA. 



7.7.6.
A precarious profession 

Although artists establish different levels of participation in the art market, there are several crucial problems in the artworld of Turkey. The Council of Europe, referring to the cultural policy of Turkey, reported that it is highly impossible for independent artists to earn a living from their profession, whether it is on freelance, self-employed or part-time bases (Council of Europe, 2013). Ozansü stated that “none of us can earn our living from arts” and Kadri supported this view saying that “only a small minority, about 1% of the artists, earn their living solely from the sale of their work of art.” Aksel stated, “I have to compensate for my production by earning from other sectors and investing in my own work”, and Müşfik explained her own position as follows:

Working as an assistant at the university has two advantages: first, it has an economic yield. You have the choice not to produce work for outside [implies the art-market or other related sectors]; second, you can use university supplies and you have the chance to open exhibitions there. (Müşfik)

This problem is also closely related to the lack of governmental documentation and research on the economic situation of artists. 

With the policies implemented by the JDP governments, the character of the art events/activities within the urban economy has indirectly changed the position of the artists in the cultural economy. (Kadri)

Interestingly, there is not even a definition of ‘contemporary arts and artists’ on the web page of MoCT. A similar example is the case in England where most of the artists operate below the registration threshold of value added tax (VAT). In England, one must register for VAT if their VAT taxable turnover is more than £81,000 over a 12-month period (https://www.gov.uk/vat-registration-thresholds).

In terms of economic planning and policy, nobody knows you are there. So in a sense people do not understand what the sector is made up of, who works in it, how much they spend and how much they earn. (Kieffer, 2011, p. 2).

In relation to precarious contemporary art employment opportunities, Kadri pointed to the lack of information surrounding the artists’ contracts with the galleries. As a person struggling to institutionalise the rights of artists by creating a common ground between artists and galleries, she stated: 

No one shares the details of their contracts. After all, the institutions are not transparent and they do not share information with you. I cannot understand how the Turkish art market could be as large as it is said to be. It seems to me that the reality underlying this economy is not as large as it appears. (Kadri)

Professional artistic work eventually had to be identified within different job markets, mostly in education, advertising and other sub-sectors, where the working conditions are precarious, insecure and unorganized as summarized by Asaf:

There is no support from projects or public funding, scholarships or private funds. Artists have to work in related sectors such as universities or graphic design, and when they find time, they produce their own work. Except those who can sell in the market, only a small number of artists can find funding … how would the relations be established? Here, galleries have a critical structural role. In fact, galleries have tried to undertake this function for nearly 15 years. (Asaf) 

Although as Dikmen commented, “there is a high pressure on the artists to produce more and more contemporary artwork”, Asaf considered that at the domestic and global levels, the demand for CA is considerably low: 

There are not enough buyers to assimilate the large amount of production in Turkey; thus, both the galleries and artists are struggling. Just look at the number of biennial followers: in a city like Istanbul with approximately 15 million people, it is only 150 thousand. (Asaf)

Asaf’s view is important in terms of demonstrating the role of the galleries in Istanbul in institutionalisation of the artworld in general and the art market in particular, and their direct similarities with the art markets abroad. A study analysing the different practices and roles of particular actors, business and institutions on the contemporary art market suggests that the task of the galleries is to, 

introduce new talent and participate in the ‘dialogue to advance contemporary art, taking an active part in introducing new trends where artists are non-active participants of the gallery operations modes. The galleries were the key actors that create and maintain the market practices. However, the artists and institutional actors influence them in indirect ways. (Jyrama and Ayvari, 2004, p. 6). 

Not only at the global level but also under domestic conditions, production and realisation of artwork necessitate detailed professional effort and involve sophisticated relations within the artworld that are central to the working conditions of artists. Kadri described this as follows: 

Most of the work produced for the ‘contemporary art market’ initially spins around as long lasting documents to be approved before production. A budget should be prepared, sufficient funds should be found and then comes the phase of production. It is not just like someone producing paintings in a studio, and seeking an exhibition venue/place. When there is a subject in my mind, it is first turned into a project and then I look for an appropriate venue and budget. This is why you have to seek and establish a different kind of relation with galleries and institutions. (Kadri)

In addition to the galleries, the collaboration of artists in non-profit and artist-run associations such as initiatives, groups, and collectives plays a significant role in the collective action of artists. Tugay gives the following example:

Back in time, 15-20 years ago, artists were able to afford to rent venues such as the Atatürk Cultural Centre [a state establishment in Istanbul province] and show their own works in exhibitions funded by money raised among the artists themselves. (Tugay)

Although there is not a similar situation abroad, the working conditions of these groups are very informative in terms of the institutionalisation of the artworld in Turkey. For the past 20 years, despite the proliferation of artist collaboration, initiatives seldom turned into professionally solid structures where an interface could happen between local markets or other arts bodies. Therefore, as Buck (2012) argues, it is crucially important for these groups/initiatives to emerge and then sustain their survival. The organisational model of these groups, affiliated to different disciplines such as multimedia, installation and performance are generally not regarded as market-friendly within the development of the contemporary art scene of Turkey. 

In addition, it is crucially important to understand how artists identify themselves within the occupational field. Galligan (2008) points out that the changes in the conditions within the job market have an impact on artistic occupation. Data from the interviews in the current study exhibits at least three different descriptions of their artistic occupation. Seyyid emphasised the extensive scope of the internet medium that has extended not only the scope of the art market but also the opportunities for exchange between different artistic activities and occupations. 

The discovery of my work has always been through internet. I sold a work of mine to a Belgian collector through Facebook, who visited my web page and then asked for the price. In another case, two curators from Los Angeles somehow became acquainted with my work, liked it, and asked me to meet them in New York. I said I am in Istanbul and I cannot come. These can happen on the internet, such an exchange especially between artists’ blogs is very important for being acquainted with other artists. This brings about a kind of alternative institutionalisation. You become a creative minority. (Seyyid) 

Although a significant number of artists are employed in public and private universities, not all artists have the opportunity to maintain their artistic activities and sustain their living within relatively secure conditions of the academic life. Çallı is one of the fortunate ones who seems to take a strong critical stand towards the working conditions of the artworld and considers universities as spaces that provide artists a chance to distance themselves from the non-constructive conditions of the artworld at large:

I can perform art; it is because I teach at the university. It is because I work at the university; I can take a stand against the galleries and do not have to be anyone's bidding. After a certain age, at some point, when your work is sold, you start to sustain yourself and your family. (Çallı) 

Voskan abstracted the working conditions, strongly emphasising the damaging influence of the prevailing conditions as follows: 

… as the relative annihilation of the haecceity and authenticity dissolves, we witness artists turning into ‘conditioned producers’ producing decorative works, and this process is supported by galleries. Can you produce 10 or 20 more of this? Let me tell you something very striking: One day, one of the artists I know said, ‘I am four months behind my production schedule.’ What is the meaning of this? As if we were talking about a textile workshop using the same terminology of economics. Never in the history of Turkey has such a hand in hand relation been seen between arts and capital. (Voskan) 

Çallı cautioned that more extreme situations may emerge from this tendency: 

In an early stage of their career, most talented/gifted young people adopt a money-minded attitude. They could much more easily engage in certain relations. (Çallı) 

Furthermore, Arslanyan points out that “There is this discourse of ‘presentable’ artist considered to be participating in decent venues and not behaving in a gauche manner… It is like a kind of clientalism reflecting the relational factors that influence the stability and standardisation of the art market and the working conditions of the artworld.” This is also supported by İnsel as:

One of the gallery directors shamelessly asked for a young artist that should preferably not appear older than 25 years old, be nice looking and if male, they had better be tall. (Litfij)

All such features of the realisation of artwork within the scope of institutionalisation of the artworld underlie the politics of art. 

8. Conclusion
This chapter provides a brief outline of the overall study. After a short summary, the key findings drawn are presented under the headings of theoretical, methodological and practical contributions and theoretical and methodological limitations. The final section offers suggestions for future research. 


8.1.
Introduction

This study focuses on the IoA in general and specifically CA as a domain of social relations constituted as the artworld and its relation with society at large. Within this scope, the research question was designed to identify those factors that are influential upon the IoA in relation to the role of the State and private sector (capital) within the economics and politics of art in Turkey in general and the Istanbul province in particular. 

In its most comprehensive scope, the proposed relational framework is based on the controversial problematisation of social theory in terms of the ideas of modernity and post-modernity. Here, modern art, including all its variations as art movements, is considered to be based on and shaped by the orthodox (classical) modernity concept, and CA by either rejection or intensive criticism of the concept. Both positions are deeply influenced and fed by the critical views of post-modernity. Such a position directs its criticisms to the basic assumptions (rationality, essentialism, and universalism), methodological tools (dichotomy, causality (determination), epistemological (objective and constructive) stand and ontological (unified self and objectively constructed structures) understandings of modernity. 

Based on such a critical standpoint, this study formulates and operationalises its research question in terms of the theoretical standpoint of relational sociology and grounded theory approach of methodology. This provides the opportunity to overcome the dichotomic and intersectional controversial views of the concepts of modernity and post-modernity. Such a critical standpoint is considered an appropriate perspective to formulate art as the artworld. The latter is an interactive social relation (constitution) comprising its specific elements (i.e., artists, works of art, art systems and art public) related internally and with society at large as a social institution. In this study, all these interactive, integrated and interrelated spheres of relations as embodiments of the artworld are questioned in terms of the economics and politics of art. 

Although benefiting from the institutionalism perspective of institutional theory, the theoretical standpoint of this study diverges from the old institutional analysis mainly because of its focus on institutions and the analysis of institutional change that is primarily based on the concept of modernity and lacks a critical standpoint. Although new institutionalism significantly extends the scope of analysis by inviting and integrating economics and politics into institutional theory, it is also fails to take an uncritical and reductionist stand towards the assumptions of the understanding of modernity. 

Within this conceptual framework, the role of the State and the private sector (private capital as its integral component) is questioned in terms of the economics and politics of art, including their cultural relations. The domain of social relations remaining outside the private sector, specifically the art public and the groups, collectives and initiatives of art are considered to be the civil relations of art in this study. Education and the knowledge of art constitute a central place in this theoretical framework. The formal institutional domain (academia, including the pre-university level) of education and the knowledge of intellectual and everyday life constitute an essential component of the theoretical scope of this study. Within this framework, the art market occupies an important construct in the economics and politics of art. Furthermore, artists and artworks are considered as the primary constituents of the artworld. 

At the theoretical level, the unit of analysis is the interactive relations of individuals and the artists (and/art related) as a relational domain. The boundaries of the study remain primarily at national level that seeks the means of integrating itself into the globalartworld by increasing local sensitivities. All these constitute the base of the theoretical scope and framework of the IoA in general and CA in particular. 

The propositions addressed in the research question are substantiated in general with qualitative research techniques and specifically with data sources primarily obtained using the self-employed semi-structured survey method in addition to the limited observations and an extensive review of the related and relevant literature as documentary-historical sources. The analysis of the data and the interpretations of the substantiated research questions remain within the scope and tools of the grounded theory approach. The empirical data collected from a sample of individuals integrally related with the domain of art (the majority being actively involved artists as producers of works of art and/or academicians, advisors and critics of art) from Turkey. The collected data were analysed using the proposed theoretical framework and the methodology presented in chapter 5. 

The conceptual framework is used as a tool to critically evaluate the institutional framework of the organisational activities of art as processes of change that provide means to apprehend and substantiate the changing dynamics and characteristics of the IoA in general and of  CA specifically in Turkey. 

The researcher aims and attempts to empirically substantiate using the case study which was proposed to understand and interpret the relations that explain the conditions and the features of emergence, maintenance, and development of IoCA.  

This study attempts to address the gaps in the literature in general and specifically for Turkey by providing critical insights to support the influential factors and their impact on the IoCA. It thus proposes and empirically questions the research statements based on the theoretical framework that aims to explain the tendencies of IoCA in Turkey.

The usefulness of the theoretical framework has been proven and its conceptual scope demonstrates robustness. The research findings achieved through the analysis described in chapters 6 and 7 possess an explanatory power and provide a base for the evaluations and interpretations made in relation to the proposed research questions. 

In addition, this study problematises and substantiates the theoretical framework in a different setting (i.e., in a non-Western social setting) with theories primarily developed in the West that predominate in the literature of art, in order to question its applicability or otherwise in social contexts other than the West. 

The following sections of this chapter contain discussions concerning the gaps in the theoretical and methodological analysis of the institutional relations, theoretical, methodological, and practical contributions. The theoretical and methodological limitations of the study follow this section and then chapter concludes with a summary of suggestions for future research.


8.2.
Research Contributions  

In this section, the contributions (i.e., the accomplishments and implications of the findings) of the research objectives are discussed in relation to the research framework developed. This study suggests a number of contributions at the theoretical, methodological and empirical levels welded in and derived from different components in this study. 



8.2.1. Theoretical Contributions

The theoretical contributions of this study are discussed in two sub-sections: (1) contributions to organisational studies and (2) to .institutional theory in general and IoA specifically.




8.2.1.1. Contributionas to organisational studies
In this study, organisations as social institutions are conceptualised as a domain of social relations that are not only limited to their internal features but are also constructed externally in relation to other organisations as constituted social institutions. Having institutionally constituted relations, each is integrally related to other social institutions. As such, organisations are the institutionally constituted domain of managerial relations embodied externally within almost all other institutional formations, primarily within the political, economic and cultural institutions of society at large. Organisations are thus a relational constitution at the societal level. 

Organisational studies, institutional theory and the theories of institutionalisation (arts as the specific concern of this study) are understood as institutionalised societal relations. Since the analysis of social relations is based on institutional relations in the classical modernist understanding, their analysis demands and are meaningful in relation to the contemporary level of development of theoretical and/or discursive problematisations that necessitate the incorporation of modernist, post-modernist and relational sociology paradigms. Given their interrelated history, however they are problematized, they are related to an orthodox modernity understanding and/or challenged within modernity (i.e. contemporary modernity) and/or rejected from outside (i.e. postmodernity) or rejected by the newly emerging paradigmatic position of relational sociology. Overall, these problematisations are integral to the theories (positivist, constructive, realist) of modernity and based on its assumptions (rationality, universality, essentialism). Each modernist theory is consistent in terms of their methodology, epistemology and ontology. The individual (subject, self) is ontologically accepted as the unit of analysis. The social is methodologically assumed to be theorised in dichotomies of agent and structure, and the knowledge of the social is scientifically generated as objective, constructed and critical. 

In this composite modernist formulation, in classical organisational studies, truth and reality are structured as discoverable, explainable, meaningful, factual, natural and self-evident social relations. Although interests are conflicting and hegemonic, they are assumed universal, and power relations are assumed to be founded on instrumental reasoning and legitimized by social consent. While universalism and essentialism are used more widely, rationality provides the philosophical and theoretical basis of modernist social inquiry. Within the domain of classical organisational studies, it is not the abstract rationality, but the instrumental and progressive forms have priority and are central. In organisational studies, the dichotomy (agent-structure) crosscut methodological stand of modernity and its unit of analysis as the individual are based on its exclusive dexterity taken as an autonomous subject progressively emancipated by the knowledge acquired through scientific methods.

Classical modern organisational studies distancing themselves from the traditional ideologies and values of the pre-Enlightenment understanding, at its core, positively aims to attain a representational truth that is assumed to enhance and enrich the quality of life in progress consistent with the democratisation of the hegemonic power of the state and capital. Based on this developmental understanding of modernity, early twentieth century theorists and practitioners of organisational theory widely appropriated ‘Taylorian’ rationalization and ‘Weberian’ bureaucratization of corporations as a domain utilizing the logic and assumptions of modernity. The long history of organisational studies, from its emergence, sustained and developed itself comprehensively within a classical modernist understanding and remained loyal to its assumptions. 

It is centrally important to face the fact that from the critical stands of managerial studies, organizations are gradually being seen as places dominated by politics and economics and as such are increasingly becoming the concern of social theory. The interests of specific groups (workers, women, managers), in terms of their consciousness, goals and values are increasingly taken as central issues within corporations. In addition, for critical organizational studies, the enrichment of the knowledge base, improvement of decision-making processes, and concerns of developing learning, training and adaptation programs are taken as central problematic issues.

Within this scope, the critical stands in organizational studies perceive control, authority and specifically domination as the main problematic domains of concern for both society and the workplace that they hinder controversial issues for the satisfaction of human needs. Within the scope of prevailing ideological and cultural differentiated life experiences, especially for the disadvantaged and marginalized groups, it becomes increasingly difficult for them to understand and be aware of their extended and increased interests in challenging and resisting the dictates and influences of technocracy, consumerism, careerism, and economic expansion. However, it should be noted that although there are historical roots, the criticism and/or rejection of the classical modernity-based organisational approach are relatively new.

In organizations, control in general and the potential economic and political negative influence of the authoritative and dominating relations in particular are highly dependent on the way instrumental reasoning is internalised. In organisational studies, especially in the last few decades, accentuated emphasis has been particularly paid to the issues of culture, identity, quality, care, service, satisfaction and leadership.

Although science, industrialization and knowledge-based communication and information technologies have increased capacities and alternative opportunities in modern industrial societies, they also created unfavourable outcomes in terms of the increasing control and authority relations within corporations and hegemonic relations of power in institutionalised societal relations at large. It has become increasingly clear and widely understood that the increased rationalization of strategically adopted technological and instrumental conceptualisations of social differences (as universalized factual realities and seeking a deterministic and reductionist explanation based on essentialist social constructs) no longer have the potential to halt, eradicate or overcome disadvantageous and mostly create damaging tendencies of modernity-based formulations and implemented policies. 

With industrialization and urbanisation experiences of Western developed societies, organisational studies started to take into account and gradually increased their criticisms at not only local but also global levels in increasing and extending domains of environment, technology, culture, economy and politics related to stagnation, fluctuation, poverty, militarism, hunger, inequalities, human rights and freedom. Managerial studies faced the difficulties of relating to and integrating these unfavourable tendencies of global divergences into an organisational understanding. These studies are increasingly focusing on the limitations of the historical analysis of the reification and universalization of interests and expectations, which are based on instrumental reasoning and tendencies towards increased hegemonic and authoritarian power relations. The criticisms are directed towards the issues of exploitation, repression, unfairness, distorted communication, and false consciousness. 

In parallel to such dynamics of modernist inquiry, specifically that managerial control is one of the principal featuring purposes in classical organisational studies, have turned away from controlling the labour-power towards increasingly extending the use of the power of reasoning over almost all spheres of social life. These criticisms were not only limited to abstract notions of modernist rationalization but were also incorporated into the subjective diversified cultural features of corporate life. 

Within the managerial domain, the focus on individual and cultural relations consistent with the sources and logic of traditional values and norms for the rationalization of work that tries to secure progress, productivity and efficiency necessitates a critical interpretation and understanding. The priority given to performativity rather than to the earlier Enlightenment understanding of emancipatory values held by Lyotard increases the importance attached to methods and system of control and domination such as the self-surveillance and bio-power proposed by Foucault and Adorno’s theory concerning arbitrary authority and the subordination to technology. Here, instrumental rationality-based technology, considered as neutral and apolitical and beyond stratified interests that aim to objectify factual truth and reality, abstracted and essentially constructed institutionalised knowledge on impartiality and foundationally based on specialized and structured bureaucracy. This created the conditions of authoritarian and dominating social relations and became a central issue of criticism in the formulations of ideological and practical views in the contemporary organizational studies. In line with this, critical organizational studies extended their focus of analysis and their interest more towards wider societal relations and increasingly integrated economic, cultural and political relations oriented towards issues of directed career, totalitarian management, controlled organisational knowledge and decision-making, and became sensitive to the inconsistency between means and ends in the organisational vision and strategic mission. 

Central to the adoption of a critical stand in organisational studies is the distinction between the instrumental and practical reason. Under controlled and constraining conditions of work, it is the lack of incorporation of such a distinction has the potential to lead to extended and intensified specialization . This has been described by various authors as creating a regressive and deteriorating influence on imaginative and creative labouring asymmetrical social relations, gender bias and extending political divergences, and authority and control over employees, consumers, politics, mass media, and individual subjectivities. (Sievers 1986; Frost 1980; Alvesson 1987; Flax 1990; Alvesson 1992; Deetz 1992; Alvesson 1993) 
The current critical stand of organisational studies has benefitted from the general and intellectual scope of the postmodernity understanding in line with the criticism and/or rejection of modernity utilized views of discourse (textuality and language) challenging reality and truth assumptions of modernity considered as natural, legitimate and spontaneous social relations as objectified and constructed realities of life. Social relations in the postmodernity understanding are considered to be constituted as fragmented identities and subjectivities rather than autonomous subjects. While language is taken as a mirror of the meaning of reality and its representation, multiplicity and local politics are taken to be central instead of conceptualised meta-narrations. In this sense, knowledge being linked to politics rather than being neutral, the reality of the world increasingly becoming hyper-real (a constitution of simulations); and social relations are considered to be the contested resistance of domination and determinacy of power and hegemony based on rationality and order. Criticisms of postmodernity focus on the constitution of social relations as semiotic and linguistic based, object and challenge meta-narrations, and insist on the social, political and economic features of embodiment in knowledge that are directed to power-knowledge relations where social is considered to be embodied and constituted rather than taken as an essential world or knowing subjects. Postmodernity understanding became increasingly focused on the situated subjectivities of linguistic contexts and interrelated structured formulations between subjectivity and objectivity. In addition, non-dualistic constructions of experience and social conflict are not thought to be unitary but multiple and materially produced constructions and the human subject is considered not as a knowing, unitary, holistic and autonomous individual but as a complex and conflicting subject with the capacity to challenge abstract, essential and rational individual behaviour. Given these criticisms, in view of the human quality of the subject as coherent, bestowed with natural rights and potential autonomy, progress and emancipation will not be achieved by increased knowledge, technology and rationality. All such views became prominent and important issues that are increasingly being taken into account in the current research in organisational studies. All these views are summarised by Alvesson and Deetz (2006) as central critical positions that should be taken into account in contemporary formulations of organisational studies. In particular, they focused  on the problematisations of how managerial expertise, knowledge and practice create conditions of passivity for those participating in organizations; the way internal contradictions are masked and marginalised by rational, essential and universal assumptions of modernity; how organizations escape from forming links with the conflicting and antagonistic external social relations (politics and economics at the societal level); and the manner in which power relations at large and their hegemonic forms dominate the potential subjective sources of experience, values and interests that delimit their power of negotiation at the workplace integrative to their position in society at large

Given this understanding and interpretation of the past and current features of organisational studies, the research problem in the current work based its inquiry on and integrated the critical stands of paradigmatic social theories (modernity, contemporary modernity, postmodernity and relational sociology) into the current critical stands of organisational theory and theories of institutionalisation. 

In its utmost abstracted scope, this study takes art in general and the institutionalisation of art in particular as an institutionally related social relation at the societal level. Although social institutions establish and sustain themselves as organisation-based social relations, their analysis should not only be limited and restricted to their specific (internal and external) organisational relations but to their institutional constitution. In other words, organisational inquiry will be incomplete if its institutional scope is not taken into account as processes of institutional relations; that is, institutionalisation. 

Institutions are relations that are socially structured actions of individuals. In relational form, this is an associated and corporate composite body of acting individuals (agency). As such, organisational studies are integral to theories of management, business, and institutionalisation. In its general scope, institutionalisation is the process of establishing, maintaining and sustaining the social relations involved. Organisations cannot be simply accepted as organisations per se but should be considered as institutionally constituted social relations within and between institutional relationships. 

The analysis of society is an institutional inquiry that necessitates a discursive and/or conceptual base. Society as institutionalised social relations demands a theoretical analysis. That is, social institutions are analysed together with the paradigmatic change and development of social theory and the recent developments of the organisational studies are related and integral to this process. The theoretical domains of social theory and organisational theory are expected to reflect parallel changes in their developments. An overall interpretation of the changing status of organisational studies as integral to and related to paradigmatic developments in ‘social theory’ is actually a criticism and/or rejection of the understanding of modernity. In other words, the current organisational theories are meaningful in terms of their criticism of their modernity-based understanding. In this study, this relationship between social theory and institutional theory is problematized in terms of their criticisms and/or rejections of modernity. To maintain consistency, all the paradigmatic social theories used in this study are considered integral to the criticism and/or rejection of modernity understanding. 

Within this scope, the object of criticism is the basic assumptions of modernity that is rationality, essentialism and universalism. Here, although it is centrally important, it should be noted that there is a widespread tendency that rationality, rather than universality and essentiality, is the target of such a criticism. However, adopting this viewpoint limits the extensive scope critical understanding of modernity. 

This study examines art in general and institutionalisation of art in particular in line with the research problem in terms of the economics of art (art market), the politics of art (power relations, hegemony, domination, and ideology), the historical conceptualisation of what art is, and the artworld as organisations and institutions.  All are assumed to be interrelated to other social institutions in society at large. The extensive scope of such a relationship is primarily questioned in terms of economy, politics, culture, education, and the state in relation to the critical perspectives of past and present organisational studies as given above. Primarily focusing on the theories of institutionalisation (old and new) and their criticisms, both art and its institutionalisation, as an organisational and institutional domain are taken to be social relations and  thus share an interrelated domain of examination; that is, social theory and theories of organisational studies. Their commonality lies in historical foundations and their current stage of development and meaningful in terms of modernity-based understanding and its diversified critique. In other words, in this study, both modern art and modern organisations are founded on a modernity understanding and their current status incorporates criticism from the three paradigmatic developments of contemporary modernity, postmodernity and relational sociology. In line with this, both the classical inquiry of art and its organisational scope are meaningful in terms of criticisms of modernity-based modern art. 

The critical review of organisational studies in their history of development is problematized in the current study as organisational, institutional and societal-based social relations in terms of critical paradigmatic stands. This study takes a consistent and relevant approach thus contributing to organisational studies in terms of the criticism of the classical understanding of organisational studies based on classical modernist understanding. This critical standpoint aims to extend the scope of organisational analysis. 

Organisational studies based on modernist understanding should be consistent with a modernist understanding of society meaning that the comprehensive scope of social relations at societal level as social institutions and their constructed interrelationship should be included. Classical modernity-based organisational studies lack such a comprehensive scope of examination in terms of several features. First, the social content is primarily restricted to social relations reduced into organisations, which are not consistent with the very extensive interrelated institutional scope of the meaning of social and society from a modernist understanding. Second, organisational studies are more focused on internal dynamics rather than external relations and the external dynamics are mostly conceptualised in terms of constraining factors influencing the internal relations.  Thus, the scope of examination of classical organisational studies not only have an internally reduced focus, but are also not embedded in the differentiated conflicting relational interaction between social institutions concerned. The pattern of analysis used for the internal domain differs from the external analysis and their interrelationship is lacking in clarity and conceptual consistency. This is mainly due to the social meaning of organisations in terms of how organisations are socially related to external social relations as institutionally structured foundational relations. The third element is that although institutional analysis is central to modernist examination as a dichotomic interaction of agents and structures, the organisation-based perspective focusing on the foundational structured relations misses and seriously undermines the potential capacities of the members of organisations. The fourth critical feature is that the constraining factors are conceptualised but they are primarily squeezed into the confines of the rationality assumption in general and specifically into the instrumental rationality that is distanced from integrating practical rationality. The last feature is the undue emphasis on abstract rationality in principle that avoids the discussion of   essentiality and universality, which are central to the assumptions of modernity, without which the differential social relations in organisations cannot be resolved with circular conceptualisations of family resemblance and isomorphism. The formulations of the essential features of organisations and the forms of universalisation of differences encountered in organisations also need to be integrated to the extensive scope of criticism of the classical organisation perspective.

In terms of the critical theoretical conceptualisation of classical organisational studies, comprising business, managerial, organisational, institutional and other similar perspectives, the ontological (unquestioned and unproblematized individual being the unit of analysis) as well as epistemological (not questioning the subject of knowledge) features of modernity theories and their methodological focus on dichotomic formulations based on causal determination are overlooked. 

This study takes a crucial approach to this classical modernity based understanding of organisational studies and considers the critical and/or rejecting formulations of the paradigmatic stands of contemporary modernity, postmodernity and relational sociology as fertile and prolific sources for organisational studies. Furthermore, this approach is consistent with the social construct of art in general and to the institutionalisation of arts specifically in problematizing its relations with the economics and politics of arts in general and in particular, with CA. 

In consistent with the review of classical organisational studies given above, the critical extension from organisation-based understanding of classical organisational studies to the utmost societal base of institutional analysis adopted in this study is consistent with and contributes to the contemporary development of organisational studies. As such, it is considered essential and invaluable to take into account, integrate this critical stand as a research problem, and provide an inquiry into the culturally differentiated developing society of Turkey primarily focusing on the provincial social setting of the city of Istanbul.




8.2.1.2. Contributions to institutional theory and IoA 

The review of literature suggests that there is an absence of theoretical frames to describe the role the State and the private sector in the domain of the politics and economics of art. This is mainly because the link between the politics and economics of art and the role of the State and capital is a new research area for both the old and new institutional theory thus, many topics remaining unexplored.  

The researcher reviewed several theoretical perspectives reported in this domain and identified a critical institutional theoretical perspective related to the social theory domain specified as the controversy of the modernity and post-modernity ideas as a domain of investigation of the research problem in this study. To this end, art conceptualised as the artworld is the social domain of the interactive relations of agents of art (as the artist, the work of art, the art public and the art system) that are constituted in relation to society at large. In order to question the emergence, maintenance and the development tendencies of the IoA in general and CA specifically, the domains of the politics and economics of art are integrated into the processes of IoA in Turkey.  

In its general form, this study contributes to the literature by providing a conceptual framework that explains the factors that critically determine the IoCA by taking into consideration the role of the State and the private sector within the scope of the economics and politics of art in Turkey. In this way this study attempts to fill the gaps identified in the literature review. The contributions are given below.
First, the major contribution of the present research is the adoption of the critical use of the distinction between modernity-based modern art and post-modernity inspired CA that provides a novel questioning of both the relations between modern art and CA and their possible interrelationship.

Second, another significant contribution is the questioning of art as the artworld in terms of its internal interactive relations between its elements and its external links to society at large. Such a relational appropriation of the research question framed for the IoA highlighted showed a positive impact on the relevancy and usefulness of relational sociology.

Third, another implication of the research is the inquiry into the IoA as a relational process rather than an investigation and exploration of the changing features of institutions.

Fourth, a further contribution of this study is that it integrates and extends different perspectives of institutionalisation and institutional theory by validating them in a different context (artworld) and a different level of analysis (relationality) utilising a perspective that criticises and/or rejects the orthodox (i.e., classical) assumptions of modernity-based modern art. This study extends the previous literature through an exploration of this framework in Turkey as a developing country. The researcher is aware of the fact that this can also be substantiated more extensively within different parts of Turkey taking into account complementary and supplementary variables specific to Turkey and in other developing countries in order to initiate a vigorous questioning. 

Fifth, although the theoretical perspective of IoCA is widely reported in the general literature, it is hardly used and applied to art in the case of Turkey. Thus, there is ample room and opportunity to use the findings of this study as a contribution to institutional theory in general and specifically to the IoA as a case study. 

Sixth, the study contributes to the conceptualisation of institutionalism through the application of the social construct of art as the artworld. The study goes into depth to explore the assumptions behind the institutionalisation dynamics embedded in institutional theory. This research has significant implications for understanding the dynamics of, and changes in the artworld in terms of institutional theories. The artworld with its internally constituted elements is subject to pressures from the externally tied societal relations of economics and politics.

Finally, this study introduces research evidence from social contexts that marginally problematized the IoCA. Most of the similar studies have been implemented in developed societies of the West. This study, with its formulated research questions, is one of the initiative and original studies for the case of Turkey. This study also has an impact in the field by comparing the findings with existing research, especially in the close regional proximities of Turkey. 

Although institutionalisation has received much attention in the literature, the critical framework adopted in this study was absent. Therefore, the related literature needs to be expanded with new contexts of inquiry and a questioning of the validity and applicability of theories developed in the West. In addition, this research demands new formulations in order to check the relevance of new research in order to substantiate the connection of existing theory to the new context since most of the theories in the literature are derived from sets of assumptions that relate to a western culture. The inquiry of the proposed research questions adds additional insights to the prevailing literature since artists in Turkey and their cultural backgrounds embrace features that differ from those of western countries. The findings of the study suggest that what has been seen to apply in Western theory may or may not apply to other countries, including Turkey. This indicates that the framework used in the current research may have wider applicability than merely the social context of Turkey.

There is a major gap in the knowledge and power relations specific to the IoCA which consists of the absence of conceptualising and understanding areas of the economics and politics of art and practices of the State and the private sector and the lack of their contextualization within an understanding critical of modern artIoCA. In an attempt to address this gap, this study identified issues related to the IoCA in the context of the economics and politics of art. The focal point of this research is the economics and politics of art referring to the relations within the artworld and its relationship to outer social constructs. In this framework, the findings reinforce and guide all constituting elements of the artworld in relation to the theoretical and practical needs of academicians, intellectuals, and practitioners of art towards its developmental and/or limiting means and patterns of institutionalisation.



8.2.2. Methodological Contributions 

First, in general, the research questions especially addressed the adoption of grounded theory approach considered as a methodological contribution that may guide researchers to follow similar methods of inquiry. 

Second, the rejection and/or critical stand employed in this research towards interpreting modern art, critical of the basic dichotomic understanding that escapes causal and reductionist explanations, is instructive for the methodological scope of this study. 

Third, since there are very few qualitative studies in the field of CA in Turkey, the adoption of a qualitative method to investigate the research question contributes to the literature concerning art in Turkey. This work provides  a constructive and useful guideline for the methodological questioning of the IoA in Turkey. In addition to several other reasons, in methodological terms, there are several difficulties in using a qualitative method to collect and access the data. A great majority of the previous studies thus mainly collect data quantitatively. This study is among the few studies conducted in Turkey with techniques of collecting data qualitatively. A qualitative approach was developed based on preparing a case study procedure in which raw data and the records of all interviews were available for external review and to allow for repeat processes of analysis. The findings are thus transferable, reliable and demonstrate validity for substantiating the results through multiple case studies that facilitate comparison within and between similar social relations and circumstances. The reliability of the findings and contributions are thus improved and developed by ensuring their consistency and repeatability of the research. 

Fourth, the interpretations, evaluations and critical stance of the interviewees may assist in the analysis and exploration of a similar phenomenon. 

Fifth, this research is one of the few studies that substantiated research questions outside the western cultural set up, in this case in Turkey. Most of the existing research questioned and highlighted the variables of the IoA in developed societies or western cultural settings. The inquiry in cross-cultural work settings may be useful for generating similar predictive findings that may contribute additional insights to the existing literature. The findings are important and can be developed in similar ways to apply, not only to western, but also to non-western cultures. Future cross-national research could benefit from further investigation about the essential conditions in which art as the artworld and its institutionalisation can be compared.



8.2.3. Practical Contributions  

The findings of this study have practical implications for the ways in which the artworld and its institutionalisation are framed and used. The practical implications for the IoA are extensive and important. The agents of the artworld may utilise the findings of the study to improve their conditions of survival. The practical implications derived from the results of this research that offer guidance on the emergence, maintenance and development of the IoA are outlined below.

Above all, the scope of the inquiry constituted as the artworld in its interactive relational form contributes to the introduction of innovative and creative policies to be implemented in terms of IoA not only in national but also in local practices of art. 

Second, since the IoA is considered as a process it is always under pressure from internal and external dynamics of changing conditions it benefits from the relational questioning of the artworld for a better and improved management of its constituent parts. Relations have become increasingly complicated and the knowledge of art is essential in using existing capacities to improve and develop efficiency in the practice of art. 

Third, although the power and conditions of realisation of activities of art are monopolised especially in large art activities, either in the hands of the State or the private sector, the findings of the current study show that there are still opportunities to seek competitive alternative practices. This is especially the case for the small-scale art activities constituted by groups, initiatives, and collectives of art. 

Fourth, for the last few decades, the artworld of Turkey has intensively attracted investors from domestic and global domains that have comprehensively influenced the diversification of activities of art in general and its economy, specifically the art market. Thus, the knowledge of art and the challenge of creating its institutionalisation are of great interest to all elements of the artworld in order to enhance, maintain and develop the conditions of the IoA in Turkey. The findings in this study have the potential to inform and lead institutionalisation within and outside of the artworld to improve and strengthen its development in order to achieve and maintain better relations with the agents of art. The results of this research also contribute to the development of strategies that could create desired outcomes by utilising material resources and managing improved communication between the agents of the artworld. In order to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of art activities, the interactive relational constitution of the artworld would highly benefit from the critical inquiry undertaken in this study concerning the important factors that discourage or encourage the IoA.

 Fifth, although many agents of the artworld recognise the importance of the economics and politics of art, they have limited knowledge of the factors affecting the IoA in its extensive relational scope. This result of the study demonstrates that these factors are highly influential on the widespread practices of art. Organised and integrative knowledge and information about the relational constitution of the artworld have a diversified potential to make contributions at all levels towards the IoA. 

Sixth, a practical implication derived from the results of this study is that the integration of technological improvements in practices of the artworld would not only increase the quality but also the incorporation of the widespread practices of works of art to be shared and explored by all agents of the artworld, especially the art public. Connected to this aspect is the need to focus on professional development and technical support always has a positive impact on the quality of activities and works of art and empowers agents of the artworld in sustaining the maintenance and development of the IoA. 

Seventh, the information derived from the findings of the study about the infrastructure and working conditions and the skill and training of the staff in the broad domain of the artworld have a wide range of influence upon the IoA. Art should be recognised as a profession and this requires formal training and continuous professional education. In Turkey, there is still a controversy regarding the objectives, scope, and nature of the IoA. The findings of the current study clarifying the impact of professional cadres of the agents of the artworld, especially the critics, advisors, and supervisors contribute highly to the IoA in Turkey. 

Eight, there is a practical contribution related to the stage of knowledge and education of art. This education, not only at the higher but also at the pre-university levels, and its programs and curricula should be developed and modified in keeping with the changes occurring in the field of art. The results of this study suggest that the universal and local knowledge of art is significant and vital in understanding the changes taking place in the way art is institutionalised in terms of collecting, examining, interpreting, and disseminating it to all the agents of the artworld. Educational institutions should extend the scope of their programs beyond the traditional understanding of art history and the recently introduced art management programs expanding the focus towards integrating multi and interdisciplinary programs in order to reach international standards.

The ninth practical contribution derived from this study is that the case study on Turkey offers useful policy implications about the outcomes of the policies applied to culture and art. It is suggested that the policy makers in Turkey should take the necessary action to enact laws and issue regulations that maintain and adapt the practices of art activities. The State should take action to legalise and improve the Turkish code of art in order to maintain and develop the role of economics and politics in the IoA. The State should play a facilitating and supporting role by encouraging organisations of art to be compatible with universal standards and provide the means to integrate all agents of the artworld to the IoA through handing over more power to the agents. 

Finally, all elements of the artworld should act to encourage a wider awareness of the importance of the relational character of art and elevate their participation in, and increase their power over the IoA in Turkey. 



8.3.
Research Limitations of the Study

The results of this study should be interpreted with caution, given the limitations imposed by the research methodology and the complexity of the theoretical framework employed. Although efforts were made in order to overcome and minimise them those limitations o considered to be instructive should be taken into account in future research. 

In general, it might be the case that within the scope of the inquiry some important social constructs may not have been included or irrelevant and marginally related constructs might have been used, although all efforts were used to ensure the consistency of the research question in terms of its methodological, epistemological, and ontological connotations.  Some of the constructs that were to be included were omitted before and during the analysis and interpretation phases since they did not fit the research frame. In addition, the sample was restricted to respondents from Turkey, which implies that the findings may not be representative of the context of other societies.



8.3.1. Theoretical limitations of the study 
Although encouraging findings were obtained, certain theoretical limitations should be taken into account in terms of future research. 

First, the inquiry of the IoA with the given variables might limit its generalisability. It is possible that those predicting variables of the framework should be substantiated with other variables for other social contexts of the same and different cultures might have different impact on strengthening the results obtained for the IoA in Turkey. 

Second, the lengthy character of the qualitative technique used in this study might not have the power to integrate the changing circumstances of the social constructs that were investigated. The findings should be cautiously evaluated in terms of the length of time that the variables involved might change.  

The third limitation is related to the theoretical scope of the research questions. Although the controversial differentiation between the modernity and post-modernity concepts of social theory is used to frame the research questions, the analysis undertaken did not take into account the different standpoints within either modernity (positivist, constructionist, critical realist, interpretative and critical) or postmodernity (structuralist and post-structuralist) standpoints that might alter the interpretations of the findings attained in this study. 

The fourth limitation might originate from the fact that in this study  the research question was not formulated to make a historical analysis of the IoA but was confined to determine the changes that are considered important in certain historical periods of Turkey. It might be the case that historical analysis might provide clues and guidelines for a different evaluation of the findings for the IoA in Turkey. IoCA
The fifth limitation might be the case that the ontological connotations are not sufficiently elaborated in terms of seeking to ensure the consistency in the theoretical framework of the study that might generate different conclusions for the relational positions of the agents of the artworld. 

The sixth theoretical limitation of the study might originate from the fact that the subjective epistemology that constitutes the basic source of knowledge of CA is not operationalised comprehensively and in detail. This limitation might influence the results obtained and thus, should be taken into account by the reader in their interpretation and evaluation.

Finally, in theoretical terms the adaptation of relational sociology and the grounded-theory methodology used as the basis of the research question formulated in this study should be approached cautiously and the research findings with restrained interpretations due to the fact that both aspects  are at a stage of strengthening and developing their scope and content. 



8.3.2. Methodological limitations of the study
In terms of its methodology the research design of this study is not free from limitations and those that are considered to be important are given below. 

First, although the qualitative research has advantages it also has disadvantages including the process of data collection (transcribing and translating) and analysis being time consuming. However, these difficulties do not override the conclusions reached. Furthermore, the difficulties of the control and minimisation of bias could result in misinterpretations. The developed framework is considered to overcome such a limitation by using documentary-historical sources of data in addition to the semi-structured interviews. 

Second, the size and constituent elements of the sample might influence the results obtained from the qualitative inquiry, especially when they do not fully represent the characteristics of the agents of the artworld. A larger sample including all agents of the artworld would strengthen and support the research findings. 

The researcher attempted to choose interviewees in relation to the theoretical framework of the study and to be representative to the art field however, the final selection was made according to their fitness to the theoretical framework. The sample for this study was composed primarily of artists, critics, advisors, consultants, curators of art and managers/directors of institutions of art in the private sector. Most are graduates of higher art education faculties and a considerable number are full-time or part-time lecturers at universities. 

The fourth limitation is the use of self-reported single source data. The fact that the data is reliant on single data collection technique, i.e., the interview survey and its application at one point in time can sometimes considered as problematic in that it often results in pseudo and unsubstantiated high relationships. Therefore, it is suggested that the application of multiple methods might be useful. Certain quantitative data resources might be used to overcome such a limitation that might originate from the qualitative techniques of the data collection. 

A fifth limitation might exist in relation to the duration of the study. Since the data were collected at a single point in time, it was not possible examine the interactive relations among and between the agents of the artworld. Future research that seeks to develop a longitudinal design that would take into account that the relations being questioned are in a constant state of change therefore it is necessary to examine the variables before and after changes. 

Finally, a limitation might originate from the research questions being framed specifically for the institutionalisation of the artworld in Turkey. This limits the applicability of the results to other societies that have different social contexts and levels of development in social, cultural, and economic characteristics. 


8.4.
Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study contribute to the literature on art in general and CA in particular. By providing an in-depth account of the relationality of the artworld, this study examined the economics and the politics of art as predictors that are helpful to understand the role of the State and the private sector for the emergence, maintenance, and development of institutionalisation of art in general and CA specifically in Turkey. 

Although there are limitations to the results from this research therefore they cannot be regarded as generally applicable, some conclusions could be drawn from this study that contribute to a deeper understanding of issues related to future characteristics of the artworld in the city of Istanbul. 

This is both an exploratory and analytical study therefore, it is a starting point for further research in this area. Forming the basis for future work that is more specific and investigates more detailed and relevant variables related to the issues framed in this study. Although this study offers various interesting and novel insights, the limitations lead to the need for more research adopting different methods with different populations and their representative participants to investigate the wider prevalence and relevance of the findings.  

The first issue for future researchers is the examination of more sophisticated relationships between the internal and external constructs of art as the artworld. 

Second, questioning the IoA within institutional theory with respect to the variety of disciplines involved (such as sociology, international relations, business and management and others) necessitates further extended theoretical and empirical work that would be highly beneficial for future research, especially using art as the artworld in terms of relational sociology. Although references made to Bourdieu’s concept of ‘field of art’ (1993) in this study, it would be invaluable to compare the questioning of art as the artworld with Bourdieu’s concept of ‘field of art’ in future studies that investigate the IoA. 

Third, if the conceptual framework developed and investigated for the specific conditions of Turkey was to be repeated in other societies having similar and/different relations this might substantiate the findings reached in this study. 

Fourth, future research is required since not all variables of the IoCA are taken into account and many questions remain unanswered. 

That this research is conducted within a specific time and does not consider the changes over a longer time constitutes the fifth issue. It is recommended that further research considers the longitudinal type of study to take into account the changing nature of the IoCA over time. This would increase the quality and applicability of the findings of this study for other contexts for societies similar to Turkey. Since the responses of interviewees will change as the conditions of the artworld within itself and its relations with the outside societal relations will change, the frame prosed and questioned in this study would need to be reinterpreted and reformulated in terms of its interactive relational scope and boundaries. Longitudinal studies may also be helpful in relation to the particular stage of the IoCA process. Researchers could examine the differences in the changing conditions of economics and politics of art together with the changing role of the State and the private sector depending on the level of development of the IoA. This would guide them in understanding, explaining and interpreting their findings
The sixth point is that the qualitative approach in this study leaves scope for future research to use quantitative research methods, such as a questionnaire in order to increase the reliability of the findings. 

The seventh item is that future research extends the economic and political factors used in the current study with a detailed inclusion of cultural factors that might provide more complicated and in-depth findings. 

In terms of the eighth element it is recommended that more studies based on larger samples including diverse features of the agents of the artworld may provide more strength and support for future studies on the IoCA. 

The ninth item concerns the great need for more comparative studies to be carried on the IoCA in both different developed and developing countries.  Future research can  explore the benefits of formulating research questions for use in other countries that have similar and/or different cultural and social features.  This research would be expected to substantiate the findings of this research and provide further challenging and interesting complementing and supplementing insights. 

The tenth point is that this research focused mainly on the province of Istanbul in Turkey. The findings showed that the general framework of the IoCA for Istanbul may be different if the research focuses on specific parts, sections, localities of Turkey, since they might have different interests, elements, and constitutions that will affect the overall questioning of the framework used for the IoCA in Turkey. Therefore, future studies should investigate these variations in order to clarify and improve the relational explanations of the institutionalisation of the particular artworld. 

The eleventh issue is related to the historical development of art movements. Although not comprehensively questioned in this study, they are found to be highly informative for both the criticism and/or rejection of modern art and for the comprehension of what CA is for the IoA. 

The twelfth point concerns that although this study did not question the IoA in terms of gender, it is very strongly suggested that future studies should integrate gender issues since the contemporary questioning manifested by feminism shares extensive similarities with the research framework used in this study. Thus, examining the contemporary critical feminist perspective would shed light on, and could be used as guidelines for future studies about the IoCA. 

Finally, among the elements of the artworld, this study focused more on the relational position of artists and on their activities and works of art. The role of the other elements of the artworld, especially the art public, is not comprehensively questioned. Future research should also give sufficient emphasis on all elements of the artworld. 
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Appendix: Pen Picture (short biographies) of research 






participants
Note: To make them anonymous, the original names have been changed with the 

names of the Late Ottoman Artists
AGOPYAN, Simon: 
Artist; founding dean and professor of Painting Department 






at Gazi University; also teaching at Middle East Technical 







University Fine Arts and Music Department. 
AHMED, Şeker: 


Artist; co-founder of the Definition of Art Group; organised 






the first conceptual art exhibitions in Turkey; participated in 






Paris, Istanbul (2th), Osaka and Venice biennials ; has been 






teaching in various universities in Istanbul.

AKSEL, Malik: 


Artist; lecturer at various art and education institutions; 








activist.

ARSLANYAN,Viçen: Artist; assistant professor at Bilgi University, Faculty of A







rchitecture, and Department of Interior Design. 
ASAF, Hale: 



art critic and curator, director of the Kuad Gallery; directing 






BM Contemporary Art Center (since 1984). She coordinated 






Istanbul Biennales, and crated exhibitions of Turkish Artists 






in Venice Biennales. She is a founding member of Diyarbakır 






Art Center (established September 2002) and founding 








member and president of AICA, Turkey (established 2003) 

BERGER, Aliye:


Cultural anthropologist ; visiting assistant professor at 








Sabancı University Cultural Studies Department; Co-founder 






of and member of advisory board of SİYAH BANT (a 








research platform that documents censorship in the arts 








across Turkey and advocates for freedom of expression) for 






the discussion and documentation of censor on arts.) 
BİREN, Naciye Tevfik: Director of the Istanbul Biennials; working in IFFA 









(Istanbul Foundation for Culture and Arts).

BOYAR, Ali İsmail: 
Gallery owner and director of Gallery Nev; teaching graduate 






courses Istanbul Technical University, Yıldız Technical 








University and Marmara University; chief editor of art books, 






İletisim Publishing House; art consultant to The Turkish 








Central Bank; founder and editor of e-scop (electronic 








journal on art and critique). 
BOZCALI, Sabiha: 

Editor in Chief - Contemporary Istanbul Art Fair and 









Organization.

ÇALLI, İbrahim: 


Artist and lecturer at Mimar Sinan University, Faculty of 







Fine Arts; co-founder of Hafriyat Artist Initiative: 










http://www.msgsu.edu.tr/faculties/guzel-sanatlar-










fakultesi/temel-egitim
CELAL, Melek: 


Ceramic artist; teaching at Middle East Technical University, 






Fine Arts and Music Department. 

CEMAL, Ali: 



Street artist; activist; Director of Muaf Café.

CİVANYAN, Mıgırdiç: Artist; curator; lecturer; member of the artist initiative









HAFRİYAT (initiative group); editor of the RED THREAD 






journal. 

DAĞ, Şevket: 



Professor at Mimar Sinan University, Istanbul; Head of 








Sociology Department; writer; art critic. Dağ has organized 






and curated numerous art exhibitions in national and 









international galleries and museums. He is an art curator and 






art adviser of Istanbul Modern and Akbank Culture and Art 






Center.
DİKMEN, Şükriye: 

Independent curator and artist; coordinated numerous 








national and international solo and group exhibitions in 








Turkey; currently MA student in Mimar Sinan Fine Art 








University of Photography department.
DURAN, Güzin: 


Activist; art critic; instructor at Marmara University Fine Art 






Department. 

ECEVİT, Nazlı: 


IFFA (Istanbul Foundation for Culture and Arts) sponsorship 






programme coordinator. 

ENVER, Celile Hikmet: Artist; project coordinator of RED THREAD e-journal. 







“Red Thread is envisioned as an active network and platform 






for exchange of knowledge and collaboration of artists, 








curators, social scientists, theorists and cultural operators 







from the Balkans, the Middle East, the Caucasus, North 








Africa, and beyond.” http://www.red-thread.org/en/about.asp
GİZER, Vildan: Professor; worked in the Department of Archaeology and History of 





Art at Hacettepe University; founding Dean and the Professor of 





Art History and Archaeology, Chairperson of the Visual Arts 






and Design Department, and the 
Director of Culture and Art 






Research Centre at 
Başkent University; currently teaches at 






Koç University, Faculty 
of 
Archaeology and History of Art.
GUILLEMENT, Pierre Desire: Artist; teaching in Bilgi University; member of the

GROUPS ZEN and HAFRİYAT artist initiatives; participated in the Istanbul 








Biennial. 

HAMDİ, Osman: Curator; teaches at Mimar Sinan University Fine Arts Faculty and 





Eskişehir Anadolu University. 

HANIM, Müzdan Sait: Freelance writer; co-founder of M-est (an artist-centered 






online publication founded in March 2011)

İSMAİL, Namık: Lecturer at Faculty of Art and Social Sciences and had been 







executive manager of educational development firm of 








Emergence 
that has ten centers in France.

KADRİ, Müfide: 

Artist; activist; lecturer at Kültür University, Istanbul.

LETONİ, Ernestin: 
Artist; Instructor; teaching private courses.

LİTFİJ, Avni: 


Artist; Head of the Ceramic Department at the Kocaeli 








University, 
Faculty of Fine Arts. Also teaching at Mimar Sinan 





University and Istanbul Technical University.

LITFIJ, Harika:

Artist, research assistant at Bahçeşehir University 










Communication Design Department; Ph. D Candidate at the 






same department. 

MÜŞFİk, Mihri: 

Ceramic artist; research assistant at Mimar Sinan University, 






Ceramic and Glass Design Department, PhD Candidate in the 






same 
department.

ONAT, Hikmet: Artist; writer, translator; teaching at Gazi University Fine Arts 







Faculty and Middle East Technical University Fine Arts and 






Music Department. 

OZANSÜ, Şadi: art initiative established mainly by art and architecture students of 






Sabancı University (interviewees: R. Manas, S. Manas, Mustafa, 





J. Manas).
SANDIKLILI, Ziya: Artist; living in London. 

SEYYID, Süleyman: Artist; teaching courses and organizing workshops at various 






institutions and universities.

TUGAY, Emine Fuat: Artist; Instructor in the Department of Painting at Mimar 







Sinan University, Fine Arts Faculty); co-founder of Atılkunst 






(Artist initiative) until 2013. (http://atilkunst.blogspot.co.uk)

VAHİT, Mehmed: Art critic; lecturer; vice Chancellor of Kadir Has University; 







General Coordinator of the Contemporary Istanbul Art Fair.

VOSKAN, Yervant: Art critic; instructor at Kemerburgaz University, Fine Arts and 





Design School; curator at Çanakkale Biennial.

ZEİD, Fahrünnisa: Project Coordinator at DEPO (a culture and debate center serving 





as a platform supporting the collaboration of artists, artist 







collectives, 
civic and cultural organizations in Turkey, the South 





Caucasus, the Middle East and the Balkans); Publication 







secretary of a social 
science journal Toplum ve Bilim; editor of 





the İletişim Publishing 
House.
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