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ABSTRACT

AN INQUIRY ON THE IMPACT OF
COMPETITIONS IN ARCHITECTURAL
PRACTICE: DOCUMENTATION OF
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITIONS
IN TURKEY
BETWEEN THE YEARS 1931-~1969

Ozgelebi, Elif

Master, Department of Architecture

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Yildinm Yavuz
Co-Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Aydan Balamir

January 1999, 240 pages

This thesis focuses on the architectural design competitions that are held
in Turkey between the years 1931-1969 in order to trace the professional profile
in architecture through a collection of competitions. The documentation is done
through the research of two basic periodicals, Mimar/Arkitekt and Mimarlik. The

compiled data is organized as an enrollment which is applied for when shaping
this study as a comprehension of the system of architectural design competi-
tions and how architectural stance was affected through them, in almost four
decades in Turkish architecture.
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Definition of architectural design competitions, the process of which re-
flects the progressive course of architecture that is subsisted by production of
new and innovative projects, as transient events having standing and significant
results, is appropriate when formulating the argument that they play an impor-
tant part in the formation of the professional posture in the present time, and
they help to comprehend it when looking backwards. Thus, the purpose of col-
lecting the data was to enroll the competitions, to take another section from the
professional background and to outline the profile of specific periods through a
different medium. By the help of the study of ‘The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’, it became possible to
pinpoint the dynamic problems of both the competition process and the archi-
tectural practice of the cited period.

This is an initial study, which anticipates to be proceeded by some me-
thodical endeavors to improve the theoretical discourse upon the subject.

KEY WORDS: architectural competitions; architectural production; architectural
criticism; professional profile; Turkish Architecture, period of 1930-1940, period
of 1940-1950, period of 1950-1970
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YARISMALARIN MIMARLIK PRATIGINE
ETKiISI UOZERINE BiR ARASTIRMA:
1931-1969 YILLARI ARASINDA
TURKIYE'DEKI
MIMART TASARIM YARISMALARININ

BELGELENMESI

Ozgelebi, Elif

Yiksek Lisans, Mimarhk Béluma

Tez Damgmani: Prof. Dr. Yildinm Yavuz
Ortak Tez Danigmani: Dog. Dr. Aydan Balamir

Ocak 1999, 240 sayfa

Bu tez, yarigma birikiminden hareketle mimarligin mesleki profilini izle-
mek Uzere, 1931-1969 yillar arasinda Turkiye'de gerceklegmis olan mimari ta-
sarim yarnigmalarn (zerinde odaklanir. Belgeleme, dénemin iki temel kaynagi
olan Mimar/Arkitekt ve Mimarlik dergilerinin taranmasiyla yapilmigtir. Aragtirma




sonucunda toplanan bilgi, bu caligmanin mimari tasarim yarigmalar dizgesini ve
bu dizgenin, yaklagik kirk yil boyunca Tirk mimarh@indaki gérus ve bakiglan
nasil etkiledigini anlamada bagvurulacak bir kayit olarak diizenlenmistir.

isleyigleri icinde yeni ve yaratici projelerin Uretimi araciligiyla mimarligin
gelisim yénini yansitan mimari tasarim yansgmalarinin, simdiki zamanda me-
sleki tutumun gekillenmesinde, ge¢mise bakarken de bu tutumun anlasilir
kihlnmasinda 6nemli rol oynadiklari yolundaki argimanin olusturuimasi
sirasinda, kendilerinin gegici, sonuclarininsa kalici olgular olarak tanimlanmasi,
uygundur. Béylece, yarigmalara iligkin bilginin derlenmesinde kayitiar olugtur-
mak, mesleki birikimden tarihi saptamalara eklenecek bir bagka kesit daha al-
mak ve belirli dénemlerin profilini ¢ikarmada mimari tasarim yarigmalarini farkli
bir arag¢ olarak kullanmak amaglanmgtir. “1931-1969 Yillar Arasinda Turkiye'de
Gerceklegmis Mimari Tasanm Yarigmalari Dizini’ olarak adlandiriian ¢aligmanin
Isiginda, ad: gegcen dénemde hem yarigma sirecinin hem de mimarhk uygula-
masinin dinamik sorunlarini igaret etmek olasidir.

Bu calisma, yarigmalar konusundaki kuramsal tartigmayi geligtirecek
yeni caligmalarin kendisini izlemesini bekleyen bir baglangctir.

ANAHTAR SOZCUKLER: mimari yarigmalar; mimari Giretim; mimarlik elestirisi;
mesleki tutum; Tlrk Mimarhgi, 1930-1940 dénemi, 1940-1950 dénemi, 1950—
1970 doénemi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The biannual ANY Conference, this time around the theme of ANY-—
TIME, took place in Ankara in June 1998. Dr. Suha Ozkan, The Secretary
General of the Organization of Aga Khan Award for Architecture, who was
moderating one of the sessions, said that, “As Turks, we would not copy
anything immediately, we copy it ten years later”. This statement reminded me
the lines of Judith Strong noting that it was 1986, when the RIBA (Royal Institute
of British Architects) and the DoE (Department of the Environment) “reappraised
and redocumented” the written history of competitions from Renaissance to
recent times [Strong, 10]. Aimost a ten—year—period of reverberation was on
scene when the documentation of the whole repertory of the competitions that
ever appeared in Republican Turkey is under consideration. However, in this
case Turkey is much more behindhand than, for instance, the United Kingdom
where a systematically settled inheritance of competitions was seen since the
foundation of the RIBA' in 1834 [Barrington, 1960: 88]. In the United Kingdom,
“more than 2500 competitions were held between (the years) 1850 and 1900”
[Strong, 1996. 11]. Turkish architecture is so devoid of such a culture because
we can neither remark a comparative traditional past of competitions, nor make

! Among many similar institutions the RIBA is exemplified because, as Kaye Barrington states, it was founded
due to the “growth of provincial societies”, “the provision of facilities for architectural education® and lastly in
order to control the “administration of public architectural competitions® [Barrington, 1960: 88]. The pericdical
Builder that was extensively publishing about competitions was the source dweit on by the RIBA to accept new
members, As Strong stated, “Historically the RIBA was responsible for developing the system” of competitions
in England [Strong, 1996: 11].
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a quantitative comparison of competitions for our country®. Another support to
the idea that the phrase “competition tradition” is still questionable for Turkey,
will be found in the catalog of a retrospective exhibition of American Competi-
tions from 1960 to 1985, namely “The Experimental Tradition”. As stated by
Héléne Lipstadt, who was both the curator of the exhibition and the editor of the
catalog:

The competition process is as frequently derided as
it is praised—even beyond the claims that occasionally
arise of favoritism, dishonesty and the like. The champi-
ons of competitions hold that they nourish and recog-
nize young talents and are a source of self-inspiration
and continual education, serving as the threshold to
guaranteed success for victors. Enemies of competi-
tions present them either as pointless exercises that ex-
ploit the creative and financial resources of experienced
professionals and younger designers, or as pernicious
and devious phantasms that provide an inadequate
substitute for the direct cooperation of client and archi-
tect in planning a building. “The Experimental Tradition®
in both the catalog and the exhibition, attempts to cap-
ture these contradictory aspects of the competition pro-
cess. If the exhibition and the catalog reflect the un-
ending debate on the value and utility of competitions,
this too can be seen as part of the competition tradition.
[Lipstadt, 1989a: 9]

In the eighteenth century in France, to compose the retrospective collec-
tion of Grand Prix designs, the submission set of the entries were presented in
standard format to compare the leading designs of each year on a common
ground and in the following years, “the whole collection became an authoritative
set” of reference for the future generations [Blau and Kaufman, 1991: 305]. We

can neither talk about a retrospective exhibition of competition projects, nor a
systematic and critical review of competitions unfolding the processes to reflect
on the whole as a ‘tradition’. In Turkey, the only documentation of the early Re-
publican competitions is available‘ in the collection of the periodicals of that time,

2A preliminary study by the Chamber of Architects as an index of competitions figured out 449 contests be-
tween the years 1831 and 1997. The list is attached as Appendix A.
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while contemporary (after 1980s) competitions are merely collected as files of
briefs in the Chamber of Architects. Not even to count as an exception, a ques-
tionnaire was prepared by the Chamber of Architects in 1993® and the critical
essays put forward by the jurors, competitors, academics, professionals and re-
searchers are very limited. Although many authors within scopes of various
subjects refer to competitions, not a compact study, to cover as many issues as
possible, or to create as much depth as essential, is published. A very recent
academic work is a Ph.D. dissertation prepared in the 9 Eylll University by Res.
Assist. Yasemin Sayar in October 1998*. Although documenting those few com-
petitions should have been done earlier, this attempt to compile the architectural
design competitions is a timely contribution so as to have them reach their edu-
cational, professional and historical prospects in our country.

1.1. Scope of the thesis

Architecture tends to make an absolute separation
between theory and practice, between analysis and
synthesis. This difference, however, could be better ex-
pressed in the difference between discourses: an ana-
lytical, exploratory, critical discourse and a normative
discourse. Most theories are developed within the first
category, while practice falls into the latter [Agrest,
1991: 1].

3 The questionnaire was about the necessity, validity and consistency of architectural design competitions and
was held among many architects from realms of practice, theory and official occupancy. The questions were:
1. What about the necessity of architectural design competitions? Do you find them progressive and directive
within the frame of professional and public wealth? 2. Do you think the ‘resuits’ reflect the assessment criteria
of the jurars in a consistent, equitable and just manner? 24 of the replies (18 of which were from free—ance
architects, two from academicians, two from employees of the Ministry of Public Works, one from an emgloyee
of the Metropolitan Municipality of Ankara, and the last from an employee in the Istanbul Branch of the Cham-
ber of Architects) to the questionnaire were published in the 251% issue of Mimarlik. Aithough 24 is almost one
thousandth of the total number of registered architects in Turkey then; this may well be taken as a reflection of
inter-sectional thought of the whole: None of the answers were ‘against’ the architectural design competitions;
besides most of them were after the rehabilitation of the system somehow. As in Lipstadt's terms, the debate
‘against’ competitions was focused on two major arguments in the American tradition, whereas in our context,
no obloquy to competitions was engendered. For further information, see pp. 30-37 in the 251 issue of Mi-
marlik, published in 1963,

4 The title of the work is The Impact of Architectural Design Competitions in Evaluation of Architectural Design
Trends for a Secular |dentity. 1933-1950 and the scope is the examination of the role of architectural design
competitions in the modernization (and Westernization) process of young Turkish Republic. Formal analysis of
buildings procured through competitions is utilized to remark the ideological legitimization of the modernization
project introduced in Turkey through political means.
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The above-cited statement by Diana Agrest reformed the frame within
which this study intends to inquire how (much) architectural design competitions
contribute to the profession of architecture. Throughout this study, architecture
will be regarded more as a profession of ‘building and designing environment
and buildings’; rather than a discipline of ‘multidimensional text and thought pro-
duction’. Moreover, this inquiry will be re-evaluating the argument that practice
may not necessarily “fall” into a normative discourse as stressed by Agrest. The
“analytical, exploratory, critical discourse” in the large domain of architecture as
a discipline is usually associated with the academic positions taken and theo-
retical frameworks chosen by the architects, who spend their precious time for
analyzing architecture down to its tiny components, rather than synthesizing
their theoretical knowledge with their technical know—how to create a profes-
sional product either on paper or on earth. One of the spinal thoughts supporting
this thesis is that, in order to manage any design work, there is an absolute
need of having a conceptual framework as important as having the technical
know-how of the field. Nevzat Sayin, emphasized that, “since architecture is
only realizable through insisting resistance, the failures that are explained by
disability may be causes of mismanaging the (building) construction, not archi-
tecture”, which is, in fact, the “construction of an idea™ [Sayin, 1996: 141]. Thus,
firstly the idea should be firmly constructed, so that its construction should be
managed. As mentioned by Lipstadt, ‘the competition enterprise” is usually as-
sociated with “the polarities of theory/practice; desigr/building; and art/ profes-
sion”; and each pair surrounds the “fundamental oppositions that serve as |[...]
ordering taxonomies” [Lipstadt, 1989: 16-17].

When architectural design competitions are under consideration, the de-
sire for synthesis of above—cited sort of ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ becomes more

5 In ldentity-Legitimacy—Ethics Symposium, the second of a series of symposia about the “Architecture of
Turkey” organized by the Chamber of Architects in 1293, Sayin defined architecture and architect as: “Archi-
tecture, basically, is a realm of thought, and Architect Is a reflective thinker who expresses his thoughts in
Architecture”, in his symposium paper namely, "Construction of an Idea” (Bir Dagincenin ingasi). This has
somehow a paralellism to the idea that “the realization was secondary to the conceptualization of the building”,
which leads to the understanding that “the specifity of a building—as—built could be simplified, amplified or de-
nied in print, in the interest of the transmission of an idea”, paraphrased by Lipstadt, from Le Corbusier [Lip-
stadt, 1988b: 119].
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important. The submission set for the competition, the drawings and reports, i.e.
the ‘practice’, is supposed to communicate the design ideas, principles and con-
cepts, i.e. the ‘theory’, of the designer at his absence. Strong pointed that: “If
they (ideas) are obscure or even completely misunderstood there is no opportu-
nity to talk this through” [Strong, 1996: 7]. The communicability of the concepts
. and thoughts is not independent of their strength. Therefore, in order to visualize
the theoretical backbone of a design project in the minds of the jurors, it is re-
quired to dwell on concepts that are strong enough to communicate themselves;
and to represent them properly, as well. It can be noted that, the projects de-
signed to participate in a competition should reflect better integration of theory
and practice comparative to directly commissioned works. Thus, architectural
design competitions are important matters especially in the professional sphere
of architecture.

In this investigation, the approach is to investigate if architectural design
competitions happen as discursive events, as in the words of Magali Sarfatti
Larson, feeding back architecture as a profession as well as a discipline while
mostly occurring in, effecting and transforming the professional realm of archi-
tecture. Since they “have the potential of changing indirectly the authorized no-
tions of what architecture is for those who listen to the specialized discourse of
architecture”, architectural competitions are potentially discursive. This potential
originates from the possible entries of particular but still unknown “voices” to the
field as “new players” who are then authorized to speak about and for architec-
ture due to their statements within this discourse [Larson, 1994: 472]. Although
they are continuously repeated “ephemeral events”, the results of architectural
competitions —either built or unbuilt— are permanent and significant [Lipstadt

1989a: 9].



1.2. Research Method

The answers to the very general questions of “What is the raison détre of
architectural design competitions?” and “What is their bona fide outcome?” are
covered within the scope of the thesis. There are three main branches when
getting started to formulate the answers:

First, they are mainly used to obtain design projects as one of the leading
modes of procurement. Architectural design projects are produced in many dif-
ferent ways most of which dwell on a sort of competitive process. The other
ways of competitive procurement, besides the ‘competition’ will be explained in
the second chapter of the main body. Second, competitions may well be re-
garded as reflectors of the professional posture, which is not independent of
trends and tendencies, of a specific period. They will be taken as agents to un-
derstand the professional profile of a certain time in Turkish architecture, with
respect to the specific debates. Lastly, the results of architectural design com-
petitions, in all terms, may be compiled as a historical repertory of projects
and/or buildings. This collection may, in some aspects, differ from the building
stock that architecture historians refer to define eras, styles and movements; but
will be a supporting and alternative source including the ‘unbuilt’ but awarded
architectural projects that are open to comparative discussions®. The third
chapter of the main text is reserved to distill some compact data to maintain the
proposition that results of the competitions form an alternative profile and gen-
erations of designers are created through competitions, with side arguments
related with Turkish architecture of the decades beginning with 1930s.

§ It is usually hard to reach the eliminated projects except for personal affinities of publishers or special efforts of
the 'losers’. The “refused/excluded” is also important, but rare. Only two examples were found during this re-
search for the publication of the ‘excluded": See 322™ issue of Arkitekt for one of the excluded projects of the
Competition for The Magka Hotel (February 1966; the 192™ entry of ‘The index of Architectural Design Competi-
tions Realized Between 1931—1969 in Turkey). In the 101* issue of Amedamento Mimarlik published in March
1998 for the projects remained in the Salon de Refisés.in the Competition of the Bursa Culture and Convention
Center (September 1997; the terminology is derived from the impressionist painters’ works exhibited in the Salon
de Refusés in the French Royal Academy of Fine Arts in the 19" century). The file is published with an introduction
emphasizing that if one of the aims of architectural competitions is to publicize the.architectural activity, then the
role of a magazine may be the publication of the “excluded” to contribute this. (“Bursa Kuitlir ve Kongre Merkezi
Yarigmas! Salondigi Projeler” in Arredamento Mimarlik, 1997 (101): 102-112)

6
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In order to manage the theoretical framework, together with concrete ex-
amples and cases from the collection of competitions in our country, a com-
pound process of research was held in three main stages:

The first part of the research was based on a general and thematic
reading program related to profession, discourse, criticism and competitions.
During this reading process, works of Magali Sarfatti Larson, who is a sociolo-
gist involved in professionalism, especially of lawyers and architects; and Robert
Gutman, professor of architecture and sociology, who has Written a book dis-
cussing the methods of practice, were utilized extensively. While constructing
the particular structure of the conceptual framework, works of Judith Strong,
competitions director of the RIBA between 1969 and 1979; Héléne Lipstadt, an
architectural historian studied the history of federally~sponsored design compe-
titions; Hilde de Haan and Ids Haagsma, specialists, who extensively produced
on the subject of competitions, Joan Bassin, who is an historian of the English
competitions particularly in the Victorian period, and had written a book about
the Victorian tradition of competitions in Britain, were thoroughly examined. So-
ciological approach of Larson, philosophical approach of Lipstadt and practical
approach of Strong differed both in terms of information they supplied and the
language they used, while they shared a common stance of supporting the ar-
chitectural design competitions for different reasons. Besides, the critical ap-
proaches of de Haan and Haagsma and Bassin were advantageous to observe
the controversial arguments around the subject.

In the second step of the research, some contemporary examples of
competitions, debates and reviews were investigated through current architec-
tural magazines like Mimarlik, Yapi and Arredamento Dekorasyon (Arredamento

Mimarlik from 1998, February on), as well as some specific architectural publi-
cations like symposium books, anthologies, and collective works, in order to
grasp the present situation as well as to examine the ‘generations’ generated by
the competition processes.
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FIGURE1 COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

The third part of research was the examination of the ancient architec-
tural publications in order to start the documentation of competitions in our
country. Thus, the unique publication of Turkish architecture between 1931-
1943 Mimar (1931-1934)/Arkitekt (from 1935 to 1980); and from 1943 on,
together with the second enroliment Mimarlik (1944-1953...1963-) are closely
examined up to the end of 1969, which is the periodic limit of this initial study.
The raw data collected through this research is documented as an expansive
collection without any exclusion. Probable criteria of elimination could have
been the significance of the competitions, proposals’ state of being built or
unbuilt, completed information set (as the name of the competition, the list of
jury members, the winners, the sources) for each competition, and so. Since
elimination of entries is avoided, sources other than the architectural magazines
of the specific period are not mainly applied for, either. Thus, the presented
information is consistent in terms of the informative boundaries of the ancient
sources for the period under consideration. The material is organized as an
index, which will provide information about the calendar, jurors and winners of a
competition, as well as the sources to reach first-hand information for
further/future researche(r)s.



In the last part of the main body, various readings of this index will be re-
viewed together with the information gained during the initial stages of research.
Substantial knowledge supplied by ‘The Index of Architectural Design Com-
petitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’ and conclusions will be
distilled in association with the side arguments. In order to draw a future trajec-
tory for this study various hypotheses and questions about the case of Turkey
will be formulated.



CHAPTER 2
COMPETITIONS

AS DISCURSIVE EVENTS

Lipstadt defined competitions as "battlegrounds of opposing ambitions
and antagonistic solutions, giant architecture classrooms with invisible bounda-
ries and, often, open enrollments” [Lipstadt, 1989a: 9]. Yet, quoted a brief defi-
nition of competitions from American Institute of Architects’ Code for Architec-
tural Design Competitions’:

By accepted understanding, architecture competi-
tions are distinguished from direct commissions by the
simultaneous design of the same project by competing
architects. This essential difference is succinctly defined
in the American Institute of Architects Code: a competi-
tion occurs when designs are prepared by ‘two or more
architects for the same project, on the same site, at the
same time'. [Lipstadt, 1989a; 9].

This definition from AIA Code for Architectural Design Competitions® is
oft—cited by most of the authors, to stress the simultaneous occurrence of proj-
ects for the same location, designed by numerous designers as the key concepts

7 The definition of project competitions in Turkey is dependent on the regulations of either the Ministry of Pub-
lic Works or the Chamber of Architects. Both regulations start with a definition that, any competition organized
according to the methods determined by these documents are called “project competitions®. (Bu ydnetmelikle
belirtilen usullere upularak ve bu yonetmelik gercevesi iginde yapilan Mimarlk, Mihendislik, Kentsel Tasarim ve Sehir-
cilik alamindaki yarismalara “Proje Yarigmas:” denir.)

8 AIA Document J331, December 1972, p. 2.
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that define the process of an architectural design competition. Aimost for two
and a half millennia, in order to choose among many candidates, one architect
or one design project which have accomplished “excellence in appearance and
in func-tion”, to “award commissions” and to “educate young architects”, archi-
tectural design competitions are promoted [Lipstadt, 1989a: 9].

2.1. A brief history

In 448 BC the Council of Athens, in order to erect a memorial on Acropo-
lis for the ended Persian wars, invited several artists to submit their designs to
be displayed for ten days and be voted for by the public [De Haan and Haag-
sma, 1988: 9]. The case of Athens from distant past is the first design competi-
tion, in the process of which public opinion is applied for’. The earliest artistic
competition determined as the “first competition ever recorded”, by Joan Bassin
was “a contest among sculptors for the statue of an Amazon for the Temple of
Artemis at Ephesos”. An Athenian sculptor Polycleitos was the winner, while
Phidias, the sculptor of the colossal Zeus in the temple at Olympia and the
statue of Athena in the Parthenon, was the first runner-up [Bassin, 1984: 1]. A
concise history of the competitions in the Westem tradition is abstracted by
Bassin as follows:

In the fifteenth century we are familiar with the fa-
mous competitions in sculpture and architecture which
featured Brunelleschi and Ghiberti as the primary con-
testants for the Baptistery doors and for the Cathedral
dome in Florence. In the seventeenth century Bemini
was the best known competitor in the designs for the
Louvre extension planned by Louis XIV, and by the
eighteenth century famous competitions are almost too-
numerous to mention: the Palace de la Concorde in
Paris, the Mansion House in London, the Royal Ex-
change in Dublin, and the Capitol building in'Washing-
ton D.C. [Bassin, 1984: 1].

® However, according to Bergdoll, in this process “the idea of competition as a democratic procedure for se-
lecting a design, confronted the opposing reality of the specific competencies needed to judge the architectural
representations” {Bergdoll, 1989a: 24].
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The case of Baptistery doors for the cathedral of Santa Maria del Fiore, is
referred to by many authors, too. Barry Bergdoll designated it as a turning point
having a “mythic status” [Bergdoll, 1989a: 23]. As stated by Bergdoll, the competi-
tion that was realized in 1401, for the doors of the baptistery, reflected “the revival
not only of antique forms, but also antique love of individual and civic kudos”;
while being a “breakthrough” for both of the young designers opening the way of
novelty [Bergdoll, 1989a: 23]. In 1418, another competition for the same building
between same designers was promoted in order to “solve the thomy problem of
spanning the cathedral's crossing” [Bergdoll, 1989a: 23]. The winner of the first
competition was Lorenzo Ghiberti, while the latter was won by Brunelleschi.

Another interesting case, not emphasized by Bassin from distant past
was the competition for the building of the monastery at Escorial, promoted by
Spanish King Philip I, in the second half of the sixteenth century. An Italian ar-
chitect, Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola, was invited to assess the participant de-
signs; however, he “combined the entries he liked best into a new design which
he showed to King Philip, who was impressed and commissioned Vignola to
build the monastery” [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 9]. Esra Akcan empha-
sized in the review of Architects in Competition of De Haan and Ids Haagsma
that, this case from Spain may well direct to understand the ethical development
of the competition system in the historical background'' [Akcan, 1993: 38].

The Westem background of competition tradition is not only defined by
the ancient competitions, but also with the educational academic competitions of
the “late Renaissance and Baroque Europe”, that were broadly explained by
Bergdoll in an article, the scope of which was the competitions in academy and
marketplace. Two distinctive traditions of academic competitions were present,
then: The French tradition of The Royal Académie d’Architecture (later, Ecole

10 The date for this competition was figured as 1419 by De Haan and Haagsma, however in most of the ex-
amined sources it was designated as 1418.

A relevant quotation from Strong: “Experience shows that an entirely unco—ordinated competitive situation,
in the long term, benefits neither the clients nor the profession. Many of the intrigues and so—called outrages
of the free competitive situation of the last century belonged to a time when professional sthics were generally
less scrupulous than they are today’[Strong, 1976: 7].
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des Beaux—Arts) and the Italian tradition of the Roman Accademia di San Luca®
[Bergdoll, 1989a: 25]. Roman Accademia Di San Luca, founded in 1577, was
the prototypical international academy accepting generations of foreigners, par-
ticularly Frenchmen that were the members of Academie d'Architecture, in its
workshops and competitions [Bergdoll, 1989a: 25]. In the Accademia Di San
Luca students were encouraged to reinvent and redesign the antique forum.
Academic drawing was the traced record of the process of reinventing tradition;
its repetition through the competition was the essence of the education
[Bergdoll, 1989a: 27].

The inter—institutional association between the Italian and French
academies, led to an understanding that became the ground for the international
Beaux-Arts style. On the other hand, The Royal Academie d’Architecture rapidly
became a royal jury and the annual competition process developed to a far
more refined stage in its structure. Increasingly promoted monthly competitions
shaped the treatment of projects for competitive comprehension, the essence of
architectural education, and this process grew and changed to a method of edu-
cation that acted as an intemational model. “To be precise, architecture is not
taught at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts; one only ascertains, by the means competi-
tions, progress which has made outside of the school”’, quoted Bergdoll from
Edouard Charton™ [Bergdoll, 1989a: 31]. Both the Academy and its nineteenth
century successor, the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, offered architectural education
through a triple system of competition, tradition and education, which remained
the central emphasis of the academy in France.

12 These two different traditions had various resemblances with each other, while the major difference was the
initial part of the student competitions. In the French Académie d'Architecture, the initial esquisse stage was
structured as an exercise having the same subject with the following rendu project, and was later compared to
the final submission of the author; whereas in the italian Accademia di San Luca, the first step of the competi-
tion was a prova, almost a handwritten proof of the author, having usually a decorative subject articulated in
order to verify the graphic technique and competence of the students.

13 The quotation by Bergdoll is an entry written by Charton, for a professional dictionary published in Paris in
1880 [Bergdoll, 1989a: 48].
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2.2. Competition as a mode of procuring design projects

An architectural design competition is basically a tool for procuring the
best project on a particular site, and a method to encourage the production of
brand new design ideas that take their inmediate places within the architectural
discourse. A competition process, paradoxical to its structural consequence of
sifting between at least two alternatives, is not an “either...or", but a “both...and”
condition: It is a process of producing an ‘end product’ while at the same time
releasing some ‘by-products’. The aim of organizing an architectural design
competition for the promoter is to simply satisfy the demands. It would be very
unusual if the promoter declares that contribution to the realm of architecture
was aimed by organization of a competition; rather the primary objective of the
competitions is to procure a design work. The promoter neither aims to supply
professional opportunities for young architects. However, the process of compe-
tition itself creates these opportunities. Participating in competitions is often the
only way for the young to ‘get a job’. Therefore, the process of a competition
both supplies the demands of the promoter, while giving the opportunity of par-
ticipation to young and inexperienced colleagues, and finally is a way to reach
professional excellence by encouraging projects of a relatively higher quality.
From the front of the promoter, competitions “are held with the purpose of ob-
taining the best possible building” with relatively less expenditure; while from the
front of the designers, they are used to “propagate new ideas™ [De Haan and
Haagsma, 1988: 13 and 18]. Following this statement, a compound question
may be posed: To what extent competitions are organized to find innovative de-
sign projects, and to what extent to satisfy the demand simply with a ‘working
solution’?

Several ways of selecting an architect or a project for one special case,
other than the direct commissioning, can be classified in three different patterns

14 The number of competitions in USA increased by “1000 percent” in a ten—year—period (1975-1285) due to
the “expanding supply of architects” and to the discovery by the promoters that “competitions are an inexpen-
sive and efficient method to seiect an architectural firm” [Gutman, 1988: 711.
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of procurement dwelling on the basis of a competitive process. These are:
“Tendering for work”, “the selective search to identify a suitable architect/design
team”, and “the architectural competition” [Strong, 1996: 18].

For the tendering procedure to occur, an initial design team that devel-
ops a project to the stage of working drawings, is prescribed; and dwelling on
this preliminary design, competitive bids from invited building contractors are
received. Then, construction firm that offers the best deal is commissioned. This
procedure is mainly based on the total cost of the work. As stressed by Strong,
recently it has been adapted to the acquisition of design services as well
[Strong, 1996: 19]. This second type of tendering is based on the assessmenrt
of architectural design together with the design fees (not the project cost). So,
the system "merges elements of the tender process with that of architectural
competition" [Strong, 1996: 22]. In Turkey, tendering procedure is widely utilized
for the design services; this time competitive bids from architectural companies
are received and the total cost of the design project is considered.

The “shortlisting” and visiting the architectural firms to interview with the
designers are the first stages of the procedure of selective search [Strong, 1996:
19]. Sometimes employers ask architects to sketch down their proposals, but
rarely want them to draw their proposals precisely, for an expenditure is charged
for the specialized design work.

Finally, the architectural competitions, which “enable the promoter to
consider a number of designs”, are mentioned as a way of selecting an architect
or a project. They are signified by the following criteria: First, there must be sev-
eral entrants, an identical problem to handle, equal conditions supplied by pre-
scribed rules and procedures to work under, and ultimately a systematic and
independent assessment by a panel of assessors to select a winner. Since the
architectural design competitions are studied “according to the same instruc-
tions and criteria®, the submitted projects are (supposed to be) evaluated merely
“on the basis of design quality” against pre-established criteria written down in
the brief and “the whole process is conducted in a fair and equitable manner”
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[Strong, 1996: 19 and 43]. In addition to the inclination towards the “equitable
distribution of design commissions”, the need for “openness in the distribution of
public funds”®, “better understanding of the design process”, “public participation
in the shaping of the built environment’, and “overall improvement in the quality
of what is built” are, in Strong’s words, the “ideological reasons” that support or-
ganizing architectural design competitions continuously [Strong, 1996: 2].
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FIQURE2 COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

However, an architectural design competition, in spite of satisfying the
above cited ‘ideological’ objectives, may still go wrong, as emphasized by Hugh
Pearman, who says that competitions are almost always unsatisfactory “either in
their organization or their outcome” and frequently the winning schemes are not
built, or if built, “are bad, unpopular or sometimes both” *. What if the winning
design does not get built; or what if a building is unpopular?'® Richard Rogers

s Hugh Pearman is the architectural correspondent of The Sunday Times, and these phrases which are
quoted as a paragraph by Judith Strong were published in October 1994 in an article in The Sunday Times.

16 in the jury report of the lzmir Konak Site Administrative Center Urban Design Competition it was stated that
the winning scheme was not applicable. Moreover, it was not clarified if the project would be applied when the
project was revised according to the suggestions of the jurors. The suppesed organic relationship between the
winning scheme and the realized design project is obviously broken with the jury report. In the chronology part
of the book of Dodan Tekeli-Sami Sisa's collected work, it was cited that most of the main decisions of the
project had been applied [Tanyeli, 1994: 267].For further information about the competition, see the 127" entry
of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.
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and Mark Girouard wrote a reply to Pearman two months later, emphasizing that
competitions might go wrong, but direct commissions might go even wronger'’.
According to Strong, what was interesting about these two combating articles
was their route of discussion, which started from opposite poles'®; however, fi-
nalized almost at the point of agreement. What is interesting about them is the
shared opinion that the competition is a process of ‘concrete production’. An-
other ‘against’ argument came from Bassin:

[...Jno matter how a competition was organized, the
architects were the losers. Either they spent time and
money preparing drawings which became the property
of the promoters, a clause ordinarily written into the in-
structions, and if they should lose they had nothing
whatever to show for their effort. If they should win, they
might or might not be given the building commission. If
not, they might have to stand by while a version of their
design was erected by another man, or, if they got the
commission, they would receive at best only the stan-
dard per cent commission, of which their prize-money
was probably a part. [Bassin, 1984: 97].

She immediately formulated the question “Why, then, did architects con-
tinue to engage in competition(s)?" and while trying to unfold the argument,
mentioned about a “powerful mythology” which was creating the aura of compe-
tition and which “pervaded the century in the theories of self-help and individual
initiative” [Bassin, 1984: 97]. Individuation and inclination towards democracy
fed this “powerful mythology”, which was referred by Lipstadt in order to stress
that competitions were engaged with the “definition of cultural and symbolic
qualities of building type, site and design”. This engagement “became the com-
mon basis for the analysis of buildings and documents” produced through com-

7 A competition may be stated as ‘went wrong’ when the winning scheme of the process is built without compre-
hending the real assessment criteria of the jury members,as in the case of Adana Palace of Justice (1985). It
was stated in the jury report that the project was selected due to the sensitive approach to the existing green
areas and trees, while the first act of the contractor as scon as having entered the site was to cut off those trees,
places of which were indicated on the application project together with the preservation cautions to be taken. The
attitude of the contractor caused the competition process end in an undesired building both for the authors, who
were not given the duty of controlling the construction, and for the realm of architecture [itez, 1996: 24-25].

1% The first article by Pearman was titled, “Nobody Wins" and was against competitions; while the latter was
titled “Everybody Wins" by Rogers and Girouard was about the merits of the competition system [Strong,
1996 1-3].
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petitions; rather than being “events that serve as thresholds, when they facilitate
the emergence of new styles, or as barriers when they reject epochal designé”
[Lipstadt, 1989a: 11]. Bassin’s firm declare on the democratic basis of the com-
petitions was springing from the comparison between them and what she called
“the old system of patronage” of direct commissions: “In other words, while the
competition system was rigged against the architects, at least it seemed to be
rigged against them all on a slightly more democratic basis than the old patron-
age system” [Bassin, 1984 98].

Competitions are perceived as “an important but complementary part of a
much broader quality-based procurement pattem” [Strong, 1996: 9]. Although
“trying to demonstrate that one system is preferable to another, whatever the cir-
cumstances, is unconstructive”; the debate about them focus on the comparison
whether “the architectural competition is a better way of selecting an architect
than through consideration of previous work and established experience” [Strong,
1996: 9]. This comparison to the direct commissioning is groundless because “a
competition by itself is not any better than some other system” of obtaining archi-
tectural projects, unless it tums out a part of a meticulous and continuous pro-
gram of “leaming, formulation and making programs”, as in Lyndon’s phrases
[Cabanieu, 1994: 41]. Therefore, a comprehension pattemn fitting to evaluate the
competitions as “discursive events” should be elaborated. In Turkey, to what ex-
tent competitions function more as a system of obtaining architectural projects,
and, to what extent they behave as “giant architecture classrooms”?

2.2.1. Formulation of the competition

Generally, architectural design competitions are “organized and regu-
lated solely by the various professional institutions” to visualize the “clients’
objectives” as a building program [Strong, 1996: 7 and Lipstadt, 1989a: 13]. In
Turkey, for instance, The Ministry of Public Works and The Chamber of Archi-
tects are authoritative about the issue of competitions; they may acquaint the
other institutions, municipalities and ministries that organize architectural de-
sign competitions with the data for how to compose a competition properly.

18



“The traditional design competition system aims to provide a set of rules which
ensures that everybody who takes part does so on equal basis”, writes Strong,
abstracting the common process as such: The brief is prepared and issued,
the projects are designed and submitted, and a choice of winning scheme is
made among them [Strong, 1996: 6].

This equality-based system of competitions is free of dialogue of the
contestants with both the promoter and the jurors, except for the legally speci-
fied written form of questions and answers, until the final selection of the jury
members. This lack of dialogue is also misrepresented by the “enemies of
competitions” that illustrate them as “pernicious and devious phantasms that
provide an inadequate substitute for the direct cooperation of client and archi-
tect in planning a building” [Lipstadt, 1989a: 9]. Another interpretation of this
isolation from the client is the conviction that it may lead to a more independ-
ent state of mind during the design process. After the announcement of re-
sults, dialogue still does not take place, unless any critical essay is written and
published either by the jurors, the participating designers or the members of
the professional community.

2.2.2. Competitions in a taxonomic frame

This classification and the categories are derived from the document ti-
tled as ‘Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters’ and prepared by Un-
ion Internationale des Architectes (UIA, Intemational Union of Architects)'. The
piece was revised and published in 1988.

1 The UIA is an international non governmental organisation founded in Lausanne in 1948 to unite architects
from all nations throughout the world, regardless of nationality, race, religion or architectural school of thought,
within the federations of their national associations. The UIA represents over a million architects throughout
the world through national architectural associations that form the 91 UIA Member Sections in five regions.
Join hitp://www. uia-architectes.org for more information about the objectives, organization scheme and serv-
ices of the Union.
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2.2.2.1. Types of competitions:

According to the ‘Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters’, pre-
pared by the UIA and regulations of the RIBA %, there are two basic types of
competitions: “Project Competitions” and “Ideas Competitions” [Strong, 1976: 6].

COMPETITIONS
TYPES CLASSIFICATION ORGANISATION

Project com- {ldeas compe- Single Two
petitions titions phase phase

Open Limited Special

Regional competitions
Compstitions by
invitation
National competitions
with invitations to
foreigners
TABLE 1 CLASSIFICATICN OF COMPETITIONS ACCORDING TO THE UIA CODES

Project competitions are promoted particularly when erecting a building
is aimed, “to find the best solution for an actual project and to appoint its author
to carry out the commission” [Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters,
1988: 1]. A “specific brief, which sets out the requirements of the promoter in
detail’ is prepared by the jurors, and architects develop their proposals accord-
ingly [Strong, 1976: 7]. “These competitions may be open to all registered ar-
chitects or limited by invitation or region”, while “they may also be organized in
one or two stages”, and the major difference of the project competitions is that,
the “commitment to the winning architect by the promoter” is put in words in the
brief [Strong, 1976: 7]. In Turkey, the brief of a competition is initially prepared
by the promoter, while the jurors are responsible to read it out and confirm.
(Regulation of Engineering and Architectural Project Competitions of the Mu-
nicipality of the Public Works) In the first regulation for architectural design com-
petitions, prepared by the Ministry of Public Works (Nafia Vekaleti) in 1952, it is
stated that the jury is not able to change the commands in the ‘brief, and not

20 The RIBA was founded in 1834 and the first instructions about the competitions were drawn up in 1872, to
regulate the quality of the assessors, the prizes and funds and the rules of “commitment to the winner on the
part of the promoter” [Strong, 1976: 3].
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allowed to deviate from the assessment criteria determined in the brief of a
competition?!.

Ideas competitions are utilized “to explore situations, to search for al-
ternative solutions to existing problems and to stimulate the discussion of new
ideas” and also for motivating the emergence of some flourishing design ideas,
rather than realizing a specific building [Strong, 1976: 7-8 and De Haan and
Haagsma, 1988: 10]. They are “exercises to elucidate certain aspects of archi-
tectural and/or planning problems” [Instructions and Recommendations to Pro-
moters, 1988: 1]. Since the winner of these‘competitions is not commissioned to
erect a structure, students of architecture are also allowed to enter them, natu-
rally “at the discretion of the promoter” [Instructions and Recommendations to
Promoters, 1988: 1].

Despite their being generally identified and engaged with public buildings,
which convey a symbolic meaning to many people, competitions can be used for
other purposes, too. As defined previously, ‘idea(s) competitions’ are adapted for
solving some architectural problems, and this definition on the basis of maintain-
ing solutions to architectural problems is sufficient, whereas architectural design
competitions may be adapted to answer some social, economic or political prob-
lems, too. “ldeas competitions to solve everyday practical problems have become
increasingly common in the twentieth century, especially for housing projects”, as
stated by De Haan and Haagsma [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 10].

2.2.2.2. Classification of competitions:

According to the ‘Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters’, pre-
pared by the UlA, international competitions may be classified under three cate-
gories: Open Competitions, Limited Competitions, which are divided into three

z However, in the jury report of the limited Competition of Trabzon Pulmonary Diseases Hospital, it was
stated that the proposals that had gone beyond the specifications and limitations of the competition brief were
given credit and those proposals were evaluated as being innovative. Any further remark about the competi-
tion, or a probable criticism about the attitude of the assessors was not found. See the 241 entry of ‘The In-
dex of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’, for further information
about the contest.
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sub—categories as Regional Competitions, Competitions by Invitation and Na-
tional Competitions with Invitation to Foreigners; and Special Competitions [In-
structions and Recommendations to Promoters, 1988: 1-2].

Open competitions are the ones in which “professionals (from all coun-
tries) may participate without restriction of any kind” and only requirement is
their being registered.

Limited competitions are divided into three main branches in the In-
structions and Recommendations to Promoters prepared by the UIA as:

« Regional competitions which are limited to professionals of at least two
countries having “common cultural, historical and/or professional links” [Instruc-
tions and Recommendations to Promoters, 1988: 1].

¢ Competitions by invitation are organized when the promoter wishes to
invite “a number of named architects (from two or more countries) to submit de-
signs” and each participant “must receive an honorarium® unless their designs
are disqualified by the assessors.

» National competitions with invitation to Foreigners are promoted un-
der some certain conditions. The promoter of a national competition may wish to
invite some foreign architects to submit their designs for the competition, for
which the national regulations apply. In this case, the number of architects in-
vited from other countries “may not exceed three” and the board of assessors
should include at least “one architect member and one reserve member from a
country other than the promoting country” [Instructions and Recommendations
to Promoters, 1988: 2]. Each invited participant must receive an honorarium,
unless their designs are disqualified by the assessors.

Special competitions are organized when professional expertise is
needed according to the peculiarity of the design problem under consideration.
Competitions “combining town planning as well as design problems, [...] involv-
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ing the use of industrial components, or [...] involving participation of develop-
ers” may be some examples [Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters,
1988: 2]. In these cases, “the field of expertise should be clearly defined in the
preliminary documents issued by the promoter” and to have “adequate consul-
tation between the UIA and the promoter”, the competition should be referred to
the organization as early as possible [Instructions and Recommendations to
Promoters, 1988: 2].

COMPETITIONS
TYPES CLASSIFICATION ORGANISATION
Project Ideas com- } Single
competitions | _petitions Open Limited phase | TWOPhase
Ideas leading to a project bromoter choice
Developer/ architect competitions
competitions
Regicnal speclgl.mte-
gory competions Ideas leading to
Promater choice com- a project
petitions
TABLE2 CLASSIFICATION OF COMPETITIONS ACCORDING TO THE RIBA CODES (DISCERNED FROM
STRONG, 1976: 7-9)

Another classification for the limited competitions is made in the regula-
tions of the RIBA as:

e Ideas leading to a project is an in—between mode of competition, which
is appropriated usually for a long—term plan or for situations that, direct imple-
mentation of a design project may undergo delay, introduced by the RIBA as the
“Preliminary Project Competition” [Strong, 1976: 8]. This mode enables the
promoter to examine “possible methods of tackling the problem before estab-
lishing a detailed brief”, while finding a designer “with the right approach to the
subject’ rather than procuring “an approved design” is aimed [Strong, 1976: 8].

» Developer/ architect competitions is a specific type of competitive pro-
curement since the participants enter the contest together with their design pro-
posals and “an offer price for the land or contract to build”, if their project is se-
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lected. The financial agreement should be made at the outset and stated in the
brief. This kind of competition, as stated by Strong, is usually used by New
Town authorities for housing projects [Strong, 1976: 9].

* Regional special category competitions is a distinct type of competi-
tion defined by the RIBA, in order to “encourage the local authorities to promote
competitions® [Strong, 1976: 9]. The process has five steps: First, the local de-
signers are invited to submit a concept project detailed in terms of approach;
then, “assessors are appointed to advise the promoter and select the winning
design” without being charged for this part of the work; third, the formal ques-
tion—answer period is replaced by a “forum, at which the competitors, the pro-
moter and the assessors meet to discuss the brief and the clarity of the pro-
moter’s requirements”; then, the designs are matured accordingly [Strong, 1976:
9]. Last stage is the selection of the winning scheme, the author of which will not
receive a prize, instead employed as the designer for the project [Strong, 1976:
9]. One of the advantages of this case is the total duration of the competition
which is almost one fifth of a normal competition.

o Promoter choice competitions are “brought in to help the promoter
who felt unwilling to commit himself to one selected design, even though he was
represented on the jury of assessors”, and have insignificant discreteness form
the standard single—stage project competition except that the final selection of
the assessors will be “three or four best designs” which are offered to the pro-
moter, so that a choice between them is possible?. The promoter may interview
the architects of the projects remained and the chairman of the jury will be
serving to advise him for the final selection [Strong, 1976: 9-10].

2 An instance from Turkish collection of competitions is the case of Competition for Parliament House, where
a board of assessment elected three winners to offer to the Government for thefinal selection. Among the
projects of Laprade, Mezara and Holzmeiester, the work of the last author was selected for application. Batur
states that it was known that, in the competitions of the Parliament House and the Development Pian of An-
kara, the consequent selection was made by Atatlrk, himself [Batur, 1983: 1387]. See the 32™ entry of ‘The
Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’ for further information.
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2.2.2.3. Competition organization:

One-stage competitions are usually organized for small scale projects
and in this single phase, “small scale drawings [...] are required in sufficient
number to explain the scheme” [Instructions and Recommendations to Promot-
ers, 1988: 2].

Two—stage competitions are the ones the first phase of which usually
requires a general approach and therefore, “planning on a broad basis is suffi-
cient’ and presentation of the schemes are usually “with single line drawings, on
a small scale adequate to demonstrate the intentions of the competitor” [Instruc-
tions and Recommendations to Promoters, 1988: 2]. In order to maintain ano-
nymity, the identification envelopes of the projects selected in the first phase are
bpened by reporters or a similar functionary to inform the authors. In fact each
participant should be informed whether or not invited to the second phase. At
the end of the first phase additional clarification or amplification for the benefit of

“the competitors may be done, but this additional information should not disclose
any of the solutions proposed in the first stage. The same jurors should assess
the second phase and none of the projects pérticipating in this stage should be
published before the announcement of the results [Instructions and Recommen-
dations to Promoters, 1988: 2-3]. Two stage competitions are advised by the
UIA for projects requiring “a high degree of precision such as large scale town
planning projects” [Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters, 1988: 3].

According to the regulations of the RIBA, in two—stage competitions
are organized for large and/or complex projects, and the first stage is open to all
eligible architects. After the submission of the entries for the first stage, a num-
ber of the “most promising designs” are selected among them; then, the authors
of the winning schemes of the first stage are invited to develop their projects to
an adequate level of articulation [Strong, 1976: 10 and 23]. Among the propos-
als submitted for the first stage, the jury selects a few projects and the authors
of them are invited to participate in the second stage, where evaluation is made
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among these pre—selected, then developed projects. The essence in the first
part is to “get across the main principles of the design as simply as possible”, so
an “illustrated report”, limited in the number of pages it involves, is possibly re-
quired instead of detailed plans, sections and elevations [Strong, 1976: 24].

In Turkey, according to the Regulation of Engineering and Architectural
Project Competitions?, applied by the Ministry of Public Works, there are two
basic kinds of competitions; namely, the national and the international compe-
titions. National competitions are either open or limited, and organized to enable
the entrance of all architects or engineers registered to their Chambers.

Limited competitions are organized between at least three groups, the
competence and experience of which are confirmed by the promoter. According
to the significance of the subject, either one—stage or two—stage competitions
are promoted. Two-stage competitions are suggested when a complicated
situation with various levels of problem is under consideration.

COMPETITIONS
TYPES KINDS CLASSIFICATION ORGANISATION
g Interna- _—
Project Ideas National tional Open Limited Single Two
competi~ competi- competi- competi- competi- 9
tions tions tions ﬁ'gﬁ:ﬁ' tions tion phase phase

TABLE3 CLASSIFICATION OF COMPETITIONS ACCORDING TO THE REGULATION OF ENGINEERING AND AR-
CHITECTURAL PROJECT COMPETITIONS PREPARED BY THE MINISTRY OF PUBLIC WORKS AND THE
REGULATION OF ARCHITECTURE, ENGINEERING, PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS
PREPARED BY THE CHAMBER OF ARCHITECTS, TURKEY.

Western variations for the competition system to fit for different cases
are remarkable when the limited frame of our definitive regulations are thought.
The variation within the system supplies the possibility of compiling specific and
atypical samples together, to lead to a future classification without falling out of
the systematic frame; however limited definitions of ‘solutions’, as well as the

2 This regutation was drawn up in 1970, (published in the 13584™ issue and 19.08.1970 dated Official Ga-
zette) then modified in 1980 and 1982, and still in execution. The first regulation for architectural design com-
petitions was prepared by the Ministry of Public Works (Nafia Vekalet:) in 1952, (published in the 8159™ issue of
and 16.07.1952 dated Official Gazette) and the definitions employed for different types of competitions are:
“Masabakalar ya herkesin girebilecegi sekilde, ya bagka milletlerin mitehassislarimn da girebilecegdi gekilde veya Tirk
vatandag: mitehassislar arasinda veyahut belirli sartlar: tagiyan tigten fazla mitehassis arasinda olabilir.”
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restricted definitions for problems lead to cracks, which turm out to be legitimized
later, in the system. Since the vocabulary of competitive procedures is very lim-
ited in our country, new definitions formulated for special cases enter the lexicon
of the profession in an illicit framework.

2.2.3. The jury and assessment of entries

Competitions are good means of gathering design projects in a wide
range, among which a choice is made, yet everything stands and falls with the
jury; meaning that the (s)election of the jurors at the beginning probably indi-
cates how the building will be erected in the future [De Haan and Haagsma,
1988: 13]. Competitions have soon become associated with “wrangling, quar-
reling and controversial decisions” due to the obvious effect of the jury on the
results of design [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 10]. However, in spite of the
disgrace that competitions gain, they are more and more organized due to “the
growing competitiveness among architects and architectural firms” [Gutman,
1968: 70]. There is a vicious circle here: Competitiveness stems from the sig-
nificance of competitions —both for the milieu of the competition and for the ‘co-
gnoscenti'—, consequences of which may réplace the figures of a specific field
within the architectural discourse; whereas, competitions are extensively organ-
ized because of this competitiveness.

“The most important single factor in any competition is the quality of the
assessors, as they are responsible for the whole conduct of the competition.”
[Strong, 1976: 11]. As stated by Sayin, “Every competition, somehow, is an
evaluation about the qualifications of the jury”; meaning that every competition
process may well turn out to be a dialectic process of criticism [Mimarlk, 1993:,
36]. Because the entries are displayed and exhibited, and the identities of the
jurors are known to public, the winning scheme together with the runner-up
projects, would reflect the priorities, understandings and the tastes of the jury
members to the ones looking at the process from a ‘third point. A supporting
statement from Lipstadt is: “Designs selected and rejected by jurors reveal their
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interpretation of the symbolic and pragmatic desires within the limits of archi-
tectural competence put before them.” 2* [Lipstadt, 1989a: 13].

Judging a competition project, together with the “capacity to read two—
dimensional representations of future buildings”, requires “technical knowiedge
and fluency in appreciating and judging an abstract, formal language” [Bergdoll,
1989a: 37]. Moreover, “A good jury member must be able to judge as part of a
team” because, it is not rare that “a jury cannot'feach agreement because the
opinions of its members are too divergent”® [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 13].
On the other side, a jury, members of which “share exactly the same views on
architecture”, may be inhospitable to designs which “express different idéas
from their own.” [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 13]. '

Since, “the choice of the future building is, in effect, already made when
the jury is selected”, the projects “passed over” due to the assessors’ “failure of
judgment, taste or courage” has been one of the major themes investigated, ac-
cording to Bergdoll [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 13 and Bergdoll, 1989a: 23].
As explained by Strong according to the regulations of the RIBA, the jury mem-
bers should be “appointed right at the outset of the competition” due to their ini-
tial duty of transiating the demands of the promoter “into the competition condi-
tions” [Strong, 1976: 11]. The majority of the jury should be formed by “inde-

2 However, sometimes the results would not reflect anything out, because it is possible that the contestants
would protest and refuse to have their works exhibited, just as happened in the Competition of Garanti
Bankasi Building in 1950 During the design process of the entries, the jurors changed some conditions in the
brief, thus a winning scheme was not selected at the end. Consequently, the competitors objected the exhibi-
tion, as well as the publication of their projects. Perhaps the collection of the competition would have reflected
the ambiguous character of both the jury and their assessment criteria, if a normal procedure of diffusion had
been applicable for this competition. For further information about this competition, see the 98™ entry in ‘The
Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’

2F’Although the jury shared the same opinion and despite the enormous participation (137 proposals), in the
Competition for Prototype Plans of Branches and Agencies of Ziraat Bank held in 1951, the winning schemes
of neither types were selected. In the jury report, the reason for not distributing the first prizes was stated as
the climatic discordance of the proposals. See the 103" entry of The Index of Architectural Design Competi-
tions Realized Between 1931-19€9 in Turkey’ for further information.

% An instance from our country for insist of the jurors on a particular scheme may well be the Competition for
the Shopping Mall in Ulus, Ankara. The jury decided on a particular approach and awarded the same scheme
three times, as the first runner-up, first mention and fourth mention. A bitter criticism came from Erol Kulak-
stzodlu stressing that the same schemes should have been assessed under the same group and other pro-
posals should have been given chance. See the 213™ entry of “The Index of Architectural Design Competitions
Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey' for further information about the competition, and the 7" issue of
Mimartik published in 1967 (pp. 34-35) for the article of Kulaksizogiu.
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pendent architects, nominated by the president of the RIBA” and the promoter
would rather be represented [Strong, 1976: 11]. The function of the jury was
summarized by Strong as follows: “It is the job of the assessors to find, through
the competition, a design which gives the best solution within the terms of the
brief and to report their decision to the promoter.” [Strong, 1976: 11].

The most powerful and explicit criticism is put forward by the “jury” of a
competition. Each member as a critic, equipped with his native prejudices, “sifts
and makes distinctions” from and between the entries of the competition [Attoe,
1978: 4). The portrait of a critic as a young juror would depict “the seif~image of
the critic, the way he views his role and the biases inherent in him as a thinking,
feeling, self-moving creature” as his significant and personal properties by
which he would naturally be very influenced when assessing any of the entries
[Attoe, 1978: 8]. Therefore, a rough image of the future building can be sketched
down in correlation with the list of jury members.

2.3. Competition as a process of criticism

The word “criticism”, meaning to separate, to sift, to make distinctions
and to discern or to judge, is broadly associated with evaluation, interpretation
and description, in addition to judgment and assessment in the meantime. Criti-
cism is not only a negating activity, but it is to judge both the merits and demer-
its of something. Wayne Attoe delineates criticism as a behavior, rather than a
mere judgment [Attoe, 1978: 2]. Taking criticism as behavior is the key to
achieve the understanding of taking it as a tool, used to comprehend the envi-
ronment as well as to improve it. Within a taxonomic frame, Attoe classifies the
ways of architectural criticism in mainly four groups; the most familiar of which is
the ‘written assessment and commentary’ in newspapers, magazines and pro-
fessional journals. Second group consists of the criticism of art and architecture
historians, who become interpreters instead of documenters due to their ten-
dency to remark particular events which “deserve special attention” [Attoe,
1978: 1]. Thirdly comes the criticism that is conducted by the instructors —design
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critics— in a design studio. Architectural education is in fact based on this “experi-
ence and setting” [Attoe, 1978: 1]. Finally, he mentions the self criticism which is
described as “the important moment when a designer proposes a design solution
to himself, then, his ‘other selves’ pass judgment on that idea” [Attoe, 1978: 2].

A competition is a production, assessment and criticism process during
or after which different modes of criticism take place. The contestant comes
across with the “phase of self criticism” during the preparation period of his en-
try. The function of the building, the activities it involves, site selection, the locus
of the building, symbolic and poetic images to be created are all interrogated
during the process of a competition. The resulits of the investigation of these is-
sues can be used to determine the demand of the promoter, to evaluate the
needs and to define the objectives of the jurors and the competition as a whole
[Cabanieu, 1994: 40]. In fact, similar questions are posed during any sort of de-
sign process. However, what differs in a competition is the pressure (and tem-
perature) at the “major front of other participants”: To know that rivals are asking
the same questions, and there is not a unique, ultimate answer [Cabanieu,
1994: 41]. The possibility that the other entrants (rivals) could have handled the
same issues in more innovative ways, encourages the posing of the above
guestions for a competition project more accurately than for a direct commis-
sion: The more meticulous these issues are tackled with, the more ingenious
projects are obtained; thus, the novelty of the products increase. In a competi-
tion, "designs are produced simultaneously and the reward is eamed through
the demonstration of originality” [Lipstadt, 1991: 121]. Thus, the competitions
become a definite component of the educational process which may be defined
as a sequence of “learning, formulation and making programs®, as well as
opening the ways to innovative designs [Cabanieu, 1994: 41].

The literary criticism at Attoe’s first mode evidently takes place just after
the announcement of the results, and sometimes also at the very beginning of
the procedure, just after the announcement of the competition due to the im-
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proper documentation (specification, calendar and so on) of the event®’. For the
elaboration of the second mode which is the criticism of art and architecture
historians usually declared as books or as significant articles in the columns of
serious periodicals, some time is needed as well as some special interest.
Moreover, the examined, discussed, published and thus diffused documents of
a competition may well become a tool in the hands of design studio critics for
the third mode of criticism to occur within the process of architectural education.

In addition to these, there are two different approaches to criticism: For
some people it is valuable because it facilitates understanding; as for others it is
valuable as feedback. The first audience is addressed by the historians; while
the second consists of architects, planners and policy makers that need to ex-
amine the previous successful attempts [Attoe, 1978: 2]. The jury report of an
architectural design competition can supply for both groups. Since that report is
prepared by the jurors after having examined the projects, both individually and
as a group, from a number of viewpoints with various criteria in mind, it be-
comes a medium from which the process of assessment and the scale of
evaluation of that very competition can be drawn. The report of the jury is useful
in following the sifting procedure of a particdlar- competition, since it is usually the
only chronicled record. In order to find out the exact time of ‘lunch breaks’, the
Minutes of the Jury Meetings is needed®. Unless the jury report is read out, to
perceive the spirit of the jury meetings and to comprehend the sifting criteria of

27 The Competition for the School of Orthopedic Handicapped Children is an instance for the literary criticism
that emerges just after the announcement of a contest. The competition was announced in November 1968
and the submission date was declared as 24™ of December the same year. An immediate response came
from the Chamber of Architects stating that the duration of the event was opposing the regulations, so the
Ministry of Public Works was warned either to postpone the due date or to stop the competition. The reply of
the Ministry was to rearrange the jury so that the members would mostly be the officials in the Ministry. As a
result, 19 proposals were sent to the competition, and 3 of the entries were awarded, 5 of them were honora-
bly mentioned and the rest were purchased. Thus, all of the sealed envelopes were opened and the Chamber
of Architects decided to send the authors of all the entries to be judged and chastised in the Committee of
Honor (Haysiyet Divam) The subject occupied the professional agenda for months, and when returned to the
original problem, it was simply improper organization of a competition. See the 243™ entry of ‘The Index of
Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey' for further information about the
competition, and examine the issues of Mimarlik in the year 1969 for the flow of the debate.

2 The jury report and the participated projects of ‘The Spreeinsel International Competition for Urban Design
Ideas’ were published as an edited book namely Capital Berlin. Central District Spreeinsel International Com-
petition for Urban Design Ideas 1994. In the “Minutes of the Jury Sessions” part, such minute details like the
exact time of lunch releases and coffee breaks were indicated in addition to the detailed assessment of the
jurors for projects remained at the final round.
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the jurors for the specific competition is almost impossible. The reasons why
some projects are eliminated at some stages of sifting are supposed to be writ-
ten down in jury reports in detail to inform both the competitors and the profes-
sional community. Therefore, thoughts of the jurors documented in the form of a
report would help next generation competitors to evaluate the competition proc-
ess through a different perspective, when examining the previous endeavors in
the same manner.

2.3.1. Diffusion of competitions

Competitions are sometimes a “yardstick” for art and architecture histori-
ans provided that they display the unlike responses of different architects to the
same assignment at a particular moment, especially when architecture is un-
dergoing a change [De Haan and Haagsma, 1988: 21]. In Dennis Sharp's
words: “Competitions are barometers of architectural taste” and are taken as
standards of contemporary philosophies of architecture [Sharp, 1988: 181].
Moreover, either built or unbuilt, the design projects “ranked in an important
compétition are published, diffused, examined, discussed” and counted as cred-
its in their creators’ cirruculum vitae®, while they formulate a limited repertory
which consists of “current trends, new fashions, fads and fantasies” which are to
be explored [Larson, 1994: 472 and Sharp, 1988: 181].

[...] the premise of the open competition acts out its
own history, ever recaliing the fairy-tales—come-true of
phenomenal victories for the unknown and the night-
mares of excessive effort and expenditure for all. On the
other hand, it spells out the costs to be incurred in pur-
suing the dream of achieving fame through architecture,
and the inevitable truth that very few attain that level of
celebrity. On the other hand, it makes the creation of
designs that have little chance of being built into a rea-
sonable goal for a professional. Given the statistical im-
probability of winning, most designs for competition are
destined to remain without clients; participating in com-
petitions, however, allows an office or an individual to

2 in the 3™ issue of Mimaritk published in 1969, news that Tekin Aydin was passed away were given and his
cirruculum vitae, mainly based on his successes in competitions, was published. For further information, see
Mimarhk, 1969 (3): 4.
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create architecture for its own sake, as relatively pure
autonomous artistic conception [Lipstadt, 1989b: 124].

Since the competition itseif is a public representation, “even in the ab-
sence of exhibition and publication, competitions are public spectacle”, as in Lip-
stadt's terms [Lipstadt, 1989b: 124]. Competitions put forward the special qualities
of architecture as an art/profession, due to being scheduled performances, regu-
lated economic activities of professional life, equality-based occurrences and
self-evident phases in the history of the profession [Lipstadt, 1989b: 123—124].

2.3.1.1. (Re)Presentation: A common language

The required merits of the presentation, which is the “visualization of the
architectural thought®, of a competition project are ‘clarity’ and ‘precision’, in or-
der to explain “the concept of the design as economically as possible”, because
only a “scheme which gets across the main idea in a straightforward way” may
stand out of the general mass of the entries in the sight of the jury, that faces
the hundredth project [Lipstadt, 1989b: 113 and Strong, 1976: 27] Because
competitions are “judged by hanging the entries side by side: exhibiting them*
[Blau and Kaufman, 1991: 305]. The international competitions require “a far
greater range of illustrative material’ then that of the RIBA competitions [Strong,
1976: 27]. ldeas competitions allow much freedom in terms of presentation
techniques; while, in the briefs of project competitions usually stand limitations
of (re)presentation. The presentations of competition entries are firmly regulated
in the briefs in order to satisfy the anonymity, “to equalize the presentations to
some extent and give an equal footing to ail contestants”, to supply an assess-
ment merely based on architectural quality rather than graphic competence, and
“to prevent any unfair advantage® possibly a large firm would have over “a
young group or an individual architect’™® [Strong, 1976: 27-28 and Bergdoll,

30 In the Competition of Public Recreation Center in the Municipality Park (No.2) in Istanbul, a firm regulation about
the presentation of the entries was set in the brief as: "At least one general view, single color ‘volf halen’ or ink draw-
ings should be submitted.” See the 88™ entry of “The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between
1931-1969 in Turkey’ for further information about the competition. A similar limitation was put forward in the Istanbul
Vakif Han Project Competition. The dimensicons of the drawing boards were exactly determined as 0.65m. to 0.75m.
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1989a: 24]. Any (re)presentation made out of the standard format determined in
the brief is excluded® from the assessment of the jurors, and the proposed proj-
ect remains in the Salon de Refusés >

In 1960, the last use of color for twenty years oc-
curred in the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial com-
petition, whose requirements were unusually permis-
sive. The six perspectives required of competitors in the
Lawrence Memorial competition were equally unusual,
for in the 1960s, pictorial drawings were eschewed and
frequently, non-architectural additions like human fig-
ures were forbidden. Color was reimposed on the proc-
ess at the Roosevelt Island contest by the addition of
postcompetition “enhancements” before the entries
were published in professional journals. [...] In 1981
color reappeared in the designs for the Vietnam Veter-
ans Memorial. [...] By the time of the New Orleans Mu-
seum of Art and Escandido Civic Center contests, free
use of color and lush rendering style were the norms.
Today, the black line is read as denial or abnegation; in
the 1960s and much of the 1970s it was valued for its
abstraction and objectivity. [Lipstadt, 1989a, 11-12].

As mentioned by Bergdoll, “Unlike athletes, poets or artists, [...] archi-
tects, and to a certain extend sculptors [...] were obliged to enter contests with
mere projects, representations of their intended work rather than the work itself”;
and the same idea is quoted from William Robert Ware, who was an American
architect and educator, in Lipstadt's lines: “[...] because their work is analogous
to that of sculptors, not to that of stone masons, [...] architects have [...] been
asked to show who could do the best work before they are allowed to begin...”
[Lipstadt, 1989a: 16].

in the brief, and the fine quality for the drawings was again set as ‘volf halen’. See the 89" entry of “The Index of Ar-
chitectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey' for further information about the competi-
tion.

3 "Any drawings, photographs, models or other documents not required under the regulations shall be excluded by
the jury before it examines a competitor's entry” and "The jury shall disqualify any design which does not conform to
the mandatory requirements, instructions or regulations for the competition.” are two articles of the Revised Recom-
mendation Concerning Intemational Competitions in Architecture and Town Planning prepared by the UIA related to
the disqualification of projects and exclusion of not standardized presentation in international competitions.

2 An instance was Dr. Baran Gaga's project prepared for the Competition for The Magka Hotel (February
1966;), and excluded because the plans of the propesal were colored. See the 192™ entry of ‘The Index of
Architectural Design Cormaetltions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey' for further information about the
competition, and the 322™ issue of Arkitekt for the presentation of the project.
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Architects differentiated from other builders by
their ability to design independently of building; use
techniques of representation and other conventions of
drawing; to integrate into their buildings a body of
knowledge —the classical orders— that existed inde-
pendently of the craft of building but, emanating from
ancient architecture, informed all design. Competi-
tions presuppose the existence not only of all these
factors, but also the assumption that drawings, which
are the objects that characterize the professional
specificity of architects, will reliably predict which de-
signs are suitable to the extra—formal objectives of
the client. [Lipstadt, 1989a: 14].

Bassin points out that, “It is on drawings alone that competition is based”
to stress that identification of the projects in a competition process is only possi-
ble with the presentations. Therefore, in order to keep the balance of anonymity,
presentation techniques are firmly regulated. Moreover, the authors of the
drawings, which are separated from each other by some ‘initials’, are kept se-
cret “to avoid the intrusion of other criteria which might affect judgment” [Bassin,
1984: 112]. However, when generations of architects participating in the archi-
tectural competitions are under consideration, the (re)presentation techniques of
the contestants as well as their architectural idioms become identity cards for
themselves. Use of computer aided design facilities for the presentations of
competition entries, offers a relatively lesser probability of identification as com-
pared to hand-made drawings, while it puts an emphasis on the architectural
expressions of distinguished architects.

Inasmuch as “the ideal competition” was evaluated according to the
mere “merits of the drawings”, the competition system seems to slant towards
artistic capability rather than architectural competence, which rarely correspond
to drawing skills [Bassin, 1984: 112]. “Many of the malpractices of the competi-
tion system” may be related to the discord between the innovative design and
profuse presentation, which may easily keep the assessors out from selecting
“an outstanding design” [Bassin, 1984: 112]. In Bergdoll's terms, the “inexperi-
enced jurors were easy prey, and were often led to select a design without sus-
pecting the slightest degree that they may have been captivated by the meretri-
cious allurements of the artist’ [Bergdoll, 1989a: 40]. Therefore, the assumption
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that competitions produce innovative architecture can be challenged within the
limits of this issue of representation.

2.3.1.2. Exhibition and publication: The way competitions
(are) communicate(d)

While both competitions and the practice of organized consultations
_ differ from the normal commissioning process, competitions alone transform
figurations into publications [Lipstadt, 1991: 120] In terms of Bergdoll, the
competition process, “whether judged as a breakthrough or an obstacle for a
new style, a new solution, or a new talent”, viewed as “the transformation of
the relationship between patron and designer into a public event” [Bergdoll,
1989a: 21]. Lipstadt classified the competitions, together with the “publishing
houses, galleries, museums” as institutions that make “the architectural repre-
sentations public” [Lipstadt, 1991: 110]. Yet, the established system of compe-
titions require that in order to publicize the event, just after the completion of
the process with the selection of the winning scheme and the ‘placed’ projects,
a public exhibition follow the process of the competition.

According to the "Instructions and Recommendations to Promoters" of
the UIA any international competition should be followed by an exhibition, for
two phase competitions, including the projects submitted in the first phase, and
also including the projects disqualified by the jury, with the names of their
authors; unless the authors of the projects that are not amongst the prize win-
ning schemes or to be purchased ones, wishes to remain anonymous. Duration
of the exhibitions should be at least two weeks and a signed copy of the jury re-
port should be attached to the event [instructions and Recommendations to
Promoters, 1988:8].

In order to enable comparisons between the proposals, winning
schemes and ‘placed’ projects to each other within the mere competition under
consideration, and to the previous experiences, public exhibitions that "demon-
strates the open nature of the selection process and the effort made to secure
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the best solution”, while making the event gain reputation at a level of public in-
terest are organized™® [Strong, 1996: 60]. The exhibition, then, is followed by the
publications, which circulate the pure cultural goods of the building process as
figurations, about the competition [Lipstadt, 1991: 111]. Frequently, the jury re-
port together with the prized and mentioned projects are published as a com-
pact file in a professional architectural magazine. Not simply the number of
pages reserved in a periodical but the depth of the discussion formed in the
realm is dependent on the scope and significance of the competition.

"If the primary mode of transforming immutable
buildings into communicable images cannot safeguard
the meaning of work, what can be expected of other
forms of publication? Turning to the competition and the
exhibition permits a just assessment of their character-
istic qualities as institutions of publications" [Lipstadt,
1991: 119].

As emphasized before, the submission set for the competition, is sup-
posed to communicate the design concepts of the designer at his absence;
while “in the modern—day competition, the submissions are themselves publica-
tions, since they are meant for presentation to the audience of the jury in the
presence of other competitors” [Lipstadt, 1991: 120}].

33 The first competition followed by a public exhibition in Turkey, was the competition for the ‘Project of the
Ministry of Customs and Monopoly’, promoted in 1934. The exhibition, as advertised in one of the issues of the
Mimar, was a one-week display in the Prime Ministry. For further information about the competition of Project
of the Ministry of Customs and Monopoly, see the 12" entry in “The Index of Architecturat Design Competi-
tions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey”. The following year, an exhibition for the entries of ‘The Com-
petition for the Project of Monument of 16 Mart Martyrs and Conservatory Building’ was held in Istanbui Acad-
emy of Fine Arts. For further information about the competition for the Project of Monument for 16 Mart Martyrs
and Conservatory Building, see the 15" entry in “The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized
Between 1931-1969 in Turkey”. The competition for Sivas Municipality Building was the first case, where a
trace about a colloquium appeared in the pages of Mimarlik. The colioquium was organized in the clubhouse
of the Istanbul Chamber of Architects. All of the projects were presented by slides and transparencies. Moreo-
ver, news about the discussions for the program, brief and entries appeared in the magazine. For further in-
formation about the competition of Sivas Municipality Building, see the 160™ entry in “The Index of Architec-
tural Design Competitions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey”.
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Some competitions are “significant of their respective decades” due to
their prestigious “building program and the site”; while “the size and scope of
the open national contests, the critical attention that the contest and the published
competition entries received, and the vehemence of the controversy generated”,
attains additional attention [Lipstadt, 1989a: 11]. Although Strong claims that
“Architectural competitions make news”, some competitions do not appear on
the professional literature despite their intrigue character [Strong, 1996: 1].

Tre. - L Inhisarlar Umim Mudaclags | T "—T:k-'—"‘!—l"if"‘ii'flnr'-!;" el '-‘-'l'-ﬂﬁ"'
isehi an M Insaat Sabost Mudarlogindens| 7V UEILL o TETTC L

Eskisehir Imar Plni Misabakast i el HASTANE PROJE HiSABAKASI

ILLER BANKAS! GENEIL MUDURLOGONDEN :::_: _“m_::: 1961 $IGORTALA B! KURMIL QENAL

1~ Mihim blr demiryols kaw2k mokisemds halzagn vo sirast, ticoret 3= Nibeiats dorece sisciars werileceh adkiot w.g_gL___UOU_—‘NDEX?

L= £} _ysprlaesk 30 yatakh it
b MME{}IW!Y&MIM.YMMMW%

s wars (3 ghy oeOads [ohiseris G MMiriAgS | [Ghenlist tremnds mlsabeksys koomugtar,

- ek |

o=
s o a Ayrica bey maafyon beherine 0 L
B V. Mimar L0 Eréag bt G, MM, Price et clarak o .
Y. e P, 500 Bt i (08 A Mo 4 = Mitsabaky projelerinia e g0 2MaTaSRt il sent 1730
e kedar Aniara Bagwoddsy Sokesk No, § dakd fxt Sigostalan Rutusma Gee
O R e I I Dl MU42HG200e makbux mekabilinde 1ol edilody clmen weys sym
N 0¥, Wowar Fuest Absor (lt, Bel, e K3k i ve seatte Gotel Midlritkss buluaduralacak vekilda postey vertimis
T Mdtutes ontyle s Bitectye 0000 Tork Lirass T e Alers Tawear (A ey olmam parttss, Postada vkl gocikeler kadud oditen, !
beden 1 Dinciye @t o . . 0 Y. Kimey Aum Muie (G, & A Mim, $a Meailie 4 = MOsahakeys ketslmaX tsseyentes dir &lekee (e mirscaat, ede-
Cgtoctye 2000, o+ o . riaon) o 3 :
Mimima A0 . ) . Mimar Enin Nocip Usmus CTrtalk Ok M SB a&&“mﬂ-%%%
Mendipen L. o : ‘mekiey seikek Mo, 377 derd tect Stportelens R, Jtenin) Gabeslon.
Lo Mmool . 7Tl St Ot (et G, ¥k e ve Lemird Gas Batvarsda byt igerialan Ksrrn {onie Sebesin
* Bu mGkiatler [fler Binken tarefmdan net olerak Sdenecekts, Vodak e} dmalae; : oo B lira besel et 1oy B eyt E
. DT M e G e 3 0 1 5 w201 _‘!'@'_F'_‘{“ . i ol ¢ i S

FIGURE3 COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

Two interesting cases from our country are the competitions for the
campus project of the Middle East Technical University. The first Competition for
the Middle East Technical University Campus Project was announced in Sep-
tember 1959 as an international competition to procure an overall campus plan,
the development scheme of the university and some buildings in the campus.
The winning project of the first competition was later abandoned; before the an-
nouncement of the second competition a proposal from the foreign architectural
consultants of the university was taken and finally, in 1962 a second competition
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was promoted®. Despite their intrigue character and the significance of the
foundation of the first campus university in Turkey, not a single line about them
appeared in the architectural periodicals of the time. According to Cansever™,
the possible reason that these competitions were totally disregarded might have
been the ambiguity of both the political and the architectural situation of the
country, together with simple negligence. Competitions for METU Campus De-
sign Project, for being attempts to insert foreign designers and foreign resources
to Turkish Architecture, may well have conducted an underestimation and had
not given any opportunity to be placed in the attention of the professionals.

Although cited as the "first and unique example of environmental design
in an historical context" by Tanyeli, the case of Rumeli Hisari Environmental De-
sing Competition, did not appear in the pages of the periodicals, either [Tanyeli,
1994: 25]. The competition was promoted in 1958 by the Directorate of Topkap!
Palace Museum, and some of the jurors were Sedad Hakki Eldem, Arif Hikmet
Holtay, Gundiz Ozdes and Haluk Sehsuvaroglu [Tanyeli, 1994: 25). Dogan Te-
keli and Sami Sisa corporation was the author of the winning scheme, while the
proposal of Turgut Cansever was the first runner—up [Tanyeli, 1994: 25]. The
story of the specified competition was told in .detail by Tekeli in the book their
works were collected *.

34 The authors of the winning scheme of this first compaetition, according to the announcement of the resuits
by the jurors on 28" of November, 1959, were Dr. Turgut Cansever, Ertur Yener, Mehmet Tataroglu. As cited
by Erol Kulaksizoglu, who was the second runner-up, in an essay dated January 1961, this competition was
handed out without sufficient examination and preparation; therefore, the numeric data about the overall ca-
pacity of the university had been re-evaluated and a new population figure had been estimated [Kulaksizoglu,
1961: 43]. Consequently, no concrete decisions concerning a principle site pian resulted out of this competi-
tion process. Finally, the winning project by Dr. Turgut Cansever et.al. was resided and another proposal was
contracted to Perkins—Godfrey~Loschetter for an enormously high fee. Although this project was supported by
the Board of Trustees, it had been negated by the Ministry of Public Works because of its "insufficiency” [Ku-
laksizoglu, 1961: 44]. Since the site plan was prepared by the foreign architectural consultants of the univer-
sity, two of whom were invoived in the competition as jurors as well, the Chamber of Architects with a com-
mittee composed of $evki Vanli, Orhan Bolak and Cihat Burak attempted to prevent the tendency of assigning
the work to foreign and unauthorized architects {Kulaksizogiu, 1961: 44]. The second competition, which was
a national, open competition, was promoted to procure both the allocation plan of the campus and some ar-
chitectural proposals for the individual buildings of the Rectorate, the Faculty of Architecture and the Student
Dormitories at the initial stage. Among the twenty-one entries of the competition these jurors rewarded nine of
the projects which they thought of being worth admiring, and the winning scheme was by Atug—Behruz Ginici
{Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Proje Miisabakasi Jari Raporu]. For further information, see the Report of Jury
of the Architectural Competition of the METU, written on 19™ November 1959; Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Proje Misabakas: Jiri Raporu prepared in September 1961 and Payashoglu, 1998: 195-206.

% On the 24™ of December 1998, Turgut Cansever was interviewed.

38 For further information see Dogian Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Collected Works, edited by Ugur Tanveli. pp, 25-27.
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CHAPTER 3
COMPETITIONS
AS A MEANS TO OUTLINE
THE PROFESSIONAL PROFILE

IN TURKEY BETWEEN 1931-1969

Definition of architectural design competitions as ‘continuously repeated
ephemeral events having permanent and significant results’ in Lipstadt's under-
standihg, is appropriate to utilize when forrhulating the argument that they play
an important part in the formation of the professional posture in the present time
and they help to comprehend it when looking backwards. The processes of ar-
chitectural design competitions reflect the progressive course of architecture
that is subsisted by production of new and innovative projects. Moreover, the
subjects covered in competitions and the buildings realized through them reflect
‘the interests of the period’ as well as ‘the structural needs of the society’.

By the help of the study of The Index of Architectural Design Compe-
titions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey, it became possible to pinpoint
the dynamic problems of both the competition process and the architectural
practice of the period, which is divided into two major spans. In the first part of
this chapter the relation between the professional problems and competitions
will be examined in the period of 1931-1949. The second part is reserved for
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the interpretation of the relationship between the professional profile and archi-
tectural design competitions in the period of 1950-1969 in terms of the execu-
tive organization of the profession and architect generations.

Architecture has the biggest share in forming the human made physical
environment, and it is mostly dependent on the political and economical cir-
cumstances as well as the technological background. When a radical change
in either of the realms is under consideration, the addiction of architecture to
structural changes becomes more obvious. Thus, it is compulsory to evaluate
the architectural activity of a country together with its social framework by
comprehending the causalities without turning them into mechanical relations.
Because here causality is a force acting through a meta-linguistic agent, a
valid architectural ideology, which prepares its own lexicon, and within the
systematic context of which a style is defined. Since, “[...] style represents the
architectural ideology reflected upon the architectural end product”, the stylistic
vocabulary of the architectural production in a period of radical change, like
the establishment of the Turkish Republic, is not comprehensible only through
art historical analysis [Batur, 1983: 1380].

Batur defines the period between 1923-1939 as the first period of Re-
publican architecture in Turkey [Batur, 1983: 1380]. Second interval is the
years 1939-1950, starting with the death of Atatlirk as well as with the begin-
ning of the World War Il. This eleven—year—interlude was a period when only
indispensable official buildings were under construction. The prevailing stylistic
tendency was the Second National Architecture, which replaced the modemist
approaches of 1930s. In fact, modemism as an architectural style was the
dominant feature of the architectural production between the years 1927-
1940, however it could not be counted as the “voice” of the period [Batur,
1983: 1395]. Although the revolutionary structuring of the establishment period
was characterized with the modemist idioms in the realm of architecture, this
engagement brought up its own criticism, which was focused on two issues as
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the imported purist language of the style and the imported construction mate-
rials to concretize this understanding.

Within a framework of modernist and republican architecture, Batur di-
vides the period in three phases as 1923—1933, 1933-1938 and 1939-1950s.
The beginnings of two phases, the second and the third, were defined by two
competition winning designs. Residence of the Minister of Foreign Affairs by
Seyfettin Arkan in 1933 was the breaking point according. to Batur, since it indi-
cated the self-realization of Turkish architects and gave start to the procurement
of many public buildings of different scales by native architects, through competi-
tions [Batur, 1984. 86]. However, the competition, the winning scheme of which
was designed by Arkan, was not accessible through the searched publications, so
it was not placed as an entry in ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions
Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'. The third period of the modemist Re-
publican architecture was cited as being started by another competition:

"The competition for the Grand National assembly
may be taken as a convenient beginning for the third
period. The entries and the winning projects may be
viewed as indicators. After this date (1938), projects,
particularly those for public buildings, begin to show a
Holzmeisterian tone” [Batur, 1984: 87].

In this study, the periodical limit was defined as 1949, since the reflection
of the professional activity on competitions showed almost homogeneity in the
first and second phases of Batur. While, the year 1950 was an important and
undeniable tuming point, effects of which were obvious on the competitions, too.

3.1. The relation between competitions and the outlines of architectural
practice in Turkey between 1931-1949

If the 1920s were characterized by upheavals and
transformations with the abolition of the Ottoman politi-
cal structure and the inauguration of Republican re-
forms, the 1930s were marked by the crystallization of
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Kemalist ideology and the consolidation of the new
Turkish State {Batur, 1984; 68].

The Republican reforms introduced the concepts and values of “innova-
tion, nationalism, functionalism, utilitarianism, objectivism and a belief in sci-
ence, technology and progress” [Batur, 1984: 69]. Architecture of the period was
directly influenced by this terminology, as well as the etatist economy that or-
ganized the erection of almost all buildings through the vehicles of public sector,
except for the construction of residential units [Batur, 1984: 69]. When examin-
ing the architecture and building production in the Republican era, two issues
seemed important. First is the fact that the formations especially in the early
years of the era depend on the Westemization process that began in the Otto-
man Empire and second is another fact that the architectural applications of the
period reflect the political, economical and social circumstances of the country
[Sey, 1998: 25].

As Sey points out, when the Republic was established, it “took over a
rich cultural heritage of architectural application and building production, an
undeveloped building industry, insufficient number of architects and technical
stuff and a ruined native land" [Sey, 1998: 26]. The building program of
1920s for reconstructing the cities that were damaged during the Independ-
ence War, foundation of Ankara as a new capital and the construction of
networks like railroads, ports, telephone companies was further developed in
1930s, “including the installation of service and industrial buildings” and
“generating models for school buildings” [Batur, 1984: 68—69]. The construc-
tion of the railroad network was not only an “infrastructure investment®, but
also “a political symbol of the Republic” [Batur, 1984: 73]. The transportation
network and related buildings were introduced to the public life and archi-
tectural practice; however none of the railroad stations was built through ar-
chitectural design competitions until 1946, when the Competition for Eskige-
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hir Railroad Station was promoted®. The first contest related to the trans-
portation system, the Competition for the Passenger Hall of istanbul Port,
was promoted in 1936%. In the 1930s, due to a national educational policy
schools “to symbolize the regime as much as other government buildings”
were constructed® [Batur, 1984: 74]. Between 1931 and 1949, three compe-
titions for school buildings; two for faculty buildings and one for a conserva-
tory building were held; while four competitions were promoted to procure
projects of Village Institutions™.

As soon as Ankara was renounced as the capital of the young Turkish
Republic, sheltering the executive officials in the city gave birth to a vast hous-
ing problem® [Sey, 1998: 274]. However, “during the etatist economy of the
1930s the public sector was not invoived in housing development except for
isolated cooperatives, chiefly because funds were restricted...” [Batur, 1984:
74). As Sey pointed out, although there had not been an expansive production of
housing districts until 1946, the conceptual developments about the subject and
the possession of the problem by the government were undeniable [Sey, 1998:
285]. Since the housing projects were mainly under concern of the private sec-
tor, many competitions to procure housing projects in a wide range from individ-
ual apartment blocks to mass housing were held between 1931 and 1949:

% For further information about this competition, see the 76™ entry of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Com-
petitions Realized Between 1831-1969 in Turkey'.

37 For further information about this competition, see the 25™ entry of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Com-
petitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.

38, N . s .
[...] schools were reorganized around modern secular educational principles, an average of fifty primary
schools and twenty secondary schools were opened annually.” [Batur, 1984: 74).

3 Ankara Police and Gendarme School, 1933; Ankara Police College, 1940; Primary Schools for Villages,
1940; Ankara Faculty of Science, 1946; Istanbul University Facuities of Law and Economics, 1947; Monument
for 16 Mart Martyrs and Conservatory Building, 1934; Village Institutes—pototype, 1940; Ankara Hasanoglan
Village Institute,1941; Eregli-lvriz Village Institute, 1943; Yildizeli-Pamukpinar Village Institute, 1943. For
further information about these competitions, see the 9", 37 42™ 66" 86", 15, 40", 41%, 44" and 45" en-
tries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’' and see
Table 4 for the distribution of architectural design competitions according to the building types.

40 A tentative solution was to pay an additional fee for the sheltering expenses of the officials, however this
application, which had started after 1929, continued for a while. Some crucial dates within this issue are: 1935,
when the Cooperative of Bahgelievier in Ankara was established; 1937, when Atatlirk delivered a speech in
the Parliament about the importance and essentiality of city and regional planning stating that a center for
these studies should be established; and 1944, when the construction of Saracoglu District, which was finished in
1947 and designed by Prof. Paul Bonatz, started [Sey, 1998: 276-285]. The term ‘low—cost housing’ entered in
the lexicon of the profession after 1833, when the transition to etatist era was realized [Sey, 1998: 276].
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Three competitions for apartment houses; six competitions for mass housing
and one for village houses*. “Young Turkish architects excluded from large
government projects which had been entrusted to foreign practitioners found a
fruitful area for professional activity in the residential construction of this period”
[Batur, 1984: 74]. The share is obviously observed in a variant reading of ‘The
Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in
Turkey'.

The building program described above presents a list
of investment and building activities directly dependent
upon the etatist economy, and by its very nature repre-
sents official ideology. It must be stressed that the
building activity of the decade, as compared to other pe-
riods, was more engaged. Its ideological engagement
can be clearly discemned in the programs, priorities and
fundamental motivations behind them [Batur, 1984: 75].

The engagement of the building activity to the political situation of the
period can also be noticed in the collection of competitions. One of the typical
buildings of the Republican era were the Public House (Halkevi) buildings, which
were evidently reflecting “the propaganda of modemist aesthetics” in formal ap-
pearance, were functioning as gathering places where principles of the Republic
were diffused and national education was carried on [Sayar, Y., 1998: 159]. A
total number of six competitions were promoted to acquire architectural projects
of Public Houses by the branches of The Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet
Halk Partisi) between 1931 and 1949 in various cities*.

“ Himayei Etfal Apartment Block in Ankara, 1934; A Private Apartment Block in Ankara, 1934; Apartment
blocks in Ankara to be constructed in the Nursery Area, 1948; Adana Sample Houses, 1944; State Railroads
District in Erzurum, 1944; Emlak ve Eytam Bankasi Houses in Adana, 1945; Ankara lller Cooperative Housing
Project, 1948; Ankara Municipality Low—Cost Housing project, 1948; Emlak Bankasi Low-Cost Housing Proj-
ect in Istanbul, 19489; Village Houses Project, 1935. For further information about these competitions, see the =
10", 11™, 85", 52™ 57" 65™ 79", 90" 91% and 18™ entries in ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions
Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.

42 Zonguldak Public House, 1933; Samsun Public House, 1936; Kadikdy Public House, 1938; Bursa Public
House, 1937; Sivas Public House, 1938; Canakkale Public House, 1943, For further information about the
competitions, see the 4%, 22", 24" 30", 34™ and 48™ entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competi-
tions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey' '
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FIGURE4 COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

Although the building production all over the country, in the early years
of 1930s, has stopped due to the Great Depression in the world, the public
buildings in Ankara were being continuously constructed. The few buildings in
istanbul and izmir were mostly the investments of private sector, in the forms of
office buildings, trade centers and so [Sey, 1998: 27]. During the period of
1931-1949, four competitions for bank buildings, three for office buildings and
two for chamber of industry and commerce were held®.

4 Bank of Industry and Mines (Sanayi ve Maadin Bankasi), 1931, Simerbank Project, 1934; Bank of Munici-
palities, 1935; Samsun Central Bank, 1939. Office Building for Alemdar Brothers Firm, 1947; Ankara Munici-

pality House of Commerce, 1947; [stanbul Vakif Hani, 1948. Gaziantep Chamber of Commerce and Industry,
1945; Gazxantep Chamber of Commerce, 1949. For further information about these competitions, see the

17" 21%, 35" 80", 89" 77", 61% and 92™ entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized

Between 1931-1969 in Turkey
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BUILDING TYPE COMPETITION ENTRY NUMBER* TOTAL NUMBER
Hotel 8,14,31,50,53,58,74 7
Teacher's House 46 1
Public House 4,22,24,30,34,48 8
Public Recreation 19,33,88 3
SOCIAL Institution 26,83 2
Monument/Memorial 41,51 2
Hot Spring Resort 27,72 2
Graveyard 20,84 2
Religious Building 67 1
TOTAL 26
Stadium 13,47,62,63 4
SPORTS AND HEALTH Sports Center 37,78 2
Hospital
TOTAL 6
Development Plan 43,56 2
PLANNING Partial Planning 64 1
University Allccations Plan
Urban Planning 81 1
TOTAL 4
School 9,38,40 3
Faculty 66,86 2
Dormitory 82 1
Village Institute 39,42,44,45 4
Conservatory 16 1
EDUCATION & CULTURE | Cinema Hall 2,55,75 3
Theatre Hall 71 1
Cuitural Center
Museum
Library
Exhibition Hall 5,73 2
TOTAL 17
State Building 12,32 2
Municipality 23,36,54,87 4
Directorate Building 70 1
OFFICIAL Administration of Justice 15,88A, 68B, 69 4
Embassy
Communication 49,60 2
Transportation 25,76 2
TOTAL 16
Mass Housing 52,57,85,79,90,91 ]
HOUSING Apartment Block 10,11,85 3
Village Housing 18 1
TOTAL 10
Factory
Slaughter House 8,29 2
Marketplace 1,28 2
INDUSTRY & ECONOMY | Bank 3,17,21,35 4
Office Building 77,80,89 3
Chamber of Com. & Ind. 61,82 2
Commercial Center
TOTAL 13
TOTAL 91

The entry numbers refer to the Appendix B, ‘The index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’.

TABLE 4 DISTRIBUTION OF ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITIONS BETWEEN 1931~1949 ACCORDING TO THE BUILDING TYPES
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3.1.1. Competition practice as an unsettled system

Substantial irregularities of the competition system were on the profes-
sional agenda, which was in fact occupied by "the defining of the boundaries of
the architectural profession”, during these years [Sayar, Y., 1998: 104]. The first
proper ‘brief’ was written down for the competition of Ankara Exhibition Hall,
which was organized as an intemnational one in 1933*. The change of the ‘ini-
tials’ from arbitrarily chosen words and phrases to five—digit numbers took al-
most ten years®. While such applied regulations were lacking, some indispen-
sable complementary activities —evaluation and criticism— in the competition
process were deliberately abandoned, too. Zeki Sayar, the editor of Mimar/

Arkitekt for aimost fifty years, said that, “[...] if you think about the place of ar-
chitecture in the conception of the state and the public in the last twenty—five
years (between 1931-1955), you will agree that architectural criticism would
have been harmful rather than beneficial in that period” when explaining why
articles of criticism were rarely given place in the pages of Mimar/ Arkitekt [Nal-
bantoglu, 1992: 19]. When mostly solidarity and harmony among the profes-

sionals were needed, it would be unacceptable to criticize their concepts or
products, in Sayar's understanding.

Many professional institutions and individuals were encouraging archi-
tectural design competitions, since they were seen as the only way of profes-
sional progress. On the other hand, some problems in the process of competi-
tions due to malpractice continued taking place until mid-1940s: Declaration of

4“4 For further information about the Competition of Ankara Exhibition Hall, see the 5" entry of ‘The Index of
Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.

® A reguiation about the initials was first made in the Competition for the Project of 16 Mart Martyrs and Con-
servatory Building promoted in 1934, that “no badge indicating the identity of the author will stand on the
sheets”, however some of the initials of the entries in this competition were: Synthese, Kismet, Kemal Paga,
Istikbal, Propatria... It is no wonder that the jury members would grasp that ‘Istikbal’ was a native project. An-
other charming example was the proposal of Sabri Oran and Emin Onat, the initial of which was OR-ON, for
the Competition of Istanbul Port, Passernger Hall in 1937. Jurors may predict the authors of a proposal
through the architectural expression of a project, and this kind of initials would obviously confirm their prophe-
cies. Verbal initials were used until the beginning of the 1940s, whereas the first strict regulation about them
was defined in the brief of the Competition for the Parliament House in 1937-38. For further information, see
15™, 31® and 25" entries in ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1982 in
Turkey',
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jurors before the submission of the project was usually disregarded by the insti-
tutions which organized architectural design competitions. Full information about
the site, including the contour maps and photographs of the immediate sur-
roundings, was never given to competitors. Just one award for the winning
scheme and one for the first runner—up were advertised. Moreover, the duration
of design was almost neglected when the termination date of a competition was
announced.
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FIGURES COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

Between 1931-1937, a total number of twenty—six competitions were
promoted, whereas eleven of them, a percentage of 42, were poor about the
information of jury composition. In spite of the articles conveying messages
about the necessity of the pronouncement of the jury members published in
Mimar/ Arkitekt, during the following six years this percentage of the competi-
tions, the assessment board of which were unknown, to the total number of
competitions (18 to 24) increased to 75. From 1943 on, the records of the ju-
rors became more accessible through Arkitekt. Another point to note is that the
tittes of the jury members remarkably changed after 1958: until then, most of
the jurors were among the bureaucratic intelligentsia, so their names were ac-
companied by their occupations in the list of jury members. After this date, the
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jury members began mostly to be selected among the professional, academic
and bureaucrat architects; thus they appeared on the lists simply with their
names and, if any, with their academic titles.

All of these issues, that were related to the malpractice of competitions,
were closely examined by the Association of Turkish Masters of Architecture,
(Tiirk Yiiksek Mimarlar Birligi). In the columns of the periodicals at that time, both
academics and professionals wrote many articles to stress the necessity of distri-
bution of the maps for site analysis, increasing the number and amount of awards
to motivate the competitors, and especially of the announcement of the jury
members beforehand. An inherent criticism for the process of competitions
through a viewpoint that was generated within the issue itself was coming from
Burhan Asaf. He expressed that in order to lead to professional progress, it was
compulsory to promote the competitions properly. Participation of experienced
architects, definition of the framework for the competition system and appropriate
scheduling for recurrent competitions were essential to benefit from them so that
they would conduct possibilities of professional advancement [Asaf, 1934: 241].

Another perplexity about the jury composition was generated by the in-
sisting demand of Association of Fine Arts, Branch of Architecture (Giizel
Sanatlar Birligi Mimar? Subesi) to delegate at least one jury member for every
competition. At the beginning, especially for the competitions organized by the
ministries, for instance, the request of the Association was not considered;
however it became almost ‘traditional’ to employ a juror usually, a master in
architecture, from Association of Fine Arts, Branch of Architecture, (later As-
sociation of Turkish Masters of Architecture) and a master in civil engineering
from the Association of Turkish Masters of Engineering (Tiirk Yiiksek Miihendis-
ler Birligi). Thus, the professional institutions were represented in the assess-
ment panels of the competitions*. Furthermore, to the promoters which were

8 Contemporarily, in the Regulation of Engineering and Architectural Project Competitions of the Municipality
of Public Works, the general definition for the qualifications of the jury members is related to their competence
that is defined through their experience in the field: “Noble and substitute jurors should be professionally prac-
ticing for at least five years; have received degrees or honorable mentions, or have been employed as jurors
in similar competitions; or have prepared applicable projects for a similar case.” Except for this definition, what
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not accurate while setting the submission date of the competitions, many notes
of warning in the magazines, letters of request to the institutions and letters of
complaint to the Ministry of Public Works, suggesting either to postpone the
deadline or to re—announce the competition, were written by the members of
the professional community.

In an article published in Mimar in 1934, Alaattin Cemil, a member of
the Grand National Assembly from istanbul, declared that Turkish architects
were worthy of political protection, which became inevitable, due to their
achievements in professional advancement [Cemil, 1934: 212]. The two cases,
on which Cemil was relying, were the competitions of Ankara Exhibition Hall
and Ankara Police and Gendarme School, both flourished by native archi-
tects47. According to Cemil, it was essential to “avoid hesitating to prefer the
native schemes of Turkish architects designed with national devotion, instead
of the excessively costly projects of the foreigners” and in case of hesitation,
“the tendency should be towards promoting architectural design competitions
as accepted by the whole world’48 [Cemil, 1934: 212].

Turkish architect has been deserving the underesti-
mation five—six years ago. Because he was late to famil-
iarize the contemporary conjecture. However, the cir-
cumstances changed today. A young and strong genera-
tion of architects that adapted themselves to the technical
and aesthetic level of contemporary times is educated.
This was obviously proved by the competition of Ankara
Exhibition Hall promoted by the National Economy and
Savings Society. Now there are young Turkish architects
that are qualified to be compared to their European col-
leagues. [...] It is compulsory to give Turkish architects
the opportunities to work and create. Great architects do
not progress through designing villas, but by designing

is mentioned in the Regulation is a fundamental need for a civil engineer among the jurors. In the first regula-
tion for architectural design competitions, prepared by the Ministry of Public Works in 1952, there was not any
speciﬁcation about the qualifications of the jury members.

The first case emphasized by Cemil was an international competition, however, for the second no record
was found to state if it were international or not. Yet, his foHowing statements were valid in any case. For fur-
ther information about these competitions see the 5"’ and 9" entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey'.

®. “Tidrk mimarlarinin makil ve memleketini sever zihniyetle hareket eden planlarim her zaman tercih etmekte bir da-
kika tereddide dﬂ,vmemelxytz. Béyle bir tereddilde ugradigimiz zaman da tutacagimz yol bitin dinyamn kabul ettigi
midsabaka yolu olmaldir.” [Cemil, 1934: 212].
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masterpieces. In order to supply this, evidently, promo-
tion of design competitions is necessary. Thus, Turkish
architects will be given the chance of examining various
subjects. Educated Turkish architect deserves this. [Mi-
mar, 1933: 260].

During the Republican era, the inclination of the regime was towards the
Modem Movement in architecture, “in relation with the change in ideological ten-
dencies approved by the Kemalist modermization program” [Sayar, Y., 1998: 104].
This inclination rendered the native architects, who continued designing buildings
in the understanding of the First National Architecture and who were unaware of
the scientific and technological advancements in the West, as incompetent and
forced them out of the intelligentsia [Sayar, Y., 1998: 104]. Therefore, one of the
most accentuated issues of the era between 1931 and mid-1940s, the attitude of
Turkish architects charging a national mission for themselves to formulate a na-
tional architecture, was frequently expressed in the columns of Mimar/Arkitekt.

3.1.2. Foreign architects in Turkey in the early years of Turkish
Republic

Various struggles of self-legitimization in the realm of architecture in a
global sense took place; and one of the periodic instances for Turkish architec-
ture is the early Republican era for the struggle was against the foreign archi-
tects and the figures of ‘Master Andon’ that symbolize the custom activity of
building which used to be peculiar to the non—Muslim minorities, as well. Since
what was inherited from the Ottoman Empire in terms of political, economical
and social super—structure was being abolished by the young Republic, the
symbolic existence of the regime was concretized through the architectural pro-
ductions of the Westem architects®, as stressed by Yasemin Sayar,

4 “The legal platform for the appointment of foreign experts was determined by the 1927 Industrial Encour-
agement Law (Tegvik-i Sanayi Kanunu) and a total number of 27 planners and architects were invited to Turkey
through official means in the years of 1927-1950. “ [Sayar, Y., 1998: 94]. The fact that fifteen of those archi-
tects were German, while five were from Austria showed that “the cuitural relations with Germany that began
with the modernization of the army during the late Ottoman period, continued within the Republican era” with
supplying new residences for the non-Aryan experts [Sayar, Y., 1998: 95].
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As foreign architects were appointed, especially in
the public sector by the state intelligentsia so as to con-
struct symbolic structures to visualize the success of the
new regime, domestic architects were struggling to
‘prove their existence and impotence’ and to verify their
rights against foreign architects and building masters’
by forming the legal boundaries of the architectural
profession [Sayar, Y., 1998: 93].

The first foreign expert invited to Turkey was Prof. Hermann Jansen,
who was the author of the winning scheme of the limited competition for the De-
velopment Plan of Ankara, in 1928%. “Right after the development plan compe-
tition, [...] Clemens Holzmeister of Vienna and his assistant Emst Egli from
Switzerland were invited to realize the architectural projects of the ministry
buildings” [Sayar, Y., 1998: 96]. While Jansen was practicing for the develop-
ment plan of Ankara in his office in Berlin during 192728, Holzmeister and Egli
were designing the Ministry of Defense building and Music Teachers’ Academy
(Musiki Muallim Mektebi), respectively. The locations and links to public trans-
portation of these buildings were planned without professional considerations of
urban design, rather according to some bureaucratic wishes. So, the develop-
ment plan of Jansen, which was completed in 1932, was re—evaluated in accor-
dance with these independent state structures [Sayar, Y., 1998: 96].

Holzmeister's most significant influence on Turkish architecture was his
endeavor of forming a state style, which is formulated by the interpretation of
Modernism as a tendency to simplified prismatic masses, integrated with the
articulation of “Neo—Classic elements to reflect the power” of the state® [Sayar,

50 The competition for the Development Plan of Ankara was promoted in 1928, when the Directorate of An-
kara Development Plan was established according to a special law (no. 1351), as a limited and international
competition between three foreign urban designers, Jansen, from Germany; Jausseley, from France and Brix,
from Germany [Yavuz: 1981: 25-33 and Tekeli, 1998: 7). The competitors were given a nineteen—item—check-
list and some climatic and topographic data [lzahname, 1929: 4-6]. Jansen was the winner, so he prepared a
development plan to realize the objectives of the republic in terms of modernization, as well as to overcome
the urban problems of a new born city having a population growth of 6% a year. The rationallist methodology
of the Jansen plan figured a rapid but planned development in Ankara. Major concerns of the plan were “im-
plementing macro forms, the major axes, the open spaces and zoning” [Batur, 1984: 71-72}.

st The basic features of Holzmeister's architecture, were: “[...] rectangular or U—plan schemed masses form-
ing around an inner courtyard; rustic socle, symmetric elevation orders, projections, monumental entrances,
flat roof imaged hidden gable roofs and some particular jambs on fagades” [Sayar, Y., 1998: 97].
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Y., 1998: 97]. This understanding was bitterly criticized by the ‘senior’ architects
of the period in the columns of Mimar/ Arkitekt.

Another important foreign figure was Emst Egli, who was invited by the
Ministry of Education in order to consult “modemn school buildings program®
[Sayar, Y., 1998: 97]. His real effect upon the architecture of Republican era
was felt after he was assigned to the Academy of Fine Arts as a tutor®. Last but
not least for 1930s, Bruno Taut came to Turkey in 1936. He spent two years as
the Dean of the Department of Architecture in the Academy of Fine Arts, director
of the Application Bureau of the Ministry of Education, Head Counselor of
school buildings and practiced as a freelance architect, as well® [Sayar, Y.,
1998: 99].

In the 1940s, another influential foreign architect was on the scene: Paul
Bonatz, whose first visit to Turkey was in 1916, to istanbul, for the competition
of Turkish—German Friendship County (Haus fiir Freundschaft) and second visit to
Ankara in 1942 as the head of the jury for the Competition of Architectural Proj-
ect of Anitkabir*. His two works in Turkey, the conversion of Ankara Exhibition
Hall to the Opera House and the Saracogiu District received many responses
and objections. For instance, in Zeki Sayar's lines about Saracoglu District,
quoted from Y. Sayar:

2 As soon as he was promoted as the Director of the Department of Architecture, he replaced the design groups
of Vedat Bey and Mongeri, then reorganized the education system of the Academy in mid-European mode! of
Technische Hochschule . The basic features of his architectural language were abstracted by Afife Batur as quoted
by Sayar: “humble, modern, wide—spread, apt for anonymous usage and didactic” {Sayar, Y., 1998: 97].

53 Bruno Taut, who was known for his radical housing projects in the Weimar Republic of 1920s,was not only
an architect, but an idealist who evaluated modernism through a viewpoint generated from the core of the
issue [Ozbay, 1987: 77 and Sayar, Y., 1968: 88-99]. He had left his country in 1932 and moved to Japan in
1933 (stayed there until 1936); then came to Turkey, where he had lived until his death on 24™ December,
1938, immediately after he had designed the Catafalque of Atatiirk. His major effect on Turkish architecture
was due to his theoretical background and his criticism of both the Modern movement and the International
Style, as “the outcome of a refined philosophy against specific climatic, natural and cultural conditions®, in
Sayar’s terms [Sayar, Y., 1998: 99].

4 Between the years 1946-1953 he worked as a tutor in the Faculty of Architecture in Istanbul Technical
University and practiced as a freelance architect in Turkey [Sayar,Y., 1998: 100]. Although he had put forward
the idea that “nationalism must be sought in the origin, not in the form, he had been using Turkish house as a
cliché as if he were competing with his Turkish colleagues” [Sayar, Y., 1998: 101].
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[...] these buildings do not have any feature that will be
a model for our current or future buildings. We had al-
ready seen similar buildings with the attached iron plate
columns and iron plate fences and wide projecting
eaves in reinforced concrete. These look like the bad
examples of the architectural period after Vedat and
Kemalettin. These remind us of the architectural style of
the many primary school and government buildings built
immediately after the declaration of the Republic [Sayar,
Y., 1998: 102].

Since these foreign architects “have worked in accordance with the bu-
reaucratic intelligentsia without portraying a radical identity and that they have
produced the symbolic and aesthetic expressions of the approved cultural mod-
ernization program”; and were not only practitioners but were employed usually
as counselors in various institutions and as educators, they should be perceived
as experts imported to reformulate the architectural culture of our country. Their
activities in Turkey continued until 1950s, for almost twenty years, except for
that of Holzmeister, who was engaged with the Parliament Building until 1960s
[Sayar, Y., 1998: 102 and Ozbay, 1987: 72]. From 1950s onwards, foreign ar-
chitects were being invited to Turkey as educators®™*°, [Sey, 1998: 35].

The impression that once national architectural competitions began to be
organized, then, the projects of the new buildings of young Turkish Republic
would be selected among native schemes generated the expansive support of the
professional community for promotion of competitions. The architectural design
competitions were supposed to be the most suitable means to avoid foreign ar-
chitecture that is imported to Turkey under the above—cited political conditions. In
fact, the collective struggle of Turkish architects was against the tendency of or-
dering or direct commissioning of significant buildings to foreign architects, in-
stead of organizing “national competitions” to select a project. The Competition for

% Bruno Zevi, Rolf Gutbrot and Richard Neutra were some of the names mentioned by Sey [Sey, 1998: 35].

% After the foundation of the Middle East Technical University in 1956, in addition to the existing models of
French Académie of the Academy of Fine Arts in Istanbul, and German Technische Hochschule, of the Istan-
bul Technical University, Turkey met a new model in education: The American model. Thus, students of ar-
chitecture had the opportunity of being consciously exposed to the concepts of contemporary trends in archi-
tecture, like the International Style [Sey, 1998; 35].

55



the Parliament House is a remarkable instance to prove that this tendency was
due to the general attitude of the bureaucratic intelligentsia disregarding ar-
chitecture as a profession and architects as specialists. As translated from
Abdi Glzer:

The Commission, which was founded to establish
the framework of the competition in 1937, was com-
posed of a lawyer, a military official and a medical doc-
tor; neither an architect nor, even, anyone in direct rela-
tion to the building sector, was thought of as a member.
In fact, Turkish architects were disregarded not only
during the preparation period. The competition was
promoted as an international competition prohibiting the
participation of Turkish architects at the beginning.
However, dense pressure of the professional realm led
to the decision that native architects could enter the
contest, in a few months after the announcement
[Giizer, 1987: 90].

According to Glizer, the wish to limit the participation with entry of a spe-
cial group was a “reflection of the effort to constitute the competition as a fait
accompli” [Guzer, 1987. 90]. Especially, “when the architectural perception,
which is generated for the urbanization period of the capital under effect of a
dominant Western architecture, is carried beyond the physical characteristics of
the buildings”, there will not remain a critical framework to legitimize the physical
essence of unique buildings [Glzer, 1987: 90].

What we face in the realm of architecture is an un-
derstanding, which is merely associated with individual
architectural identities, and formed due to a coincidental
assembly of Westem architects escaping from the War,
rather than a conscious policy of Westernization {Glizer,
1987: 91].

Thus, the Competition for the Parliament House, beyond from its original
frame, was a valid document to acquire information about the architectural per-
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ception, discussion and criticism of the period®” [Glzer, 1987: 90). Another
comment about this case was from Batur:

As early as 1933, articles were published in Mimar
protesting the commissioning of foreign architects and
graduaily the protest turned into a campaign. The cam-
paign actually addressed the public authorities who had
control over investments. This protest by no means un-
justified [...] another example was the dispute con-
nected with the architectural competition for the Grand
National Assembly. While competitors were invited from
abroad, Turkish architects were excluded. Only after a
vociferous campaign were Turkish architects given the
chance to compete" [Batur, 1984 88].

JURY MEMBER COMPETITION ENTRY NO. TOTAL
Gross Rall 5 1
Emst Egli 7,16, 21 3
Bruno Taut 25 1
Prof. Arch.Debs 25 1
Ivar Tengbom 32, 41, 68B 3
W. M. Dudok 32,68 2
Howard Peterson 4 1
Paul Bonatz 4,51, 52, 53, 56, 57, 60, 68A, 68B, 76, 81, 87 12
Hellinger 40 1
Gustav Oelsner 56, 58, 68A, 79, 81, 87 6
Prof. Mongeri 3 1
Henri Prost 56, 688, 88 3
TABLES  DISTRIBUTION OF COMPETITIONS BETWEEN 1931-1846 ACCORDING TO FOREIGN JURY MEMBERS

Most of the foreign experts who were invited in our country had been per-
forming as jury members in the architectural design competitions. Their occu-
pancy as assessors in the competition system was one of their main influences,
which caused the environmental formation of Turkey be shaped according to their
very specific conceptions of architecture. For instance, Ustiin Alsa¢ pointed out
that, one of the most influential activities of Bonatz was his attendance in the as-
sessment board of competitions: "Naturally, he had supported and defended the

57 See the 32" entry of the ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1968 in
Turkey' for further information about the Competition of Parliament House.
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designs which were compatible with his thoughts and affected on the sifting to
provide their selection as the winning scheme” [Alsag, 1998: 23].

In the Jury Meeting of Yasemin Sayar's Ph.D. Dissertation, Prof. Necati
inceodlu emphasized that the jury composition of the early Republican archi-
tectural competitions was the key to comprehend both the effect of the bureau-
cratic intelligentsia upon the realm of architecture then, and the architectural idi-
oms which were firmly constructed and homogeneously used during the period.

3.1.3. Architectural production of non-architects

Sociologists note that architecture is one of the weakest professions in
terms of being professionalized because architects do not retain the right to
declare their exclusive possession over the practice of architecture and “have
not exterminated their rivals, as the medical profession did the charlatan” [Lip-
stadt, 1989a: 16]. The ability of designing, which is the creative aspect that
justifies the place of architects in the society, is the distinctive agent; because
architects are “differentiated from other builders by their ability to design [...]
independently of the craft of building” [Lipstadt, 1989a: 16]. Despite the possi-
ble support and protection of the state in defining the terms ‘architect’ and ‘ar-
chitecture’, “those with other names from building at both ends of the spec-
trum, from the house to the complex structure signed by an architec-
ture/engineering firm” would not be prohibited [Lipstadt, 1989a: 16]. In the
Turkish case, architectural production of non—architects was even sustained
by the political powers:

Last suitans, who doubted about the artistic capabil-
ity of Turkish artists, submitted the history of Turkish art
in the hands of European artists first, then of Armenian
master builders. [...] As a result of this fault made in the
realm of art, [...] dark, inelegant stone masses carrying
the hand prints of the foreign master builders bulked at
the most beautiful places of the city (of Istanbul) [Mimar,
1933: 263].
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The same issue was tackled by Abidin Mortas in an article in the pages
of Arkitekt, even with the same case of istanbul as stating that the city had once
witnessed the best buildings and best architects, however had been filled with
the works of building masters, who did not have the concept of art and design.

Even though Istanbul is a city that has witnessed the
best buildings and the best architects, today it commis-
sions most of its buildings to the building masters who
do not have the concept of art and knowledge. [...]
What the architect opts for Istanbul is to prepare the
project and detail works of all structures from the largest
buildings to the smallest houses. Everybody must ter-
minate the construction of ugly buildings emerging due
to the insufficient construction plan set by themselves
and the building masters. it is natural for everybody to
have desires related to their building. Yet this can best
be expressed through the implementation of the archi-
tect's knowledge and the artist's vision [Mortag, 1933:
33-34).

Due to the vast employment of foreign architects in the country, the only
building activity reserved for native architects was the field of housing construc-
tion and it was under the dominance of the building masters. Thus, another
professional problem, which emerged so easily due to scarcity of professional
control, was the architectural accomplishment of some people as if they were
educated and qualified as architects. A comparison by Architect Sami Bey
(Macaroglu) between the experienced building masters and the young architects
was expressed in an article as follows:

At one side there is the young architect and at the
other there is the elderly, experienced building master
whom has grown up in this profession and has buiit hun-
dreds of buildings. The client considers the young archi-
tect as inexperienced, even though he has been edu-
cated (those at higher ranks usually share this opinion,
too). He does not want to waste his money under these
circumstances. Thus, the building master is such a de-
sired artist. He prepares projects for the client without
asking for an additional fee. [Sami Bey, 1933: 97-98].
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So, in order to control the certificates that prove the professional com-
petence, competitions were requested as a solution. Competitions were an-
nounced with the condition that only certified native architects could participate.
Thus, the official architectural production was guaranteed to become the activity
field of professionals who were educated and qualified as architects®. Yasemin
Sayar, who utilized the cdmpetitions as cases when evaluating the architectural
design trends for a secular identity in the early republican era, stated that the
competitions in the period of 1930-1950 became essential in the "formation of
the legitimacy basis for the continuation of the Turkish architect's professional
identity" while being conducted by the bureaucratic intelligentsia rather than the
professional community [Sayar, Y., 1998: 116-117].

3.2. Examination of the professional profile and architectural production in
the period 1950— 1969

A global-sense remark by Dogan Kuban for the year 1950 is based on
the division of the twentieth century into two halves: “The first half of the cen-
tury was the period of a vital war, then a convalescence and definition of a
new identity; while the second haif was the period of self-proving of this new
existence” [Kuban, 1997: 12]. The great transformations of the physical envi-
ronment in our country, according to Kuban, were springing from this global
re—organization; however were formed “in the hands of people, who were
ready to integrate themselves into the world, arose within this term” when the
main source was the “spiritual energy” accumulated by the Republic before the
World War Il [Kuban, 1997: 12].

In order to construe the changes in the political, economical and archi-
tectural realms that were previously remarked by the historians, 1949 is taken
as a breaking point. This date can be interpreted to reflect the traces of the

8 In 1935, a competition for projects of Village Houses was promoted with the condition that participation of
only certified Turkish architects was allowed. For further information about the competition, see the 18" entry
of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey'.
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breakage in the above—cited fields. As translated from an article, ‘Architecture
and Building Production in Turkey in the Republican Period’ by Sey:

Handling the interval between 1923—1950 as a singie
period leads to a risk of misunderstanding that there
happened no change in the political, economical and
social context during the twenty-seven years under
consideration. In fact, there are objective and realistic
supports to examine the interval as three different peri-
ods as 1923-1930, 1930-1940 and 1940-1950. There
are studies approaching the subject within these limits.
Since the year 1950 is seen as an important breaking
point in terms of architecture and building production,
either due to political developments or due to the eco-
nomical and social formations springing from these po-
litical developments, in this study it is thought to deter-
mine the periodical boundaries. [Sey, 1998: 26]

According to Kuban, Turkish culture of architecture could not produce an
innovative discourse after the fashion of “returning to roots”, which had been
valid throughout the century, was over. In his terms, before the World War Il
there were more conscious researches in the realm of architecture; however,
Western models and imported thoughts, “like a flood”, have been dragging
Turkish architects and architecture since [Kuban, 1997: 14]. The tendency to-
wards the ‘roots’ was concretized through the movement of Second National
Architecture between the years 1940-1950. It is not coincidental that the stylistic
changes in architecture juxtapose with the radical political changes in Turkey at
the beginning of 1950s, which was the "period of major transformations” in many
phases of Turkish life . [Tapan, 1984: 105]. Batur defined the period as follows:

It was inevitable that opening to the international
system and the developments caused by the accepted
model in the social structure would force the architec-
tural tradition of Turkey to change. In fact the change
was structural and deeper than it was perceived in

5 The shift from single party regime (of the Republican People's Party) to the muiti-partied democracy after the
general elections in 1946 and in May 1950 caused the major transformations in Turkey’s political, economical and
social structure, After the general election in May 1950, the Democrat Party came to power, and the development
strategies were to emphasize the role of private sector. Thus, 1950 determined the revolution of the bourgeois, as
rephrased by Tapan from Ismail Cem's book Tlrkiye'de Geri Kalmisligin_Tarihi [Tapan, 1984: 105-106]. 1950
was remarked as a real breaking point by most of the authorities in Turkey's political history.
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those years. Firstly, the sources of the building demand
changed. The economical situation offered privilege to
the private sector, and this enlarged the contents and
volume of the building demand of this sector. Also grew
the share of being determinant for the quality of archi-
tecture. The quality of the building demand had been
determined by the state —in terms of public buildings— in
the Ottoman—Turkish architectural tradition. However
after 1950s this tradition would draw back, and the
wishes, tastes and value judgments of these —either big
or small scaled— working groups, which had been pro-
gressing, became directing the Republican architecture
[Batur, 1983: 1400]. ‘

Second aspect underlined by Batur was the addition of new building ty-
pologies to the architectural production program. The new economical condi-
tions and the enlarged magnitude of productivity grew the need of office build-
ings, malls and etc. These new building types entered into the architectural
agenda of 1950s with their specific schemes and patterns. Third aspect, which
determined the developing of an architectural expression for the liberal eco-
nomical model, was the external financial support that was directed towards ag-
riculture. The external aid was mainly focused on the mechanization of the agri-
cultural production, which led the emigratio‘n from the rural to the urban. Thus,
most of the cities' population began to increasé wuth rate of 6% a year and this
rate caused the urgent need of habitation as well as the more urgent need of
constructing the infra—structure. Last aspect was the importation of construction
materials and systems that closed the circle in which the building production of
1950s was aggrandized. The large amount of structural demand together with
the individuation of the designer, as a concept which was imported from the
Western culture, as well, resulted in the inclination towards isolation from stylish
architecture [Batur, 1983: 1400-1401].

According to Batur, what accelerated the dissolution of the national ide-
ology, which had drawn back after the War, was the architectural expression of
the winning scheme of the competition for the Building of istanbul Palace of
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Justice in 1948%. The scheme, which was selected by a jury one of the mem-
bers of which was a regionalist Dutch Architect W. M. Dudok (and another was
‘nationalist’ Bonatz), was "resided from the patterns of national architecture, was
designed according to the principle of functional planning and was a pure de-
sign" [Batur, 1983: 1402 and Tapan 1984: 108-109)]. The authors of the scheme
were S. H. Eldem and E. Onat, the protagonists of the style, and the deviation
from the approach by its creators was immediately remarked by the professional
environment of architecture. Moreover, the event was a competition that carried
the potential of being publicized in a wide range. So, the shift from the stylistic
approach of Second National Architecture to the International Style was noted
by many architectural historians to be determined by the winning scheme of the
competition for the Building of istanbul Palace of Justice:

When it was the beginning of 1950s, the movement
of Second National Architecture, which was still domi-
nating, started losing its effect. The effect of architec-
tural researches emerging in the West and new de-
mands created by the transformations in Turkey ended
the search of the architects for a national architecture.
Sedad Eidem and Emin Onat, who were the protago-
nists of the National Architecture, won the competition
for the Building of Istanbul Palace of Justice with a proj-
ect reflecting the principles of the International Style.
This remarked the end of the cited movement [Sey,
1998: 35].

Yet, a controversial statement from Ugur Tanyeli is that, taking the com-
petition for the Building of Istanbul Palace of Justice as the termination point of
the movement of Second National Architecture is not realistic, since the trans-
formation was lacking the enthusiasm of newly introduced freedom and inde-
pendence in the architectural design as well as in the political and social lives.
The transformation of architectural preferences were due to political manipula-
tions, thus the change was not spirited and rapid enough to call it a break with
the past [Tanyeli, 1998: 239].

& For further information about the competition, see the 68A and 68B entries of ‘The Index of Architectural
Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.
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In fact, the event was not considered as remarking a breaking point, but
as contributing to the transformation process as a legitimate agent. Within this
frame, which can be related to the discussion that competitions do encourage in-
novative projects, they continued reflecting the spirit of the time and taste shifts in
the 1950s. As Tapan asserted, "The competition for the istanbul City Hall (1953)
set the predominant architectural trend for the decade” [Tapan, 1984: 110]. In this
competition, almost all the proposals, including the winning scheme, "clearly
showed the widening impact of the Intemational Style" and "had a common solu-
tion: a main block of offices in the form of a prism"®' [Tapan, 1984: 111].
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FIGURE6 COMPETITION NOTICES PUBLISHED IN PERIODICALS (ARKITEKT/ MIMARLIK)

3.2.1. Outlines of the architectural production concretized through
competitions between 19501969

In addition to the changes in the stylistic terminology of the profession
the introduction of new regulations for planning and architectural competitions to
"discipline architectural activity" by the Ministry of Public Works in 1952 and the
establishment of the Chamber of Architects in 1954 were two professional is-

61 For further information about this competition, see the 120" entry of ‘The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.
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sues that shaped the architecture of the period®. The establishment of the
Chamber of Architects as an official professional organization according to the
Law of Turkish Association of Chambers of Engineering and Architecture (Tiirk
Miihendis ve Mimar Odalar Birligi Kanunu) made it possible to develop independ-
ent control mechanisms and "the monopoly of the state supervision over archi-
tecture was buried into the history” [Sey, 1998: 34]. Architectural design compe-
titions were under the sUpervision of the Chamber, so that a "partial professional
independence" and legitimacy were founded [Sey, 1998: 34 and Batur, 1983:
1404]. From then on, the boundaries of the professional activity field were ex-
panded over the limits of state projects and the private sector was introduced as
an employer into the realm [Sey, 1998: 34-35]

The possibilities that were offered by the enlarging
building activity brought architecture to a social status
that it became one of the most popular professions. Ar-
chitects, who were increasing in number, gaining occu-
pations in the public sector and even being represented
in the Parliament, attained an organization having legal
status [...] in 1954. Effective studies about competitions
and legal regulations for the work distribution (among
professionals) were realized through this organization
(Chamber of Architects) [Batur, 1983: 1404].

Retuming to the second aspect, which determined the development of
an architectural expression for the liberal economical model in Batur's terms, it
can hardly be asserted that the outlines of the architectural production was re-
flected by the competitions. The new building types introduced in the profes-
sional lexicon and the new traces for building demand found a minor echo in the
field of architectural design competitions in 1950s.The structural erection of the
liberal economical model was articulated by eight competitions for bank build-
ings, seven competitions for commercial centers, seven competitions for office

buildings and one for a financial organization among a total number of over a

&3 From 1927 on, the professional organization of architecture was under the eaves of Turkish Association of
Masters in Architecture (Tark Yiksek Mimarlar Birligi) and before that, Association of Fine Arts Branch of Ar-
chitecture (Gize! Sanatlar Birligi Mimari Subesi).
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hundred and fifty competitions between the years 1950 to 1969%.However,
projects of factories and big—scale industrial complexes were never procured
through competitions.

Although the production of industrial buildings by the private sector
played an "important and leading role in the development process of Turkish
architecture”" from 1960s on, most of the employers chose the way of direct
commissioning for the procurement of the projects of these structures [Batur,
1983: 1406—1407). The industrial buildings of this period, which were generally
big-scaled investments, needed "new typological, structural and technical solu-
tions" and innovative approaches; yet, architectural design competitions were
not considered as a system of project procurement by the employers [Batur,
1983: 1407]. Thus, although the private sector was introduced in the realm of
architecture as a new employer, the competition system was poor to reflect its
motivation.

Architectural design competitions were also applied for in the second
major activity field of architectural production, which was the design of the ad-
ministrative public buildings, like ministries, general directories, headquarters,
government halls (Hiikimet Konagi), municipalities and administration buildings
for Public Economical Enterprises (Kamu Iktisadi Tesebbiisleri). The architec-

64 Bank Buildings: Central Bank Branch in |zmir, 1950; Garanti Bank Building in Istanbul, 1950; First Competi-
tion for Prototype Plans for Branches and Agencies of Ziraat Bank, 1951; Second Competition for Prototype
Plans for Branches and Agencies of Ziraat Bank, 1951; Branch Building of Tlrk Ticaret Bank in izmir, 1951,
Branch Building of Turk Ticaret Bank in Adana, 1954; Bank, Hotel and Cinema Building for Turkey Is Bank,
1955; Tirkiye Halk Bank Headquarters Building, 1965. For further information about these competitions, see
the 95", 98", 103", 104", 110", 123", 124" and 181 entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competi-
tions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’ and see Table 6 for the distribution of architectural design com-
petitions according to the building types. Commercial Centers: Profit Foundation of Workers' Insurance Head-
quarters (/sci Sigortalari Genel Md. Rant Tesisi), 1952; Ankara Municipaiity Shopping Center, 1955; Palace of
Cooperatives, 1957; Shopping Mall and Office Complex in Emindn(i, 1959; Istanbul Complex of Retail Shops
(Istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsis;), 1959; Furnishing Competition for Anafartaiar Mall, 1963; and Ankara Ulus
Mall, 1967, For further information about these competitions, see the 111™, 121%, 132, 142", 144", 155" and
213"" entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.
Office Buildings: Emekli Sandi§i Office Building in Ulus Square, 1952; Shopping Mall and Office Building for
the Cooperative of Ankara Merchants, 1956; Adana Vakif Office Hall, 1961; Shopping Mall and Office Com-
plex in [zmir 27 Mayis Square, 1963; Cinema, Shopping Mall and Office Complex in [zmir Konak Square,
1966; Office Hall in Ulus, 1967; Complex of Istanbul Reklam Company, 1968.For further information about
these competitions, see the 117, 126%, 147%, 165", 191, 204", 240" entries of ‘The Index of Architectural
Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'. Financial Organization. Istanbul Chamber of
Commerce Building, 1963. For further information about the competition, see the 157" entry of ‘The Index of
Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-196¢ in Turkey'.
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tural production that was executed by the resources of the state was still being
procured "widely through project competitions, so these buildings kept being
alive matters in the realm of architecture" [Batur, 1983: 1408]. Thirteen com-
petitions for official buildings, nineteen competitions for educational structures
(eleven for schools, five for faculties and three for student dormitories), and
twenty two competitions for hospitals were promoted, most of them by the
Ministry of Public Works, during the cited years®. However, as Batur notes,
the limitations that were introduced into the system of competitions as eco-
nomical precautions, "encouraged reconciliation rather than innovative de-
signs" [Batur, 1983: 1408]. Moreover, delays in the payrhent procedure, the
exhaustion of bureaucratic operations, conflicts in the regulations for contrac-
tor services and bidding processes were the causes that reduced the appeal in
the competitions, as well as leading to standard application (of architecture)
that ended up with a standard of public buildings.

In fact, when the projects procured through competitions are classified
under major building types like social buildings, sports and health facilities,
planning projects, educational and cultural structures, official (public) buildings,
housing projects and industry and economy related buildings, an equivalent dis-
tribution is seen®. The effect of the private sector upon the architectural produc-
tion of the period was more effective through direct commissions, whereas the
legal regulatory organizations and their effect were more obvious. Most of the
competitions in the period were promoted by the Ministry of Public Works and
supervised by the Chamber of Architects.

Architectural design competitions were rather effective within the frame-
work of the third aspect, which found its emphasis in Batur's words as the urgent
need of urban development. This rapid urban development in the country ne-
cessitated "comprehensive master planning” as well as the construction of infra—
structures; and habitation of the new city dwellers became a professional issue

&5 See Table 6 for the distribution of architectural design competitions according to the building types, and refer the
‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey' for further information.

i See the Table 6, rows of total numbers for each category.
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for architecture [Tapan, 1984: 107]. Thus, urban development pians, partial
planning projects and urban design projects were needed. Between the years
1950-1969, eleven competitions for development plans of various cities were
promoted®. Three competitions for partial planning projects of city portions,
seven competitions for urban planning projects and five competitions for univer-
sity and campus allocation plans were organized, as well®. In Tekeli's words,
these urban design competitions were one of the major activity fields which
backed up the progress in the scientific contend of city planning as a discipline
due to the fact that the competitions were promoted based on well detailed city
monographs. Thus, these events, although were ephemeral themselves, func-
tioned as agents, through which the new paradigm of urban planning was dis-
cussed and the capabilities related to it were spread in the professional envi-
ronment of planners [Tekeli, 1998: 18].

&7 Izmir Development Plan (international competition), 1951; Eskigehir Development Plan, 1952; Malatya De-
velopment Pian; 1953; Ankara Development Plan (international competition), 1954; alanya Development Plan,
1658; Konya Development Plan, 1965; Erzurum Development Plan, 1966; Adana Development Plan, 1966;
Sivas Development Plan, 1967; Trabzon Development Plan, 1968; Side Development Plan (international
cgrgfetitlon), 1968. For further information about these competitions, see the 100™, 112", 114™ 118", 134",
180", 193™, 194", 211™ 220" and 244" entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized
Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.

& Istanbul Complex of Retail Shops Environs Partial Planning Project, 1958; Partial Planning in Mersin, 1964;
[stanbul Vatan Street Partial Planning and Mass Study Project, 1967. For further information about these
competitions, see the 132™, 176", 199™ entries of ‘The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realized
Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'. Urban Design for [zmir Konak Site, 19586; Landscape Design for the Garden
of the Parliament House Building , 1965; Organization of Selimiye Mosque Environs, 1967; Zonguldak Society
Police Complex, 1968; student competition for the urban design of the Kandilli Wharf environs, 1968; Izmir
Society Police Complex, 1969; Environmental Design for Camlica Hill Environs, 1969. For further information
about these competitions, see the 127", 184", 207", 237", 238", 245™ 250™ entries of ‘The Index of Archi-
tectural Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1989 in Turkey’. Campus Design for Ege University
Allocation Plan, 1959; Karadeniz Technical University Allocation Plan, (two competitions) 1960; Istanbul
Academy of War ,1967; Academic Center of the Karadeniz Technical University, 1968. For further information
about these competitions, see the 140", 141® (A and B), 214" ad 230" entries of ‘The Index of Architectural
Design Competitions Realized Between 1831-1969 in Turkey'.
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BUILDING TYPE COMPETITION ENTRY NUMBER
Hotel 96, 115, 139, 152, 174, 192 8
Teacher's House
Public House
Public Recreation 150, 188, 200, 201, 205 5
SOCIAL Instifution 248, 252 2
Monument/Memorial 102, 158, 185, 189, 208, 249 [
Hot Spring Resort 180 1
Gravefyard 101, 105, 107, 187, 251 5
Religious Building
TOTAL 26
Stadium
Sports Center 154, 231 2
SPORTS AND HEALTH 106, 109, 113, 122, 133, 149, 153, 159,
Hospital 162, 164, 186, 203, 209, 224, 225, 226, 22
232, 233, 236, 241, 247, 248
TOTAL 24
Development Plan ;10(1):231;12, 118, 134, 180, 193, 194, 11
Partial Planning 132, 176, 199 3
PLANNING Universty Allocations Plan 140, 141, 214, 230 4
Urban Planning 127, 184, 207, 237, 238, 245, 250 7
TOTAL 26
School 219,9:126:133,3189,177, 178, 210, 218, 1
Faculty 156, 163, 217, 218, 223 5
Dormitory 143, 170, 202 3
Village Institute
Conservatory
EDUCATION & CULTURE Cinema Hall
Theatre Hall
Cultural Center 175, 242 2
Museum 108, 130, 173, 215 4
Library 188, 239 2
TOTAL 27
State Building o 2 oy v pay 28 N2 13
Municipality 120, 131, 160, 195, 196 5
Directorate Building 93, 94, 125, 138 4
OFFICIAL Embassy ;g;, 161, 1686, 167, 171, 172, 197, 198, 0
Communication
Transportation 182 1
TOTAL 32
Mass Housing 97,148 2
HOUSING Apartment Block
Village Housing
TOTAL 2
Factory
Slaughter House
Marketplace
INDUSTRY & ECONOMY Bank 95, 98, 103, 104, 110, 123, 124, 181 8
Office Building 117, 126, 147, 165, 191, 204, 240 7
Commercial Center 111, 121, 132, 142, 144, 155, 213 7
Chamber of Commerce and Industry 157 1
TOTAL 23
TOTAL 188

The entry numbers refer to the Appendix B, 'The Index of Architectural Design Competitions Realised Between 1931-1969 in Turkey'.

TABLE 6 DISTRIBUTION OF ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITIONS BETWEEN 1950~1869 ACCORDING TO THE BUILDING TYPES

69



3.2.2. The continuity of competition experience: Executive organiza-
tion of the profession

Before 1950s, architecture was so idealized as a profession that, one
of its main concemns was perceived as conveying ideological messages. Dur-
ing 1930s and 1940s, the conceptual discussion in architecture as a profes-
sional activity, as mentioned before, was constructed so as to confine the acts
of foreign architects and to legitimize the profession through defining its design
vocabulary within a nationalistic grammar. The "economization” of the profes-
sion, in terms of Tanyeli, was neglected in this period due to the effort of for-
warding ideological messages [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. Thus, the process of pro-
gressing towards a complex organizational and economical infra—structure of
execution of this "one-man-profession" which was "supported by the almost
gratis labor of students”, was still incomplete in the beginning of 1950s
[Tanyeli, 1998: 238—-239].

in the period of 1930s and 1940s, the architectural production in Turkey
was mainly carried on by architects who were mostly employed as officials in
the public sector and municipalities, or as academics in the universities. As
Tanyeli cited, "It cannot be stated that there existed any (free—lance) architec-
tural offices in Turkey before 1950s " [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. Moreover, “the
salaries of architects, who were employed as officials, were very high, while
the income of the free—lance architects was rather low" [Vanli, 1998: 29]. The
executive organization of the profession, which was anticipating to be legiti-
mized in the social structure, was far apart of free~lance offices and the legal
organization of the profession was limited to some private associations. In
these years, none of the foreign architects employed in Turkey possessed
their own offices either. Even Paul Bonatz, despite his influential activity in the
1940s, would not have one.

For a long time, most of the architects would work
under various bureaucratic identities Some of them
were academics in the universities and their offices
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were their rooms in these institutions. Some others were
employees in the municipalities and acquiring private
jobs only on special occasions. Another section. of ar-
chitects was directly officials or personnel with status of
special contracts **[Tanyeli, 1998: 238].

The situation started to go under a change in 1950s, and the period "wit-
nessed the birth of a modem independent architectural career" [Tanyeli, 1998:
238]. As Tanyeli pointed out, it was not coincidental that "AHE, United Architects
(Birlesmis Mimarlar), Cooperation of Baysal-Birsel and above all, the Cooperation
of Tekeli-Sisa were established in the beginning of 1950s" [Tanyeli, 1998: 238].
This modification in the executive organization of the profession was dependent
on three factors: the economical conditions, the change in the client profile of ar-
chitectural production and the tendency of the professionals towards individuation.

Under the cited economical circumstances of the country, where perpet-
ual financial straits were experienced, "to organize architecture as a ‘job’, to ac-
cumulate endowment and capital" were very hard [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. Yet,
some interim solutions for the problem of capital fluctuation were found by the
architects. Single-possessor offices among the ones that execute big scale
projects were rare, while corporations of two partners were common and most
of these corporations could not be defined as real capitalist organizations, rather
as special partnerships [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. In the earliest architectural offices,
partners were designers and draftsmen at the same time. Companies of a part-
nership make it possible to share the risk while increasing the chance of pro-
viding design services without paying salaries [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. The change
in the economical profile of the country was reflected on the professional profile
of architecture, also through competitions, participation in which was "one of the
main bureau activities" [Tanyeli, 1998: 238].

& Two instances cited by Tanyeli were the Train Station of Ankara, which was designed by $ekip Akalin,
when he was an employee in the Ministry of Public Works; and the project bureau of Ministry of National Edu-
cation, which was installed in the body of Istanbul Academy of Fine Arts [Tanyeli, 1998: 238]. This bureau was
preparing projects for the whole country and Bruno Taut was also working there. [Tanyeli, 1998: 238].
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In 1950s, big scale projects are still procured through
competitions by the public sector. The corporations of
draftsmen partners ease the participation in these com-
petitions and cheapen the enterprise for the impover-
ished groups that cannot afford a dead—-end investment.
The corporations are weak due to economical factors
and lack of experience. The groups are established
usually for single projects or one competition then, de-
molished. The tendency of becoming companies is low.
Even the most important alliance of the period, of
Baysal and Birsel, the employees of which would reach
the number of twenty, would last in the status of special
partnership until the end [Tanyeli, 1998: 239].

Moreover, in the early years of the Republican era "the client of the ar-
chitect's labor was especially the public sector and to some extent, were the
high seated bureaucrats" and "the new formation of the demand (coming from
the private sector) reshaped the offer of the architect's labor too" [Tanyeli, 1998:
238]. This second factor, the change in the client profile of architecture and its
effects on competitions was explained in the previous part. Batur emphasizes
the third factor, individuation of the architect, in the following phrases:

[...] especially project competitions, which were pro-
moted for public buildings, caused the formation of a
live professional platform and encouraged the estab-
lishment and progression of free—lance professional of-
fices. More important then this, the cited period became
an interval in which Turkish architects were [...] con-
ceming the individual differentiation; and the search for
the architect as an individual arose [Batur, 1983: 1404].

Ustiin Alsag defined the period of 1950s as the liberation period of Turk-
ish architecture. His claim was based on this new structure of the profession, that
gave birth to the formation of free—lance offices, the establishment of which led to
a regular participation in the competitions. The system, as a tenor, was regular-
ized according to some codes, too. Therefore, in this period liberation of the pro-
fession was hand—in—hand with the regularization of its tools. "The liberation of
the architectural discipline and then its institutionalizing as a profession in the
West has been synchronic to the development and spreading process of modem
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architecture” [Sayar, Y., 1998: 243]. In Turkey, the process of professional institu-
tionalization juxtaposed with the direct effect of modemist idioms in the field as
well; although they were suspended in penetrating the realm.

The corporation of Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, which has been one of the
most significant producers in the realm of contemporary Turkish architecture
form the beginning of the 1950s, was also established under these circum-
stances. The couple distinguished through their remarkable designs and suc-
cesses in the competitions, in which they kept participating from the years of
their studentship because they had realized that the only way to partake in the
architectural production for youth was through them. Thus, they established
their office in 1953, just two years before their significant success in Izmir Konak
Site Administrative Center Urban Design Competition as the winners™. Tekeli
emphasized that they were educated through competitions in those years:

[...] we have learned many things in the competitions
we participated. For instance, we (together with Mr.
Sisa) entered the contest of Sakarya Government Hall
Competition and our proposal was selected the first
runner-up. We hurried to Mr. Nezih Eldem, he was on
the board of assessment. [...] He told us how the win-
ning scheme was evaluated, why was it selected and
[...] about the assessment of the jurors. Thus, in every
competition we participated, we gained experience and
progressed through leaming both from our own projects
for the competitions, from the jury and also from the
other entries [Tanyeli, 1994:23].

Furthermore, participating in the contests was almost the only way to
survive for free—lance offices, besides the possibility of designing and con-
structing for close relatives”. The breakage in the destiny of the corporation
happened as the result of the izmir Konak Site Administrative Center Urban De-
sign Competition, in which their proposal was selected as the winning scheme.

70 For further infromation about this competition, see the 127" entry of ‘The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 1831-1969 in Turkey'.

& Degan Tekeli noted that they kept participating in competitions, and in order to afford the daily expenses of
their office, they designed apartments and villas for their uncles [Tanyeli, 1995: 24].
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Not only the financial support, but also the regular job supplied by the competi-
tion, enriched the office. Almost a ten—year—period of start up was spent under
these conditions [Tanyeli, 1994: 24]. In the meantime, the activity of participating
in architectural design competitions was continuous:

In 1956, in the Competition of Erzurum Atatirk Uni-
versity Allocation Plan, which you know from the publi-
cations as well, with a single vote difference of the jury,
which was composed of fourteen members and famous
architects like Neutra and Emin Onat were the juroros,
our proposal was placed as the first runner—up. We
have missed a great opportunity there. Maybe it was
good for us, because we were inexperienced and at
least not forced to apply modern architecture with our
shallow background that we formed by the help of Mr.
Cansever [Tanyeli, 1994: 25].

A marginal instance in their professional outline was the case of the
competition for istanbul Complex of Retail Shops (Istanbul Manifaturacilar
Cargis1)™®. The preparation process of the application project for the winning
scheme was so rough that, the job "ate up other financial resources of the of-
fice", while not supplying any further income. As cited by Tekeli, the flow of of-
fice life was extremely ambiguous and excitihg since the perpetual course of
money was dependent on dead-end investments. Yet, the corporation of Te-
keli-Sisa has overcome the difficulties of existing as a free-lance architectural
bureau in the cited years through the practice of competitions and erected many
significant structures under those circumstances.

o For further information about this competition, see the 132™ entry of ‘The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 19311969 in Turkey'.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

Recent history of Turkish Architecture, beginning almost with the estab-
lishment of the Republic, until the mid1970s, is denominated under four periods.
These are, the First National Architecture; Modemism, in relation to the Kemalist
ideology of modermnization and Westemization of Turkey, Second National Ar-
chitecture; and lastly the period of re—compromising the design principles of
modemism, this time in form of Intemational Style and in close relation with the
global effects in architecture. This historically settled perception, which depends
on stylistic and morphological changes in concrete architectural production, is a
tool to comprehend the periodical fluctuations in Turkish architecture. The col-
lection of competitions supplied by this study is another tool to translate the ar-
chitecture of the specified periods by referring to another professional lexicon.
This study updates ahd re—formats this reference that is compiled of buildings,
projects, assessment reports and explanatory documents by the authors of pro-
posals; meaning, the unbuilt architecture of the country.

4.1. Conclusions derived from the ‘main body’

The studied period is divided into two major spans, as intervals of 1930—
1949 and 1950-19689. In the first interval, the relation between the legitimization
problem and competitions is considered as the spine of the discussion, while in
the second interval, the interpretation of the relationship between the professional
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profile and architectural design competitions in terms of the executive organiza-
tion of the profession and architect generations is examined.

In 1930s, the professional agenda of Turkish architecture was busy with
the matter of legitimization at most, and the sub-titles of this issue were the em-
ployment of foreign architects in the official institutions and the practicing of build-
ing masters in the veracular domain. Competitions were utilized then, as a tool to
overcome the cited issues. The competition system was subsisted as a method of
project procurement process, in which young‘Turkish architects would find the
opportunity of self-provement and legitimization through a certified course of as-
sessment and sifting. Retuming to the enroliment of competitions, in terms the
discursive production that proceeded them, supplies another tool to conceive the
professional, as well as the architectural characteristics of the period.

During these years when the architectural publications were very limited
in number, the intrinsic texts of the competitions, the briefs and the jury reports
were mostly publicized and proceeding text and thought production, was com-
pletely dependent on these actual issues of the professional agenda. Most of
the critical assessments written and published in those years were either directly
focused on the issue of competitions, or indirectly mentioning about them as
cases so as to put an emphasis on the above—cited problems of the profession.
However, they were not numerous. The approach of the professionals, either
practicing in or teaching architecture, was consistent in terms of the confinement
of the activities of the foreign experts and restraining the practice of building
masters in order to situate the licensed architects in the field.

Through an efficient reading of the study of The Index of Architectural
Design Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey, it is attainable
not only to pinpoint the dynamic problems of both the competition process and the
architectural practice, but also to place the named architects of the period. This
reading may supply information about the historical repertory of the projects and
buildings, while formulating a set of knowledge to re—evaluate the architectural
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production then. The influence of professional organization, the impact of jury
members in competitions and the significance of having the opportunity of building
a structure within an architectural framework may be distilled from the index. Con-
stituting comparisons between the periods before and after the establishment of
the Chamber of Architects, regarding the oft—cited single names and referring the
published projects wili activate the process of distillation.

In the1950s, historically defined problems and conjectures of Turkish Ar-
chitecture were observed through architectural design competitions. Post War
years, the economical and political influences and their consequences on ar-
chitectural production, together with the re—structuring of the executive organi-
zation of the profession in Turkey were the mainly handled issues. The proposi-
tion that architectural design competitions create some generations of profes-
sionals, who extensively produce in the process as participants and be em-
ployed as assessors is left to be discussed in this part, since this issue, together
with Table 7 is an altemative to utilize The Index of Architectural Design Com-
petitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Turkey’.

Being distilled from the index, Table 7 supplies an abstract presentation
of these generations on a numerical base. The essence of the table is to stress
how (much) that vast amount of data, which is compiled in the index, can be re-
duced and managed. The competitions are represented as simple bars that
stand as statistical figures, while still providing basic information about architects
and periods. Determining single names, even through an attentive reading of
the index, is hard to accomplish, while such a condensation will help to observe
the flow of names in the vertical, as a list, and the course of time in the horizon-
tal, as a linear happening. The entrance of new figures into the list is defined
according to the year when their names first appeared on the index. If the col-
umns indicating the years are followed, then it is possible to determine the den-
sity of the competition activity in a year, or a combination of years. Comparisons
are welcome, while contradicting situations are anticipating to be discovered
and discussed.
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It is hard to claim that, in Turkey, architectural design competitions be-
haved as "giant architecture classrooms" consistently throughout the concemed
period. Yet, a periodical differentiation based on this issue would well coincide
with the previously established periodical boundaries of the study: 1930s and
the first half of the 1940s was a period when the subsequent discursive produc-
tion about the competition system was mainly depending on two courses. First
was the proper systematization of the competitions as a way of procuring archi-
tectural projects. Second was their glorification for the purpose of utilizing them
as a vehicle to overcome some professional straits, which were either inserted
into the milieu by political means, or already inherent as a historical continuity.
Both the practices and the theoreticians were excited and hopeful to manage
their professional problems.

The following decade was the liberation period both in the country as a
whole and in architecture as a profession, realization and products of which are
closely dependent on these political circumstances. After the Second World
War, political ideology started to directly manipulate the architectural prefer-
ences rather than the architectural discourse; just as happened in 1930s, the
period when the Kemalist ideology of modemiiation and Westernization of Tur-
key shaped the architecture, as well as the whole cultural realm. The 1950s is
an intermediate period in Turkish Architecture, when the institutionalization of
the profession is concemed. The official association for the professionals, The
Chamber of Architects, was new—bom and the executive organization of the
productivity was going under radical changes, rapidly improving in terms of lib-
eral corporations of architects. In this period, most of the competitions were
promoted by the public sector for mid—scale structures having significant and
well-determined functional necessities (hospitals, govemment halls...)

The beginning of 1960s has brought another radical change into the po-
litical, economical and social life in Turkey by proposing liberty, justification and
democracy. In these years, the discursive production in the architectural realm
sharpened in ideological terms and the competition enterprise tumed out to
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have a strong and well-defined democratic basis. The democracy of the 1960s
was mostly regularized by technocrats and brought up its own regularities, as
well. The Chamber of Architects was already compromised as a fully democratic
professional organization and the competition system was good enough to visu-
alize the influence of the Chamber in the professional sphere as a catalyst and
regulator. The regulations of the competition system were newly established,
and any malpractice of the Ministry of Public Works was chased and punished
by the Chamber. The periodicals of the term are full of polemical articles, news
that the Chamber prohibited the participation in this and that competitions, and a
column in Mimariik, namely Serbest Siitun (from 1968 on ) was almost reserved
for the subject of competitions.

The number of architectural design competitions was increasing in geo-
metrical series, while the proceeding intrigues were becoming the socio—profes-
sional characteristics of the events. Joe Esherick, in his foreword for the Behind
the Postmodem Facade of Larson, states that, “History, good history, informs us
about what happened but also about why, in all its complexity”. He states that ar-
chitectural history tends to be engaged with “the what of events and —since events
in architecture are visible— with what things look like”, almost disregarding the
“intentions, foreground, or background, temporal or physical”; while contemporary
architectural criticism is also inclined to be “preoccupied with the what, ignoring
settings, focusing on fragments and omaments —shells of ideas— and failing to
explain in any useful way how things came to be as they are” [Esherick, 1995: xiil.
Both history and criticism have to have regards for the how(s) of events, or as in
Esherick’s terms, not only architectural history but, much of the discourse about
architecture would become “a limiting diversion, a presetting of our perceptions
and expectations”, just like they had today: “Much of architectural discourse and
criticism today resembles missiles fired randomly in all directions” [Esherick,
1995: xii.

Consequently, architectural design competitions, employing Escherick’s
analogy, like missiles flowing over the realm of architecture and hitting at unpre-
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dictable strategic points of the fortifications of the profession, damage the ar-
chitectural culture unless their possibility of tuming out to discursive events is
benefited. Colloquium fights and groundless objections to the selection of the
assessors are sharp edges of competitions, while critical essays, if any, of com-
prehensive efforts to lead to progression are charming results. Evaluation of the
buildings procured through processes of competitions regardless of the dynam-
ics of the system is as useless as the evaluation of the mere failures of it. Some
methodical studies considering both the competition period and the end—product
are necessary to improve both the architectural quality of the concrete produc-
tion and the theoretical development within the discourse. Therefore, it is hard to
claim that architectural design competitions behaved as “giant architecture
classrooms” consistently throughout the concerned period in Turkey.

4.2. Concluding words of the author-future trajectory of the thesis

At the very beginning of the research process, this study was a chal-
lenge of handling a vast amount of data, which was spread around. During the
interval of collecting the data, both the course and trace of the study went under
various changes; however, the intention and wish of completing the inventory
remained constant. For being an initial study on the subject, the concrete collec-
tion of the data, which was anticipating to be unfolded and released from its ab-
stractness, was eagerly encouraged and supported by the supervisors of the
thesis. Although the author was aiming to utilize the accumulated information
about the competition tradition for the effective reading of the cited periods in
Turkish Architecture, the ‘material’ itself tumed out to be the real contribution to
the realm, rather than an epistemological over—interpretation of it. Thus, the
revelation of an utmost possible complete documentation of the competitions for
the period cited is aimed to supply the future researchers with a directory of ref-
erences that are available as periodicals, articles and similar written sources.
Moreover, the institutional enterprise of the Chamber of Architects is mentioned.
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Still some other sources may be the personal archives of the masters of
the period like Turgut Cansever, Behruz Cinici, Dodan Tekeli-Sami Sisa,
Gungér Kaftanct, and many other cited names, who keep their records about
competitions either as projects, or as memories that await to be gathered and
edited. The archieves of the Ministry of Public Works will supply another written
source in form of briefs, jury reports and projects; however, this study, for being
based on publications did not refer these potential references. In fact, written
sources are very limited in number and hard to acquire in this field, except for
the collections of Arkitekt and Mimarlik. Contemporary competitions are easier

to compile, since from 1980s onwards, the briefs and the jury reports of them,
sometimes accompanied with the projects are archived in the library of Cham-
ber of Architects. Moreover, recent publications about competitions, both as
theoretical framework articles and as documentaries, are widely available.

The obvious future trajectory of this study will be the expansion of the
periodical limit to the end of 1990s. One of the possible theoretical frameworks
is the fragmentation of the direct relationship between the ‘competitions’ (art,
architecture, industrial design, urban design, etc.) and ‘legitimization’ of ideolo-
gies, images and power in addition to the comparative studies between the his-
torical documentation and competition tradition.
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APPENDIX A

PRELIMINARY INDEX OF

ARCHITECTURAL PROJECT

COMPETITIONS PREPARED BY

THE CHAMBER OF ARCHITECTS

Appendix A is the ‘Index of Architectural Project Competitions’,
prepared by a committee that was established in the body of Chamber of
Architects in 1997, and was working on the publication of competitions in a
standardized format and systematic organization. Four competitions were
published as books of a series under the supervision of the committee,
however, the continuation of this series could not be maintained, since it is no
longer on duty. This initial study, which is supplying only the names and dates of
the competitions, was utilized as an item list to check if any of the competitions
were missing in the further study of The Index of Architectural Design
Competitions Realized Between 1931-1969 in Tirkiye’. Many additions are
made in terms of not only on informative basis, but as entries, as well.
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NO

O ® NG kAN

BR5BELES

GRS

MIMARI PROJE YARISMALARI DiziNi

YARISMANIN ADI

NAFIA VEKALETI BINASI

OTEL PROJESI

POLIS JANDARMA MEKTEBI

ZONGULDAK HALKEVI

SERGI BINASI

16 MART SEHITLER| ABIDES| VE KONSERVATUVAR BINASI
ANKARA'DA BIR APARTMAN

GUMRUK VE INHISARLAR VEKALETI
HIMAYE-l ETFAL APARTMANI

YALOVADA BIR OTEL

ANKARA'DA YAPILACAK YENI MEZARLIK.

BELEDIYELER BANKASI

ISTANBUL KONSERVATUVAR VE TIYATRO BINASI

KOY EVLERI

SUMERBANK

YOZGAT-TERZILI KAPLICA OTELI :

GOCUK ESIRGEME KURUMU KAPALI YOZME HAVUZU, SINEMA, GARAJ VE APARTMAN

ERZURUM ANIT!

GALATA YOLCU SALONU

ISTANBUL LIMANI YOLCU SALONU

[ZMIR HAL SANTRALI

TURKIYE BUYUK MILLET MECLISI

BURSA HAKEVI|

KADIKOY HAKEVI

KAMUTAY.

SAMSUN MERKEZ BANKASI
SIVAS HALKEVI

POLIS KOLEJi

ANITKABIR

DANA $EHIR OTELI

ANKARA OTOMATIK TELEFON SANTRALI

GANAKKALE ZAFER VE MEGHUL ASKER ANITI

ILKGGRETMEN EVLERI

ADNA ADALET SARAYI BiNASI

ANKARADA YAPILACAK SINEMA BINAS!

ERZURUM DDY MUDURLUGUNUN TOPLANTI BINALARI VE MEMUR EVLER| MAHALLESI

GAZIANTEP TICARET VE SANAY| ODASI

HAYMANA OTEL TERMAL VE HALK HAMAMI

ISTANBUL RAYO EVi

MALATYA SPOR ALANI

MERSIN SPOR ALANI

ODEMIS SEHIR PLANI
KONYA'DA YAPTIRILACAK SINEMA VE TIYATRO BINASI

TRABZON SERGIEV]

ANKARA SPOR SALONU

ANKARA YENISEHIR CEMI

ESKISEHIR GARI

ITU HUKUK VE EKONOMI FAKULTELERI EK BINALARI

KARAKOY'DE BIR BURO BINASI

ANKARA CEBECI'DEKI FIDANLIK YERINE YAPILACAK MAHALLE
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