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ABSTRACT

MODERNIZATION AND SPATIAL PRACTICE
IN EARLY REPUBLICAN ANKARA:
THE GAZi FARM AND THE ATATURK BOULEVARD

Akylrek, Géksun
M.A., Department of History of Architecture
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Belgin Turan

February 2000, 177 pages

Following its foundation on October 29, 1923, the Republic of Turkey was
subjected to a process of re-organization which comprised all fields of life. The
spatial construct corresponding to this attempt was the creation of a new capital
in Ankara, which was formerly a provincial town in Central Anatolia. This study,
first of all analyzes the significance of creating a new capital, which symbolized a
‘new beginning’ for the nation. This idea of a new beginning had transformed the
already started modernization process into a total project, which comprised a
spatial re-ordering in parallel with the structural reforms in government and social
life. This study is based on the assumption that the projection of the intentions for
a modern society into space comprised an experimental process where ideas are
continuously shaped and re-shaped by spatial practices. Conceiving Ankara as
the exemplary site of such new spatial practices of modernization, the forth and
the fifth chapters analyze how the ideas for a modern life were experimented in
two sites of the city.

Those two sites of Ankara, the Gazi Farm and the Atatiirk Boulevard are
probed to illustrate their spatial histories including new life practices that helped
to describe how modemity was interpreted in the early Republican context.
Principally, this study proposes a practice of viewing the interplay of the ideas
and the process of their actualization in space in parallel with modemization in
Turkey.

Keywords: Spatial Practice, Social Ordering, Modemization
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ERKEN CUMHURIYET DONEMi ANKARA’SINDA
MODERNLESME VE MEKANSAL PRATIK:
GAZI CIFTLIGI VE ATATURK BULVARI

Akyurek, Géksun
Yuksek Lisans, Mimarlik Tarihi Bélimui
Tez Yéneticisi: Dog. Dr. Belgin Turan

Subat 2000, 177 sayfa

29 Ekim 1923'te kurulugunun hemen sonrasinda, Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti
hayatin tim alanlarini kapsayan bir yeniden diizenleme siirecine tabi tutulmustur.
Bu girigimin mekandaki kargiligi ise, 6ncesinde Orta Anadolu’da kirsal bir kasaba
olan Ankara’da yeni bir bagkent yaratiimasi idi. Bu calisma, éncelikle millet icin
‘yeni bir baglangic’ simgeleyen yeni bir bagkent yaratimasinin &nemini
incelemektedir. Bu yeni baglangic fikr, daha &énceden baglarmig olan
modemlegme sirecini, devieti ve sosyal hayati kapsayan yapisal reformiara
paralel olarak mekani yeniden diizenleme hareketini igeren bitiin bir projeye
doénustirmustir. Bu caligmada, modern bir toplum fikrinin mekana yansitimasi
fikierin bu mekansal pratik esnasinda strekli olarak yeniden sekillendigi
deneysel bir sire¢ olarak kabul edilmigti. Dérdincii ve besinci bolumler,
Ankara’nin modernlegme fikriyle beraber yeni mekansal pratikler iceren 6mek bir
alan oldugunu dagtnerek, modern bir hayat kurma fikirlerinin kentten iki émek
Uzerinde nasil deneyimlendigini inceler.

Ankara’min bu iki 6mek alani, Gazi Ciftli§i ve Atatiirk Bulvar, modernitenin
erken Cumhuriyet baglaminda nasil yorumlandigini tanimlamaya yardimei olan
yeni yasam pratikleriyle beraber mekansal tarihlerinin gosterimesi icin
gbzlemlendi. Temel olarak, bu galigma Tirkiye’de modernlegme ile paralel olarak
fikirlerin ve onlarin mekanda gergeklegtiriimesi '~ sirecinin kargilikli etkilegimini
gézlemleme deneyimi 6nermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Mekansal Pratik, Sosyal Diizenleme, Modemlesme
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Following the end of World War | in 1918, the Ottoman Empire was
occupied by the Allied armies. That was proceeded by a victorious War of
Independence between 1919 and 1923, and the foundation of the Turkish
Republic on October 29, 1923. The national struggle of emancipation from the
Allied occupation was proceeded by the dispute of relinquishing from the
constraints of the Ottoman past for the future process of modernization. Principal
instrument of this struggle was the re-organization of all fields of life through
reforms bringing significant changes in the prevalent social and political order
which was inherited from the Ottoman Empire. According to Bernard Lewis, this
great transformation could not be merely defined in terms of economy, society or
government but of civilization." One of the most significant premise of this task
was constructing a national civilization, which would be both Turkish and
Western. The correspondent spatial construct of this attempt was the creation of
a modern capital in Ankara, at the heart of Anatolia, where Turkishness and
Westernization would be synchronically defined and realized.

Being formerly a modest provincial town in central Anatolia, the culturally
uncultivated landscape of Ankara seemed capable of generating new spatial
orderings severed from the prejudices of the previous Ottoman life practices.
While, the aspiration of creating a modern Ankara was accelerated with the
excitement of a new-life vision, the previous Ottoman capital, Istanbul, where
memories of the imperial past were definitely woven into its spaces, had started
to lose its prestige. Correspondingly, in one of the articles, published in the daily

! Bernard Lewis, The Emergence Of Modern Turkey, Oxford University Press, London Oxford New Yark, 1968,
p.486.



Hakimiyet-i Milliye?, the author celebrated the joyous atmosphere in Ankara,
which was set in contrast with the feeling of dullness that was prevalent in
Istanbul.® Ankara was presented, not merely as a city, but as something
immaterial, that made one feel ambitious about being a part of it. In contrast with
the atmosphere in Ankara, the author claimed that the beauty of Istanbul had
dissolved and scattered the society. He described Istanbul as a city of individuals
in his comparison with the affiliating impulse felt in Ankara where citizens
inevitably felt and acted as indivisible constituents of the community. Thus,
Ankara was more than a name for a city, it was the name of an “exceptional
statement and will”.

Another description of the common psychology felt and observed among
the citizens of Ankara was made by a foreign author three years later.4 Walter L
Wright, who was the president of the American College for Girls and of Robert
College in Istanbul, suggested that Ankara was the place of finding the “real’
romance in Turkey. That romance he described was the “real and vital romance
of a creative revolution” that aroused from the ‘immense courage, bold vision,
and the practical ability of creating a new capital where a few years ago, there
existed only an unimportant provincial town”. Thus, he called Ankara the “symbol
of the new Turkey, and of the will of the resurrected Turkish people to take and
hold its place among the free nations of the world.”

Witnessed in the literature of the period, Ankara had become the exemplary
site of constructing the grand objective of creating a new society. One of the
motives for this new society was Westernization. In essence, it was a
synonymous term with modernization, which was primarily expressing the quest
for a rational discourse upon which the new Turkish Republic would be
constructed. Hence, by the establishment of the new state, the already started
modemization process in the late Ottoman period was transformed into an
integral project comprising all fields of iife. | will name this endeavor, as the
project of modernization which can be defined as the attempt of projecting the
idea of ‘westernized’ Turkish civilization into the spaces of the new Republic,

3 Nesget Halil, “Ankaradan Cikis”, Hakimiyet-i Milliye, August 9, 1933, p.3.
*Walter L. Wright, “Romance and Revolution”, La Turquie Kemaliste, August 1936, No.14, p.1.
2



initiated in Ankara as its exemplary site. It should aiso be noted that this project
was an extension of modemity which had originated in eighteenth century
European thought and lived as an attempt of rational re-organization of the
everyday life. Conceiving modemity as a universal model of social organization,
modemization can be defined as attempts for the realization of this model. Also in
the case of the Turkish Republic, it has become an ideology of development,
formulated and promoted by the state. Accordingly, the construction of Ankara as
the modern capital of Turkey and as a model site for the intended social order of
the new Republic, was crucial for the realization of this project that stimulated the
projection of those intentions into space.

In this study | focus on two specific sites of Ankara that were created after
Ankara became the capital of the new Republic and track their spatial histories in
relation to the socio-political context and the architectural production. Such an
attempt of recording a partial urban history also involves the consideration of a
process that will depend on the knowledge of social, political, economic, cultural
and artistic realms. As Henri Lefebvre has argued, writing the spatial history of a
such process demands “a shift from the objects in space, to the actual production
of space and uncover the social relations inherent to this process of spatial
production”®

Considering any piece of the city as a dynamic form instead of a fixed
object to be formally analyzed, brings also the question of method that will
determine the viewpoint for this analysis. First of all, I will limit the period of my
analysis between 1923 and 1938. 1923 is already clarified as the year when the
Republic was founded and Ankara became the capital. Meanwhile, 1938 is the
year when Mustafa Kemal Atatirk, the most influential executive authority of
urban development in Ankara, has died. Correspondingly, following his death,
Hermann Jansen’s commission as the advisor and planner of Ankara’s
development finished. And, within this process | constructed a conceptual guide
with reference to Kevin Hetherington’s argument on the spaces of modermnity.©

Hetherington conceived modemity as a social ordering process, rather
than a pre-determined Grand Design, that influenced the production of space and
was influenced by those experimentations in space. Modemity, as argued by
Hetherington, was shaped around the basic idea of the ‘good society’ which he

s Lefebvre, Henri, The Production Of Space, Oxford, Blackwell, 1991, p.37.
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described as an ‘ideal state’ between social order and individual freedom.’
Moreover, moderity has not only produced the idea of a ‘good society’, but it has
also brought about a process of economic, political and cultural change for the
realization of this aim. Correspondingly, these ideas were put into practice in
spaces from the seventeenth century onwards like agricultural enclosures,
garden landscapes, botanical gardens, museums, zoos, places of leisure and
entertainment, and also through town planning.

What is remarkable in Hetherington’s argument is the description of these
sites, where the ‘good’ intentions of modernity for the ‘perfect’ society were
revealed in a process of social ordering, as spaces in continuous transition.®
Since the perfect society can not actually be produced, as they become
something different from how they were conceived in the beginning during the
process of realization, the utopian ideals of modernity can never be fully realized.
That means modernity is a process of spatial ordering for the aimed good society
which will always remain in deferral, flux and change. As Hetherington argued,
“while it is utopic in intention, it will always become something else in practice”.®

A major premise of this study is that, the designation of Ankara as the
exemplary city of national development comprised a social ordering process

8 Hetherington, Kevin, The Badlands Of Modernity;Heterotopia and Social Ordering, New York, Routledge ,
1997.

” The opposition of freedom and control is the crust of Hetherington’s argument. These two concepts represent
the two intertwined social issues of modemity. According to Hetherington, freedom is an abstract idea,
expressing a condition of social performance. And he proposed to conceive ordering instead of order for
sustaining his idea that order is not a thing but a process. He also insisted that it is a mobile process including
ordering and re-ordering. Accordingly, the alignment of the idea of personal freedom with a kind of social control
is the aim of social ordering in the modern society. Hence, he argued that the utopian desire of a ‘good’ society
that offered greater freedom and new forms of order were ideas of modernity that were transformed into the
spatial practice. See; ibid., p.7-11.

8 Hetherington introduced the term utopia, and explained this continuous transition with reference to Louis
Marin’s Utopics: The Sermiological Play of Textual Spaces. London, Humanities Press, 1984, p.XV. The term
utopia with reference to its Greek etymology embodied two words therefore two meanings coinciding in itself.
These were ou-topia, that means no-pface and eu-topia which means good-place.(ibid.,p.VIIl) Louis Marin
associated utopia with a spatial play between these two poles of eu-topia and ou-topia on the basis of Thomas
More’s novel Ufopia. Considering utopia in spatial terms, Marin, defined utopia as a “space organized as a text
and discourse constructed as a space”. In this activity of fiction, an organization of spatiality is textually staged
in one totalitarian ideological project. And, the imaginary, plural and fictional interact in this spatial organization
around the utopian ideals of the ‘good society’, which Marin called the spatial play;, utopic practice; utopics.

Furthermore, Hetherington converted this spatial play performed in texts into spaces of modernity which were
actually produced in reality, and brought up the term heterotopia as the actual sites of the spatial play around
the utopian idea of good and ordered society. He located heterotopia in the gap, between the two poles of
utopia; eu-topia and ou-topia but always in a process of deferral. According to Hetherington, the modern use of
utopia is under the influence of this good-place no-place ambivalence which included the attempt to order space
or particular spaces that were nowhere and produce the conditions of an ordered and stable society that was
somewhere. He was mainly concerned with the relationship between freedom and control as the basic ideas of
shaping the modern society which were woven into its spaces of social ordering. Hetherington argued that this
idea was born and practiced initially in the heterotopic spaces of modernity. Further he described those sites as
places of otherness including different or alternate modes of social and spatial relations. He also considered
heterotopia as the site of experimenting with a new ordering process which was an uncertain and ambiguous
interplay of these ideas that remain in continuous transition. See;lbid.,p. vii-ix.
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based on the spatial organization of city, in tune with the modernization project of
the Turkish Republic. While the city was planned to be a model site where the
modem practices of life would be performed, these new life practices were ailso
defined as they were being spatialized. This meant that Ankara was the site for
experimenting with new modes of social orderings and the space of expressing
the utopian ideals of the state. The period between 1923 and 1938 is conceived
as an experimental process in which the spaces of Ankara were being shaped
by the ideas of modernization and also giving shape to its ideas of social
ordering. Then, | will elucidate the (good) intentions of modermization in these two
sites, through the exploration of what was actually realized and how those
intentions were revealed in deferred forms. Regarding Hetherington’s
suggestions, the main objective of this study is to analyze how the intentions for
the aimed modem Turkish society were revealed in certain spaces of the city as
utopia(s) in deferral. It is significant to view how these spatial practices helped to
shape the definition of the ‘moder Turkish society, as it will be observed from
those two sites in Ankara produced for the new social orderings.

The first site of my observation is the Gazi Farm, which was an agricultural '
endeavor founded by Mustafa Kemal in 1925 at the west edge of the city. The
task of constructing Ankara, as the capital of modem Turkey, is a special case
that aimed to create a model city for the whole country and animate the intended
social transformations in tune with modemization in its city spaces. However,
such an attempt of erecting a “modem city” in the heart of Anatolia, where rural
life was extensively prevalent, has stimulated the inspiration of establishing a new
cultural and social relationship among the urban and the rural. Correspondingly,
Gazi Farm, established in the close surroundings of the capital Ankara, was the
initial agricultural enterprise that explicated the attempt of reconciling city with
the rural in the early Republican period. This Farm would be a model farm for
the rest of the country promoting rational methods and scientific knowledge in
agriculture which were aimed to be diffused into the lives of the citizens in every
field through the modernization project. As it is further explained through the text,
the Farm has worked as a “school” where the new agricultural methods were
practiced and taught. The institution also played a significant role in the city life of
Ankara because it re-defined the organization of agricultural production within
urban economic system and proposed a site for performing new and modem

® ibid., p.67.



practices of Jeisure. Especially this second issue is significant to trace the
intentions for the idealized “new society” from the spaces created within the
social ordering process of the early Republican period.

The second site to be analyzed is the Atatlirk Boulevard. The Boulevard
was not simply the primary artery of transportation constituting the central north-
south axis of the city, but it has become a spine for the whole city where various
functions significant for city life were situated along. The Boulevard has evolved
spontaneously after Ankara became the new capital and its further growth was
controlled by the city plan prepared by Hermann Jansen in 1929, which also
improved its significance for being rendered as the main spatial axis of the whole
city. Hence, analyze the spatial evolution of the Atatiirk Boulevard between 1923
and 1938 and the organization of the city life viewed from the Boulevard. |
explore this period in three intervals, determined according to the apparent
changes in the organization of city’s development as an outcome of alterations in
the executive policies. Accordingly, the first interval comprises the period
between 1923, when the initial attempts of spatial organization started and
1929, the year of determining a city plan for the entire city. The second interval
covers the period between 1929 and 1932 which is the period of practicing with
the preliminary city plan of Jansen. Finally the third interval comprises the period
starting from 1932, when the final plan of Jansen was put into practice in tune
with the necessary authorization until 1938, the year when Atatlrk died.
Moreover, those intentions and implemented designs of the period need to be
understood within the socio-political context that had direct and indirect
influences on the flow of this process. Another significant note on this process is
the consideration that spatial production in the city was shaped by its various
actors which created a complex set of relations. While it is not possible to make
exact definition of each actors role and power, it should be noted that the process
of transition from the intended order to the actual social order is dependent upon
the relation of these three groups of actors, namely the planner, executive
authorities and the inhabitants.

I believe that these two sites embody the quality of being the exemplary
initial designs of the proposed urban model in Ankara, because they were bo‘th
newly designed areas in Ankara immediately after it became the new capital.
Also, confrontation of these two sites (one urban and the other rural), would be
generative in tracing the intentions of modemization in the overall physical and
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cultural landscape. Before going into my spatial analysis, | will introduce the
process of Ankara’s becoming the capital city. This part embodies the reasons
and intentions for making this formerly provincial central Anatolian town the new
capital, with additional information about the phases of its development into the
‘intended’ modem capital. Moreover, this process involves the definition of the
institutions, relevant legislation and further organizations that had played active
role in assisting and ordering city’s growth. What is also significant in the spatial
evolution of Ankara is the guidance of a city plan for the whole city designed by
Hermann Jansen, the German planner who has won the planning competition
held for Ankara in 1927. The existence of such a plan is of primary significance
for this study which could reveal what was intended for Ankara both by the
state(who held the competition, formulated its demands from the planners and
selected the winning project) and by the planner (who transformed those
demands into a concrete proposal for a new urban life model). And the
application of such an integral urban model would reveal the transition process of
‘Ankara’ from ‘intended’ to the ‘realized’.

A significant assertion of this study on the early Republican period is the
synchronic construction of those new living patterns both in practice and in
written texts. Notably considerable amount of textual and photographic
representations of those newly created spaces in Ankara can be gathered from
the newspapers of the period. The modern image of the city and its life practices
were being textually and visually displayed in those newspapers, as soon as they
were erected. So | consider those texts and photographs, as the alternative sites
of re-presenting the intentions for the modern society of Ankara implicitly or
explicitly associated with the actual places. Therefore, provided with a visual
history narrated through those photographs, the following text proposes a social
history of those two sites of Ankara.



CHAPTER 2

PREMISES OF A NEW STATE AND A NEW CAPITAL

2.1. The New Capital of the Turkish Republic

Ankara, formerly a modest provincial town in central Anatolia, was
declared to be the new capital on October 13, 1923, before the Republic was
announced on November 29, 1923. This meant that the new Turkish Republic
initially chose to reflect its vision of change in the overall spatial organization of
the country, through a transfer of this role from the previous Ottoman capital
Istanbul to Ankara. And this move is a crucial stage in the history of the Turkish
Republic which had political, social and symbolic significance in the proceeding
construction process.

Following the Ottoman Empire’s defeat in World War |, the last Ottoman
capital Istanbul was occupied by the Allied armies on November 13, 1918.' This
was the initial step of an oncoming extensive occupation of the Ottoman Empire
by the Allied armies which demanded military and political control upon the entire
country. Also, as it was already settled in the Treaty of Mondoros signed between
the Ottoman Empire and the Allied countries on October 30, 1918, the Ottoman
Govemment was fixed in a state of total impotence. As a reaction to the guestion
of survival and independence brought about by the occupation of the country, a
national resistance movement has started to be organized in Anatolia under the
leadership of Mustafa Kemal. Soon, a Grand National Assembly was held in
Ankara in April 23, 1920, which took over the administrative role of the ineffective
Ottoman government. Hence, Ankara was bestowed the role of being the actual
capital of the Turkish independence movement. This significant role was partly

! Historical data on the period between 1918 and 1923 is based on; Lewis, Bernard, The Emergence of Madern
Turkey, London, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press, 1968 and, inan, Afet, A History of the Turkish
Revolution and Turkish Republic, Ankara, Pars Matbaasi, 1981.
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determined by the city’s location in central Anatolia, which protected it from Allied
occupation. Furthermore, Ankara was already connected via railroad and
telegram systems, which made communication with Istanbul and other parts of
Anatolia possible.?

During the period between 1919 and 1923, this resistance movement had
become a nation-wide struggle of liberation for the Turkish people, which was
later named as the National War of Independence. Throughout the National War
of Independence, the new administrative body organized in Ankara under the
leadership of Mustafa Kemal gained advantage over the Sultan and his
government, which had already lost most of its authority and prestige. As soon as
the demands of this new body were intemationally recognized by the Treaty of
Lausanne signed on July 24, 1923, the foundation process of the Turkish
Republic started within its newly defined boundaries. This new endeavor also
announced the fall of the Ottoman Empire. Hence, situated upon a new territorial
and political structure, the Turkish Republic would be a modern state with new
institutions and laws primarily based on the idea of national sovereignty. Later,
those intentions would be attempted to be actualized through an extensive social
and political program whose initial spatial manifestation would be the making of
Ankara the new capital.

2.2. Significance of This Move

Istanbul, as a historically and geo-politically prestigious city, was almost
the obligatory capital for the Ottoman Empire as it would be for any empire that
united South-Eastern Europe with the Asiatic and African segments of the
Levant.® While the newly changed boundaries of the state would prompt the re-
consideration of the place of the capital after the Republic was founded, this
move was not only an outcome of the change in the political boundaries. By the
transfer of the capital from Istanbul to Ankara, the historically and spatially
constructed capital image of Istanbul was being left by the new Repubilic in favor

2 5ee; Akgun, Segil, “Kurtulug Savaginin Mekansali Stratejisi ve Ankara’'nin Bagkent Segilme Kararinin Igerigi®
and Tekeli, llhan, “Ankara’nin Bagkentlik Kararinin Ulkesel Mekan Organizasyonu Ve Toplumsal Yapiya Etkileri
Bakimindan Genel Bir Degerlendirmes?”, in, Yavuz, Erdal & Ugurel, Nevzat, Ed.s, Tarih Iginde Ankara, Ankara,
ODTU Mimarlik Fakditesi Yayini, 1984, p.223-233 and p.321-338.

3 See; Toynbee, Arnold, Cities On the Move, New York, Oxford University Press, 1970, p.94-101.



of a new symbol for the new regime having least ties with the Ottoman past.
Therefore it is possible to associate the move of the capital with psychological
motives, that embodied the idea of replacing the previous spatial constructs of
the Ottoman Empire and its social structure with the new spatial organization of
the young Turkish Republic. Furthermore, as suggested by ilhan Tekeli,
abdication of the previous capital, Istanbul, can be seen as a parallel maneuver
with the abandonment of the imperial regime.* Moreover, Tekeli insisted that the
almost synchronic choice of a new capital and a new political regime can be
considered as parallel attempts, associating the development of Ankara into a
modem capital with regime’s success in general.

Furthermore, the intentions behind making Ankara the new capital, were
formulated by Tekeli in three sets of rationales.® The first group of intentions had
socio-political motivations which are relevant for understanding the significance of
this new spatial organization. Accordingly, the first motive was to break the bonds
with the European economic control of the state economy which was formerly
organized as dependent upon the seaports. Secondly, Tekeli pointed the idea of
symbolizing the shift from an empire to a nation-state following the abolition of the
Ottoman imperial image associated with istanbul. The third motive was to negate
the primacy of Istanbul's cosmopolitan culture in favor of a new cultural order
based upon a new national bourgeoisie and new lifestyles as they would be
spatially patterned in Ankara. Hence, this relationship found between the social
and political ideals of the new regime and the creation of a new spatial layout in
Ankara as its administrative center is significant to understand how a city may
become the object of a comprehensive project of social change.

2.3. A “New Beginning” for the Nation

Until now, the foundation of a new nation-state and the construction of
the new capital are presented as two parallel constructs of the period. The
intentions of this new state have to be defined in respect to their relevance for the
task of creating a new and ‘modem’ capital. Considering that the recent victory of
the National War of Independence had accelerated the Turkish people’s idea of a
‘national unity’, the oncoming question was creating a new and modem state out

* Tekeli, I., ibid., p.324.
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of this ‘common will to live’. Consequently, the war was followed by a process of
nation-state construction, supervised by the nationalist leaders who led the
independence struggle. The foundation of the Turkish Republic that was
established upon the ruins of the Ottoman Empire, was followed by a period of
social and economic re-organization, which needed to be executed according to
a program of development. A fundamental premise of this program was directing
the path of Turkey’s progress to the West, which derived its motives from the idea
of modemity. And, the objective of building a modern state in line with the
westem models was followed by a process of social, political and administrative
reforms which can be called, the period of modemization, the period of
actualization of a planned modernization project.

Nevertheless, modemization in Turkey was not completely a new idea
born after the Turkish Republic was established. Previously, at the end of the
eighteenth century, following the French Revolution, ideas of nationalism and
liberalism had entered the Ottoman Empire.® Accordingly, the influences of these
Western ideas of the Enlightenment had started to be discussed among the
intellectual circles of the Ottoman Empire throughout the nineteenth century.
Especially, by the rise of a new Turkish literature, the spreading of Western social
and political ideas were accelerated among those intellectual circles.” Diffusion of
the liberal and' constitutional ideas criticising the autocracy of the Sultanate and
the organization of groups opposing to the existing structure, brought about
several administrative reforms by the Ottoman government starting with the
Firman of Tanzimat-i Hayriye in 18392 Despite several pauses, those reform
movements continued throughout the second half of the nineteenth century, and
in 1876, Osmanli Kanun-i Esasisi, the First Ottoman Constitution, was
announced.? Also in the nineteenth century after the 1840s, Ottoman economy

® Tekeli, |., “Ankara’nin Basgkentlik Kararimin Uliesel Mekan Organizasyonu ve Toplumsal Etkileri Bakimmndan
Genel Bir Degerlendiriimesi”, Ankara Ankara , Yapi Kredi Yay., istanbul 1994, p.148.

® Lewis, B., 1968, p.130.

7 Lewis defines this new rise as a new Turkish literature differing both in form and content from classical
Ottoman writings, influenced by the literature of France as the source of inspiration and the model of imitation.
He counts three man as the pioneers of this new literature; Ibrahim $inasi, Ziya Paga and Namik Kemal. Ibid.,
p.136.

® This Firman was a very crucial document in the history of the Ottoman Reform Movements, for being the first
official announcement that guaranteed the personal safety and right of property ownership of all Ottoman
citizens regardless of their religion. inan, A., 1981, p.15.

® In the aftermath of the First Ottoman Constitution that was accepted and proclaimed by the Suitan, the first
Ottoman Council of Representatives convened with the participation of 120 members, which was considered as
a step toward democracy. ibid., p.17.
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opened its market to capitalist relations with the European countries, which led to
further transformations in the economic and political structure. According to
Bemard Lewis, those reforms created a new administrative and governing elite in
the Empire in this period, that were literate, idealistic and ambitious.'
Correspondingly, in-the beginning of the twentieth century new opposing
organizations occurred in political life, such as lttihat ve Terakki Cemiyeti, (the
Committee of Union and Progress), and remarkable constitutional reforms were
made in the Oftoman Sultanate system. Finally, the Second Constitution,
proclaimed on July 24, 1908 was the last incident of the Ottoman reform
movements, attempting to modemnize the administrative and social body of the
Ottoman Empire.

Regarding this process of social and political transformation that started in
the late nineteenth century, the project of modernization, which was accelerated
after the foundation of the Republic, can be considered as a continuation of the
previous attempts of modemization in the late Ottoman period." On the other
hand, such a project was also a break with the Ottoman past, because this was
an integral reform proposing innovation and change in all fields of social and
political life. Then, “modernization” is the keyword for all of these new attempts
whose content needs to be further discussed in the special context of the early
Turkish Republic.

2.4. Modernity and the Modernization Project

| will define modemity as an attempt of rational organization of everyday
life which was originated in eighteenth century European thought. The authority
of religion and meta-physics on culture was replaced by rational thinking that
appeared in three autonomous spheres; science, morality and art.> The social
consequence of modernity was the re-organization of social life, comprising new
economic and institutional relations among individuals and societies. While the
impacts of modernity in social life is a very broad and complex subject, | will

' Lewis, 1968, p.151.

" Tekeli, |.,"Turkiye'de Cumhuriyet Déneminde Kentsel Geligme ve Kent Planiamas\”, 75 Yilda Dedisen Kent ve
Mimaritk, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay., Istanbul, Eyliil 1098, p.1.

2 Habermas, Jurgen, “Modernity-An Incomplete Project”, The Anti-Aesthetic, Ed. Hal Foster, Bay Press,
Washington, 1987, p.9.
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highlight major premises of modernity considering their relevance to the
objectives of modemization in Turkey.

According to an institutional diagnosis of modemity proposed by Anthony
Giddens, the emergent social order of modernity has primarily transformed the
economic system.'® Those transformations in economy has brought the decline
of feudalism and agrarian production, and the emergence of a new economic
order through industrialization, industrial exploitation of nature, division of labour
and capitalism. At the social level, which directly refers to the system of social
relations, a new social order of nation-states have emerged, in contrast with the
pre-modern communities. This is a confined form of social system suggesting
that the society would be “interwoven with ties and connections which crosscut
the socio-political system of the state and the cultural order of the nation” ™
Another significant premise of modernity would be the attainment of liberal and
equal citizenship, as a consequence of rationalization in the organization of social
relations through representative democracy.

Nevertheless, Giddens argues that modernity embodies a dynamic
character involving an endless process of ordering and reordering of the social
relations in light of continual inputs of knowledge affecting the actions of
individuals and societies." A parallel statement is made by Hetherington in his
definition of modernity as a process, rather than a pre-determined Grand
Design."® Hence, modernity in his terms is a “social ordering process”, intending
to attain a utopian ideal of the ‘good’ society, that could never be reached

Therefore, conceiving modemity as a universal model of social
organization, modernization can be defined as attempts for the realization of this
model. However, the model of a new society proposed by modernity does not
have a precise definition. So the attempts of actualizing this model under the
name of ‘modernization’ needs to be conceived in its special context.

In the case of the Turkish Republic, modemization has been implemented
as an “ideology of development” comprising extensive transformation in all fields
of social life. According to Suna Kili, the formulation of an ideology for

* Giddens, Anthony, The Consequences of Modemity, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1892, p.10.

" ibid., p.14.

®ibid., p.17.

’°7Hetherington, Kevin, Badlands of Modernity;Heterotopia and Social Ordering, New York, Routledge, 1997,
p.7.
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development and industrialization is required in the developing countries, in order
to accelerate their desire to transform the prevalent social and economic life,
through an exercise of state power at its center.'”” Also, she claims that the
objectives of such an ideology needs to be formulated within a convenient and
consistent national development model, and a compatible policy for the
realization of this model. Kili further defines the ideology of development that was
produced in accordance with a body of revolutionary reforms in Turkey, as a
specific model based on the characteristics of the Turkish country and culture. |
have already named this national policy of development as the “modemization
project of Turkey”, attempting to perform a break with the imperial past and an
innovative leap into the future. The synchronic formulation and actualization of
this project comprised an active process, which embodied experimentation with
the propositions of this program. So, | prefer to consider the modernization
project of Turkey as an experimental process directed by the state power at the
center in order to carry out a progressive transformation for the entire society.

2.5. Intentions of the New Regime

Modernization should be considered as a complex process which
embodied the construction of an ideology of development in parallel with its
actualization. Then, the principal intentions of the modernization project in Turkey
can be derived out of the ideology and program of this experimental process. The
ideology of development in Turkey has been formulated in six major principles,
which were settled upon the special features of the Turkish culture and country
and the special context of the transitional process from an empire to a modern
nation-state.”® Those social, economic and cultural reforms should also be
conceived as the means of actualizing those intentions implemented along with
these determined principles.

Republicanism is the chief principle that implied the political choice of the
administration system, ideally embodying the westemn idea of ‘democracy’.
Therefore, the previous Ottoman Sultanate was abolished in order to replace the

"7 Kili, Suna, Atatdrk Devrimi, Ankara, Turkiye lg Bankasi Kiitir Yayinlart, 1981, p.37.
"® These six principles, namely; cumhuriyetgilik, republicanism, milliyeteilik, nationalism, halkgilik, populism,

laiklik, secularism, dewvletgilik, statism, and devrimcilik, revolutionarism have been formulated in the party
congresses of the Cumhuriyetgi Halk Firkas:, Republican Peoples’ Party, the sole political party of the period
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political authority of a goveming family or class with the authority of an entire
body of nation. '° The following principle of Nationalism, presupposes the aim of
creating a national unity among the citizens of the new nation-state. Accordingly,
the bonds of religion, family, tribe or sect should be replaced with the ‘national
relations’ among the citizens of this modem state. There were also new
institutions founded, such as Tiirk Dil Cemiyeti (Institute of Turkish Language)
and Tdrk Tanh Cemiyeti (Institute of Turkish History), in order to carry out
scholarly and cultural studies for the construction of the theoretical basis of a
‘national identity’. Another definitive principle Populism, is the idea which discards
to establish antagonistic relations through social stratification in society. It ideally
suggests to create a common desire among its citizens regardless of their social
status for taking part in the execution of the modern Turkish Republic.

Another principle of Turkish Republic’'s ideology of development is Statism,
which suggested ‘adequate’ interference of the state on the economic system for
the regulation of economic growth and provision of economic enterprise in reaims
that were untended by the private entrepreneur. According to Kili, the implication
of this principle was not an absolute authority of state on the economic system,
but it presumed that the economic growth would be accelerated with the
assistance of the state on the national economy.?® Secularism is another
postulate of the modemization project. In contrast with the previous social order
in the Ottoman Empire where religion played significant role in the establishment
of social relations, secularism was considered as a major principle of rational
organization in all fields of social life. Accordingly, the influences of religion would
be excluded from administration, politics and education. The last constituent of
the development doctrine is Revolutionarism, which attributed a dynamic
character to this overall body of modemnization project. The implication of this
principle would be a continuous revision of the ideology of development, which in
fact presupposes the consideration of these ideas in a process of continuous
deferral.

and in 1931 they were recorded in the Party program. Later in 1937 they were included in the Constitution as
the official ideology of the Turkish state. Ibid., p.45.

'® The Ottoman Sultanate system was abolished on October 1, 1922, before the Republic was announced in
1923. Then, the Suitan carried the religious role of the Caliphate , which was also abolished soon in 1924.

2 It should also be noted that by this principle, the state intended to protect the national economy from the
impacts of the World Economic Crisis in 1929. Kili, 1981, p.255.
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In tune with the formulation of the ideology of development, the new state
had to carry out social, economic and cultural reforms in order to acquire the
objectives of this model. The significance of this period was the assertion of
revolutions comprising re-formulation of life practices and re-definition of the
content of the state mechanism through constitutions. This initial process of
modemization embodied the necessary social and administrative reforms in order
to modemize and secularize the state and society, such as the removal of the
caliphate system in 1924, the abolition of institutions of religious education
through Tevhid-i Tedrisat Law in 1924, the changing of the style of dressing in
1925 for promoting European dress, the exclusion of sharia (Islamic holy law)
through approval of new Civil Laws in 1926 and the replacing of the Arabic
alphabet with the Latin alphabet in 1928.

Remarkably, the approval of a new Civil Code introducing civil marriage
and divorce, and the banning of polygamy had also direct influences on the chore
of emancipating women.?' The participation of women into the social and political
life in the former Ottoman period was restricted by the influences of religious
orthodoxy. In parallel with modemnization in Turkey, activating women in social life
was aimed by facilitating secularized education and advancing civil rights. Thus,
by a subsequent legislation in 1934, women in Turkey gained the right to vote.
Hence, the modemization project accelerated women'’s taking part in various
realms of social life and they also became the active participants of
modemization process in Turkey.?

2.6. Ankara, a Modernist Vision of Change

With regards to these ideological themes, it can be said that the
modemization project that was put into practice in Turkey, in accord with the
foundation process of the Turkish Republic, is a wholistic project, comprising re-
organization of all fields of life. While life was being re-organized, a new spatial
organization had to be made throughout the country where these new life

u Jayawardena, Kumari, Feminism and Nationalism in the Thrid Worid, London and New jersey, Zed Books
Ltd., 1986, p.33.

= Yesim Arat evaluates the role ‘given’ to the women with the modernization project of Turkey with reference to
the contemporary feminist discourse in Turkey. She argues that whether women were prominent “political actors
or symbolic objects”, the modernization project was influential in activating women and attemptin

i atus men. See; Arat, Yesim “Tlrkiye'de Modernlesme ve Kadinlar, Tarkiye'de
Modernlesme ve Ulusal Kimlik, 1998, p.82-88.
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practices would be performed. In other words, modernization project would be
actualized through the construction of the country as the place for the new life
practices of the society. And, as Tekeli suggests, this project can be perceived as
an urban development project, whose achievement impelled the fulfillment of a
successful urbanization.?® Then, the city needed to be the place of modermnity,
where new economic and social relations would be performed. | argue that the
new capital Ankara was the city that would manifest the modem image of the new
Turkish Republic and new urban-life model it proposed, throughout an
experimental process of planning and construction.

During the process of realizing this model, the state has to carry out
social, economic and cultural reforms in order to acquire the objectives of the
modemization project. While the primary aim of those reforms would be changing
the pre-modem patterns of social life, the West was the major source of
inspiration for the intended new community. Accordingly, all its institutions in law,
administration, social life, education and technology have been models for the
new-born Turkish Republic. While the attempt of creating a new capital
symbolizing the ‘new beginning’ for the nation and the state is an exceptional
exertion for change, the instruments of this social change would again be derived
from the West, where spatial organization is a primary constituent. This is also
parallel with what Hetherington claimed on modemity’s utopian idea of creating a
‘good society’ that was associated with a process of social change, practiced in
space.

Considering the creation of a new Ankara as a model of new social
practices, the spatial productions of this new city can be conceived as an
exemplar of change towards a desired form of order. This new relation arising
between the city and the society presupposed that, if Ankara could be built as a
model of national development, soon afterward it would be possible to spread its
innovations throughout the country. Then the intended Ankara should be viewed
not merely as a passive product of its society, but as an originator of a new
society that had to carry out social transformation in parallel with the
modernization project.

® Tekeli, I., 75 Yilda Degisen Kent ve Mimariik, Istanbul, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay., Eyitl 1998, p.1.
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CHAPTER 3

SPATIAL HISTORY OF ANKARA IN THE EARLY 20" CENTURY

3.1. Ankara, in the Late 19™ and Early 20" Centuries

Until the early 1920s, Ankara was a modest provincial Ottoman town
whose economy was based on processed and unprocessed fine wool trade that
had fallen behind in the 19" century when the products of European industries
with lower prices entered the market.! The city, in the sixteenth and the
seventeenth centuries, had an organic spatial organization comprising mixed
residential neighborhoods and commercial structures placed in and around the
citadel. In the nineteenth century, as a result of transformation in the economic
relations, a new city center emerged in Ankara, which served for the newly
emerged trade bourgeoisie that were mainly Armenian and Greek/Rum.? This
new group modeled a higher social class that dominated the international wool
trade in the second half of the nineteenth century. According to Sevgi Aktiire,
such duality existed between the traditional and new city centers in most of the
nineteenth century Ottoman towns? As a third group of inhabitants,
administrative-bureaucrats appeared in the aftermath of Tanzimat and the
changing administrative system.* There were also additional facts for change in
the spatial organization, such as the formation of an administrative center

f Tekeli, |, “Tanzimat'tan Cumhuriyete Kentsel Dénugtim®, Tanzimattan Cumhuriyet'e Tdrkiye Ansiklopedisi,
lietigim Yay., 1985, 11.Cilt, p.881.

2 Aktiire, Sevgi, “Osmanlt Devietinde Tagra Kentlerindeki Degisimler”, Tanzimattan Cumhuriyet'e Turkiye
Ansiklopedisi, Iletigim Yay., 1985, I1.Cilt, p.891.

® Aktire, S. 19. Yozyil Sonunda Anadolku Kenti Mekansal Yapi Gézlmiemesi, Ankara, O.D.T.U. Mimarlik
Fakiiltesi Baski Atolyesi, 1978, p.135.

“ In the second half of the nineteenth century both the local administrative system and the institutions of the
state administration were transformed. In the aftermath of Tanzimat, a new administrative institution, mali idare
was formed in addition to the judicial ili instituti i i

administration. A significant consequence of this change in the administrative body was the creation of an
administrative center in the Ottoman city. See; Aktiire, S. 1985, p.895-6.
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including a state house, a post office, a hospital and several other public
buildings, the development of new residential districts comprised of mostly
immigrants® and the connection with the railroad system which led to the
opening of the “Station Avenue” in 1889. Nevertheless, when the city became the
capital of the new state, change in the spatial organization was required because
of the increasing population, new symbolic meanings that the city assumed both
for itself and the whole country, and its own internal physical demands for growth.

Ankara, in the beginning of the 1920s, mainly comprised of housing
districts upon the hill where the citadel was placed, and adjacent residential and
commercial districts surrounding the citadel on the western and southem slopes
of the hill. (Plate.1 and 2) North side of the citadel comprised a narrow valley and
a stream called Bentderesi and there were fewer residences because of the
steep slopes of that hill. On the east side, the sheer slopes of the hill had not let
any residential growth and there existed another stream called Hatipgayi. Those
districts on the south were named Atpazari, Samanpazar and Koyunpazari, all
of which involved traditional housings and markets for the trade of animals and
animal products. These residential districts comprised an organic and compact
layout of mud-brick houses of one or two stories. At the west side of the citadel,
there were markets called Karaoglan and Balikpazari where the type of
commerce differed from the previous ones. These markets had evolved in the
second half of the nineteenth century where new industrial products imported
from the West were sold. This new commercial center was associated with the
housing districts of the Armenians and the Greeks that were situated on the
western slopes of the citadel. While the housing texture was similar with the
previous one, there were additional villas that belonged to the wealthy merchants.
However, the fire in 1915 had caused an extensive demolition in those residential
areas.(Plate.3)

Those two different commercial regions according to their types of
merchandise and customers, were connected by the Anafartalar axis which had
become the primary artery of transportation in the city. Besides, the connection
with the Istanbul-Baghdad railroad in 1889 had promoted the expansion of the

® There have been immigrations in large numbers from Caucasus, Crimea and Balkans for various reasons
between 1785 and 1912. Those immigrant groups had settled either in rural areas or in various Anatolian towns

with the help of the state. Aktlire poi - di istinguished in the

organic urban layout of the traditional Anatolian town, like Bognak Mahhallesi in Ankara (Plate.1) See; Aktire;
S, 1985, p.89s.
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Plate 3. Ankara map of 1926, showing areas demolished by the Fire in 1915.
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city towards west and south. Taghan plaza was the west end of the city that was
surrounded by the wet-lands on the west and it was connected with the station
building at its south-west. The plaza took its name from the ‘hotel’ building built in
the first half of the nineteenth century called Tashan. Also, another public building
called Dariilmuallimin (School for Teachers) was erected at the south of the
plaza and another building for the ittihat ve Terakki Cemiyeti on the west. Across
Dar'dimuallimin, there was a small park, called Millet Bahgesi (People’s Garden)
around the same plaza. At the north side of the Tashan plaza, new buildings like
Hikimet Konagi (House of Government) and the post-office were situated
around the Government plaza and they constituted the late nineteenth century
administrative center of Ankara.

Briefly, the physical layout of Ankara in the early 1920s can be described
as comprising of commercial and residential settlements starting from the hill of
the citadel and extended towards Taghan plaza at the west and to the railroad at
the south.® The cemeteries surrounding the city indicated the boundaries of the
city and the lands around the cemeteries were utilized as agricultural fields.
Moreover, there were vineyards and farm-houses situated at the close
surroundings of the city. These houses that were used in summer were situated
mainly at the southern regions called Gankaya and at the northern regions called
Kegidren. Transportation within the city and to those farm houses outside the city
center was made with horse-drawn carriages, which were introduced into the city
life in the last quarter of the 19" century.”

3.2. Immediate Changes in Ankara After it Became the Capital

In the beginning of the 1920s, the population of Ankara was between
20.000 and 25.000. As a consequence of the new role the city gained and its
physical demands from the city, Ankara experienced rapid changes that were
unforeseen and its population increased up to 74.000 in the following four years.®
In tune with this population growth building activities also started. These activities
initially took place in the empty areas of the old town and in its outer skirts.? The

G.Tan5| Senyapili, Ankara Kentinde Gecekondu Geligimi (1923-1 960), Batikent Konut Uretim Yapi Koop. Birligi,
Ozgiin Matbaacilik San., Ankara, 1985, pS-7.

” The use of horse drawn carriages led to the organization of new residential districts with straight roads, which
had not been provided in the traditional organic texture of the Anatolian town. See; Aktlre, S., 1985, p.899-000.

& Génil Tankut, Bir Baskentin Imari; Ankara (1929-1939), Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Ankara 1990, p.23.
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center of these new construction activities was the Taghan plaza and its direction
of extension was the southern edge of the city towards Cankaya, signified by
Mustafa Kemal's move to a farm-house in that area.™

Starting from the early 1920s, the Taghan plaza has become the nucleus
of the new govemment's location in the city. During the National War of
Independence between 1919-1923, the first National Assembly had settled in the
building of /ttihat ve Terakki Cemiyeti at that plaza. Social life was also taking
place in various plots around this plaza like the only restaurant called ‘Kemal’s
Restaurant’ facing the Tashan plaza and Millet Bahgesi across the building of the
first National Assembly." Tansi Senyapili defined few reasons for this initial
spatial choice of the government in Ankara.” The first reason was plaza’'s
connecting the city with the train station on the west and also with the road
leading to Istanbul. Also, the plaza was surrounded by the already built large
public buildings capable of accommodating the governmental functions inside.
She additionally suggested that, with this choice, the new government was
remaining at the edge of the traditional parts of the city whose inhabitants had not
accepted the new comers of Ankara easily." As a result, the new administrative
center started to be constructed around this section of the city after 1924,
comprising of the first Parliament building, other public buildings like banks, a
new post office and Ankara’s first ‘modern hotel’ Ankara Palas. However, the city
was growing in an accidental manner without a strategy of urban growth. And,
this growth was problematic because the vision of a modern capital was far to be
realized in such an unplanned process.™

3.3. Foundation of Ankara $ehremaneti and Its Planning Activities

As an initial step of organizing an executive authority for the provision of a
controlled urban environment and infrastructure for the city, the state transformed

® ibid., p.27.

'* Senyapill, T., 1985, p.19.

" Falih Rifki Atay, Cankaya, Sema Matbaast, Istanbul, 1980.

2 Senyaplli, T., 1985, p.15.

* With reference to the descriptions of social life in the early Republican Ankara, in Yakup Kadri
Karaosmanoglu's novels and Falih Rifki Atay's essays, Senyapil suggested that the local inhabitants of Ankara
did not welcome the new life practices brought by those new comers of the city during the National War of

Independence and after it became the capital. She argued that the duality in social life was reflected in the
spatial arrangement of the city by this location of the new government at the margin of the old city. Ibid., p.10.
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the existing body of the municipality’® into the sehremaneti maodel borrowed from
Istanbul, in February, 1924."® This new institution adapted various laws of the
Istanbul Sehremaneti that were fitting to the context in Ankara. Mainly, the new
Sehremaneti of Ankara comprised of a sehremaneti council with 24 members,
several administrations. It was directed by the sehremini, all acting under the
authority of the Ministry of Interior. All the administrators, including the sehremini,
would be appointed by the same Ministry. Such a governmental control over
Ankara Sehremaneti was explained as the awareness of difficulties in the
process of realizing the modem capital, that was needed to be protected by the
central authority from the impacts of local constraints such as land speculation.’”

A significant concemn in the process of Ankara’s further growth was the
determination of the city's development policy. The question of re-constructing
the Old City or selection of a new district for the future development was
discussed at the National Assembly, while Ankara was being continuously
transformed. Eventhough a solution to this question was not formulated yet, the
following spontaneous increments implied the expansion of city towards the south
along the route leading to Mustafa Kemal's residence in Cankaya. Accordingly,
this route had started to be treated as a prominent artery in 1924 and soon it
would be named as the Atatiirk Boulevard."®

Meanwhile, Ankara Sehremaneti worked actively in the period between
1924 and 1930, according to this new legislative model.”® For the provision of
modem amenities in Ankara, the Sehremaneti attempted to solve the problem of

“Tankut, 1990, p.29

“%In parallel with changes in the overall administrative system after the Tanzimet, the search for a central
authority in urban administration started in Istanbul. As Tekeli mentioned this search was lived as a transitional
process from the previous system run by various pious foundations whose head was kadi, to a central
“municipal” structure. Sehremaneti was the initial organization of urban administration founded in 1854 as an
outcome of the demands for the provision of modern amenities from the government. And, its title has derived
from a direct translation of “préfecture de la ville”, reflecting the French model it followed. This attempt was
followed by the foundation of a new commission “Intizam-i $ehir Komisyonu” in 1855, and new legislations in
the following years. As Aktlire mentioned the most powerful authority, comprising a “municipal council” and the
“mayor’, was founded in 1877 according to a new law “Vilayet ve Belediye Kanunu®. This new mode! of
municipality was also spread into other cities of the Empire. However, $ehremaneti was developed as a special
administrative model for Istanbul. See; Tekeli, I., 1985, p.883-4, Akture, S., 1985, p.893-5, Celik, Zeynep, The
Remaking of Istanbul, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, University of California Press, 1993, p.44.

*® Tankut, G., 1990., p.31.

"7 Senyapili, T., 1980, p.21 and Tankut G., 1990, p.31-32,

® The artery starting from Atatirk's residence in Cankaya comprised the sections with different names as First,
Second, Third Gankaya Streets, Enstitl Street, Atatiirk Boulevard, Cumhuriyet Street and Bankalar Street until it
arrived the Hakimiyet-i Milliye (previously named Taghan) plaza. The name Atatiirk Boulevard was given to all of

these streets which constitute a single artery, in 1940 by the Council of Municipality. See; Ankara Sehri.
Meydan-Bulvar-Cadde ve Sokak ile Bag ve Civarianinin Yeni ve Eski Adlarin Muhtevi Brostir, Ankara, 1940,
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inadequate infrastructure for a growing capital by facilitating new services.
Accordingly, electricity, gas, telephone and fire brigade were provided in the
second half of the 1920s. Besides, for the production of various building
construction materials, ateliers producing brick and lime were provided, with an
additional cement factory founded in 1926. Moreover, another significant task
was to maintain sanitary services with a sufficient system of urban water supply
and waste water disposal, that was lacking in the pre-republican Ankara. Hence,
the Dam in Cubuk was started to be constructed in 1929 as a solution to this
problem.

According to Génidl Tankut, the most significant accomplishments of
Ankara Sehremaneti were the rehabilitation of the wetlands and the expropriation
of four million square meters of land at the southern parts of the city, where
Yenigehir (New City) would be built®* This wide-scale expropriation operation,
proclaimed by a decree dating March 24, 1925, was a significant step for city’s
progression because it determined the direction of growth and implied the
creation of a New-City instead of making renovations in the old town. On the
other hand, Tankut emphasized that the Sehremaneti could not develop an
integral vision for Ankara’s growth and could only make some piece-meal
operations, except that wide-scale expropriation.! Moreover, this significant
investment had not been utilized for the construction of comprehensive urban
projects by the central authority, which could have been a very crucial resolution
for the task of providing low cost housing and the social planning of urban
expansion. As a result, one of the main problems of Ankara, scarcity and low
quality in housing, could not be solved in this period.

Ankara $ehremaneti had also made initial attempts of planning before the
competition for an entire city plan of Ankara was organized. The first plan made
for Ankara was called the “Lércher Plan” including Yenigehir. (Plate.4) it was
prepared by a German construction firm named Heussler, that was
commissioned by the Sehremaneti.?? The Sehremaneti had requested two
partial plans; one for the old town and another for Yenigehir. However, only the

"% Ankara $ehremaneti was replaced by the Ankara Municipality in 1930, by a new law “Belediye Yasas/”, coded
1580. Senyapili, T., 1980, p.21.

2 Tankut, 1990, p.32.

* ibid., p.32.

2 Tankut has discussed the exact date when the plan was made, because there were several dates suggested
for the plan by various authors. She asserted that the plan was made in 1924-1925 because the housing layout
in the plan was already realized in some parts of Yenigehir and they were inscribed into the actual city plans
given to the planners for the plan competition held in 1927. Ibid., p.37-38.
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Plate 4. Ankara map of 1929, illustrating earliest housing districts in Yenisehir
built according to Lércher plan.

27



plan of Yenigehir was accepted and then immediately put into practice in a
section of Yenigehir comprising 150 hectares of land, according to which the
street patterns of the new residential districts were settled. This was a grid-iron
road pattern where houses with single or two stories were placed within their
homogeneous pattern of individual gardens.”® There were also continuing
building operations run by the local construction firms in Yenigehir, which were
mostly individual houses built in similar attitude, for middle and upper social
classes. Falih Rifki Atay called these districts as “the district of expensive houses
where only the rich could buy”.?* Besides, new apartment blocks comprising four
or five stories were being built in the traditional parts of the city as a consequence
of the increasing demands for accommodation.

3.4. The Planning Competition

In 1927 it was seen that a plan for the whole city was needed to create the
modem capital of the Republic. Accordingly Ankara Sehremaneti held a
competition among three European planners; Leon Jaussaley, Hermann Jansen
and J. Brix. These three planners were ‘selected’ after a research committee was
sent to Germany by Ankara Sehremaneti in May, 1927. The two German
planners, Jansen and Brix were proposed by a German professor of architecture,
Ludwig Hoffmann. While there is no document explaining the reason why
Hoffmann was previously selected, contact with him was arranged by the Mayor
of Berlin and the Turkish Ambassador in Beriin.”* He was initially asked to take
part in this competition but he did not accept because of his old age. Brix and
Jansen were the two planners proposed by Hoffmann and both were professors
of urban design in the universities of Berlin at that period. Meanwhile, the French
planner Jaussaley, who was the head architect of the French government of the
period, was added to the list of competitors by the committee on their return to
Turkey. Jaussaley had won the city-plan competitions held for Barcelona and
Paris recently. In July, 1927 all these three planners were invited to Ankara to do

2 gSenyapil, T., 1980, p.22.

b “Gergi bir ara bir Alman geldi. Yenigehir'in ¢ekirdeg@ini kurdu. Fakat bu da ancak ¢ok parasi ofanlarin
alabilecekleri bir pahal evler mahallesi idi. “ Atay, Falih Rifki, 1980.

% Ankara Sehrinin Prof. M. Jausseley, Jansen ve Brix Taraflanndan Yapilan Plan ve Projelerine Ait
Izahnameler, published by T.C. Ankara Sehremaneti, Hakimiyeti Milliye Matbaasi, Ankara 1929, p.3.
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a research in the city and then they were asked to submit a preliminary plan in
October, 1928.

3.4.1. The Program of the Competition

In the program that was prepared by the Sehremaneti, those three planners
invited for the competition were asked to design a city plan according to nineteen
principles. * This program is significant for understanding what was expected for
the future of the new capital of the Turkish Republic. Also, Tankut considers this
program as an indicator of the level of knowledge upon which the expectations
from the city plan was based and what kind of urban development strategies
were conceived.?’

The list of requirements was initially concerned with the prospects about
the Old City. It gave particular emphasis to this part of the city to be handled as
an important element of the city plan. The planners were asked to set the
boundaries of the historical environment that should be preserved and consider
its further development towards east, west and north. While the old residential
districts within these limits would remain as the task of future plans, a pedestrian
and vehicle traffic scheme was to be proposed within an overall urban design
theme for the surroundings of the citadel. The districts at the outskirts of the Old
City, like the region between Samanpazari, Tashan, Mukaddem and Cumhuriyet
Streets and Hacibayram area, (western and southemn parts of the city), were
asked to be considered in the plan with their connections to the new parts of the
city. As a sixth design task, the northern parts of the Citadel, Bentderesi was
suggested to be designed as an open area with a lake and gardens around.

A following assignment of the program was the location of the central
Train Station, which was left to the planner’s decision. However, it was told that a
part of the area between the existing station building and the Parliament building
would be the place of the stadium and other sport activities. More, the east side
of the road between these two buildings was expected to be designed as a
residential district located at 40-50 m. distance away from the road, so that the
spatial gap in between would be designed as green parks. Through this
arrangement, the view of the Citadel would be first seen when someone entered

* Ankara Sehrinin Prof. M. Jausseley, Jansen ve Brix Taraflanindan Yapilan Plan ve Projelerine Ait
Izahnameler, published by T.C. Ankara $ehremaneti, Hakimiyeti Milliye Matbaasi, Ankara 1 929, p.4.

# Tankut 1990, p.47.
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the city from the train station. Such a scenario for entering the city where the
station building was considered as a gate, indicated the symbolic significance of
the citadel and the station building for the city. Such an emphasis on the citadel
and the train station implied to be considered as important reference points for
the planners. Another proposal for this area was making it the business and trade
center of the city.

On the other hand, the demands for Yenigehir included mainly the
preservation of the recently built parts with minor interventions and proposals for
those vacant areas. In these proposals, further development of Yenigehir towards
east, west and south was considered as the task of the planner. The location of
the state buildings like the buildings of the Ministries, the question of how the
already built Cebeci district and Yenigehir would be connected (that was also
proposed to be with a green park), and physical demands for the residential
districts on the two sides of the Gazi Boulevard and the Cumhuriyet street were
asked to be considered in this further development process. Furthermore, the
location of the cemetery, industrial areas and the airport were already determined
in this program. In addition, an urban park and a zoo were advised to be located
within the boundaries of the Gazi Farm. Additional green areas and parks that
were to be within the city should be considered throughout the development
process of the following fifty years. Another important information for the
assigned future plan of Ankara was about its population at the end of the
following fifty years, which was estimated to be 300 thousand.

Particularly, the program given to the planners included physical demands
for Ankara. The elaboration of the train station as the gate to the city, the
preservation of the citadel and the traditional housing pattem in the old city and
the future development of Yenigehir were rendered as significant topics in the
plan. Remarkably these demands lacked the hints about the social planning of
the city’s transformation into a modern capital, such as new types of housing
including new ownership models.

3.4.2. Competitors’ Plan Reports

Depending upon the competition reports submitted by each planner
besides the drawings, it is possibie to have ideas on how each planner conceived
the new modern capital of Turkey. Through an analysis of the final decision of the
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competition, an assumption on what was closest to the expectations of the New
Republic for Ankara can be made.

The first explanatory report was written by Leon Jausseley. Initially, in the
introduction part of that report, Jausseley emphasized the significant role of the
written text for the interpretation of plans in the competitions. Hence, he
mentioned that he conceived this report as an important component of his
presentation because he believed that it expressed not only his intentions in this
specific plan but also his principles in urban design and planning underlying his
final scheme.?® Jausseley has-further specified the information he was given
about the city that he had taken into consideration like climate, topography,
vegetation and such. He has also mentioned the symbolic significance of this
plan for Ankara because of its being the capital of a new nation state, which
actually presented the ‘view of a village’ at that moment.®

In the second part of his report, Jausseley made general descriptions of a
capital’s social and economic structure and explained how they should be
obtained through designing the city and its life practices. While he defined his
view as an urban designer who stood between the two realms of art and
technique, he attributed a pedagogical role to the city designed in this regard. In
this respect, Jausseley perceived the capital as the place of urban life practices
that trained its inhabitants through its universities, museums, large parks and
gardens, theatres and schools of art, where art would always actively take
place.®* Accordingly, he pointed that he considered the scheme of transportation
and land use as the ‘skeleton’ of the city which gained strength with its
secondary roads, squares, parks and gardens that he called as the ‘muscles’. He
had applied zoning, the principle of placing the same functions in the same areas,
and he believed that these various functions should be arranged in a ‘beautiful’
setting. He also emphasized the placement of public buildings that organize the
city life in an environment that would be designed with plazas and parks,
articulated with greenery and statues as representations of art and history of that
nation. Those plazas and parks were considered essential for the interaction of
the citizens. Jausseley further described his elements of design and their

8 Ankara Sehrinin..., 1929, p.9-10.
®ibid., p.11.
¥ ipid., p.23.
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arrangement according to his general principles like the regulations for streets,
housings, parks, ...etc. which he also applied to his plan for Ankara.

Finally in the third part which he called the practical section, he explained
his design scheme for Ankara in detail. Jausseley mainly defined the practical
objective of urban design as arranging the places where life practices of the
individual, family and the public, constituting the governmental center, took
place’! In this respect, he described the general functional layout of a city
composed of habitation, buildings of the government, offices, buildings for ali
public needs, open areas for recreation like urban parks, plazas and gardens and
finally the cemeteries. Jausseley intended to design the physical constituents of a
city in tune with a social life for that city.

For Jausseley, the big city was composed of three major domains; industry,
commerce and habitation.’> He applied this same principle to his plan and
included the governmental center as a forth. Accordingly, with reference to the
existing railroad system and the inhabited areas, industry which would not grow
into large scale, was located at the far east of the city. The commercial district
was located in between and around the two train stations he proposed on the
east and west sides of the city. There was also a large commercial area at the
southemn part of the OId City. The traffic scheme which he called the skeleton of
the city was an outcome of the arrangements of these functions which also
contained the layout of residential and governmental buildings. (Plate.5 and 6)

Furthermore, Jausseley conceived Ankara in eight regions where different
design and construction principles would be applied. The first region was the Old
City that was supposed to be renovated while its dense residential pattern woulid
be preserved. The second area of design was the central part that contained the
house of the president, ministry buildings and other state buiidings. This part
generated the center of Yenigehir as an island surrounded by residential areas
separated with primary roads —boulevards- that would constitute the skeleton of
Ankara. On the sides of these boulevards only the construction of “high-rise
buildings for important functions™ would be permitted. The third region proposed
by Jausseley was the southern, south-western and south-eastem parts of the

*'ibid., p.49.
* ibid., p.56.
% jbid., p.60.
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Plate 5. Schematic layout of Ankara city-plan designed by Leon Jaussaley.
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center which he calls mixed area. In these areas, while the buildings on the other
sides of the boulevards were to be built in four stories, the buildings within would
be buiit with less stories in low density. On the west side of the Old City, he
suggested big apartment buildings for rent with five stories with inner courtyards
as a forth. And the fifth region was the north-westem side of the Old City where
villas for the members of the parliament would be located. As another type of
land-use pattern, Jausseley proposed a different residential layout of high
density at the eastern and western parts of the Old City. This contained islands of
housings with five stories placed at the outskirts and others with three stories at
the inner parts, all connected with green courtyards. The seventh type of region
was the eastern sides of the center all of which would be built as villas with low
density. The last type of construction region was the industrial area for the
factories whose location was to be on the far east of the city. Jausseley also
noted that a large area for workers housing would not be needed in Ankara,
whereas a region within the Old City could be arranged for this aim.

It is seen that Jausseley has conceived this task of planning Ankara not
only as planning the physical structure but also as an overall organization of
urban life practices. Thus, while he proposed new function and building types for
Ankara, he emphasized the need for a more detailed list of functional
requirements that would have been prepared by the organizers of the
competition.** He accepted such visions as important for city life and he thought
that they could not be designed only according to the will of the planner. Actually,
this shows what was missing in the program prepared by the Municipality; the
vision of a new city life.

The second report®™ was written by Prof.J.Brix who was teaching at the
Berlin-Charlottenburg School of Engineering at that period. In contrast to
Jausseley, Brix wrote a short explanation in his report. Since Brix used primarily
plans for expressing his ideas and proposals, only a general idea of his proposal
for Ankara could be derived through a reading of his report without the plans.

Initially, Brix mentioned the beauty of the view of the Citadel. He proposed
to preserve the Old City district in its existing texture with some renovations and
open new roads for connecting this area with Yenigehir. Keeping the already built
residential areas as they were, he proposed new residential districts in Yenigehir

* ibid., p.91.
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and Cebeci with low density. In this respect, he suggested villa type housing for
the members of the parliament on the northern part of the Parliament buiiding.
The houses of the officers were placed in the districts around the state buildings.
On the southern part of the Old City, there were again housings for the officers of
the government and teaching staff. There was also railroad workers’ housing
proposed near the railroad. These housings were both in the form of large
apartment blocks and also small single houses. His principle for all of these
building areas was making the view of the Citadel seen from any part of the city.

Brix further discussed the location of the central train station. He proposed
a monumental building placed within a large plaza between the existing station
building and the Mukaddem street. Moreover, he suggested that there should be
built monumental and high rise buildings (more than four stories) for state
functions. Brix also indicated the vehicle traffic scheme in his plans with the
addition of a tramway for public transportation in the city. He designed open
areas like plazas, parks and sport areas which he found essential for the health
of the citizens. Additionally, he proposed a huge pool in Yenigehir and public
baths at the north side of the Old City. He located industry on the south-east of
Ankara with reference to the natural factors like wind directions.

In the list of illustrations that he added to his report®, it is seen that Brix had
primarily concerned with expressing his design principles through plans and
architectural drawings instead of the written text. And he had not only designed
an urban design scheme for Ankara but also images for many of the public
buildings. The names of the drawings in that list indicated that he visualized the
social life and their architectural images in the city. (i.e. facade drawings for the
Central Station, for different housing types, proposal for a cinema and a concert
hall, for an art gallery on one side of a stream, ...etc.)

Finally, the third competition report™ was written by Prof. Herman Jansen,
who was teaching at the Berlin School of Engineering. In the introduction part,
Jansen initially mentioned the symbolic significance of the task of designing the
city of Ankara for its being the capital of the newly established Turkish Republic.
For Jansen the Citadel would be the center®® of Ankara which would be identified

*ibid., p. 115-132.
* ibid., p.131.
* ibid., p.133-158.

* ibid., p.137, Jansen has not defined the meaning of being the center of the city further.
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with the symbolic meaning of the city. Thus, he proposed to make the Citadel a
physical expression of this symbolic meaning by giving each fortress of the
Citadel the names of Turkish cities, who would finance its restoration.®® He has
further remarked that the Citadel would be ‘crowned’®® by a monumental building
for a cultural activity like a museum or conference hall and the rest of the city
would be set in full view of this point. Jansen also proposed seven plazas
encircling the Citadel that were visually and physically connected with the Citadel.
An important one of these was the already existing plaza in front of Taghan
where he also proposed the construction of the Municipality building. Leaving the
location of the Central Station in its former place, he proposed another plaza in
front, so that the view of the Citadel would be initially seen as one departed from
the Station.

Jansen proposed an urban layout scheme constituted of diverse districts
determined according to their functions and users. (Plate.7 and 8) At the southem
part of the Old City, Jansen placed the govermnmental district in Yenigehir. This
region would be composed of ‘monumental’ buildings and plazas in between. On
the southern part of Yenisehir called Kavakiidere, there would be housings in low
density. Again its far southemn parts called Cankaya, were suggested to be
residential areas. The eastemn part of the Old City was designed as the center for
schools in Cebeci that would be placed on the hills. On the other hand, Jansen
suggested that the industry would be located at the south-west of the Central
Station because it had to be close to the railroad. He also proposed a new
section for workers’ housing, amele mahallesi, in the area between the
Tabakhane Stream and Bentderesi which meant the north-western parts of the
Old City. For this district, he also offered libraries, schools, a large urban park
and baths. And he reserved the north-eastern part of the city for its further
expansion.

Jansen also proposed a traffic scheme for the vehicles with regard to his
principle of the healthy and economical city: In this respect, he suggested two
primary roads for fast traffic isolated from the pedestrian; one was the Atatlrk
Boulevard passing through north-south direction and split into two at the

* ibid., p.137.
“ ibid., p.138.
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Plate 7. Schematic layout of the Ankara city-plan designed by Hermann Jansen.
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governmental district, and the second was the Gazi Boulevard passing through
the east west direction parallel to the railroad. Jansen further proposed
secondary roads for vehicle traffic which would be narrow and short that
constitute the inner streets of the districts. He also offered routes for pedestrian
traffic which needed to be isolated from the vehicle traffic and surrounded by
greenery. For his aim of creating a ‘healthy’ city, Jansen designed open areas as
parks, gardens and also additional artificial lakes and suggested housings of low
density aiways placed within gardens.

3.4.3. An Inquiry of the Final Decision

Finally, on May 26, 1929, six months after the submission, the jury
announced that Jansen’s plan was selected as the master plan of Ankara.
Accordingly, he was commissioned to be the consultant of the newly founded
Ankara Imar Midirigd, Ankara Master Planning Bureau, while he continued to
live in Berlin. Unfortunately, a final report documenting how the jury evaluated the ,
plans is lacking. However, the comments on the proposals of the three planners
frequently published in the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye, starting from May 7, 1929,
revealed the general attitude in the evaluation of the plans. Initially, Hakimiyet-i
Milliye announced the oncoming meeting of the jury on May 7, 1929. Additionally
descriptions of Jausseley’s and Jansen’s design schemes were presented, while
BrixX' plan was not mentioned. In a following article published in the same
newspaper on May 11, 1929, the impressions of the author (whose name was not
mentioned) were included after his exploration of the plans that were being
exhibited in the building of Cumhuriyetci Halk Firkast. Accordingly, the author has
described Jausseley’s plan as beautiful as a ‘caprice’ and as unrealistic as a
‘dream’. Brix’ design was criticized for being a slightly changed version of Ankara,
preserving the existing scheme of traffic and habitation. On the other hand,
Jansen’s scheme was praised for being realistic and effective in his planning
principles and approved for its consideration of the Citadel as the focus of visual
and functional organization of future Ankara. Later on May 19, 1929, it was
declared that in a few days the winning project would be announced and an
estimation on the results was attached to this news about the competition.
Accordingly Jansen’s plan would ‘most probably’ be the winning project while
Jaussaley’s would be the second. And, in a following commentary on May 23,
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1929, Jausseley’s proposal was criticized for being an ‘un-realizable’ and ‘un-
economic’ design which neglected the existing layout of the city and considered
actual Ankara as a ‘bare land’. Finally, on May 27, 1929, it was announced that
Jansen’s design was the winning project. A comparative explanation was also
made in the article, including a criticism of Jaussaley’s design for having
undesired ‘embellishment’ and ‘magnificence’, while Jansen’s plan was described
as ‘modern’ in parallel with its simplicity and refinement.

Considering the fact that the proposed projects were started to be exhibited
a week before the final decision was given and commentary articles were
continuously published in the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye, the evaluation process of
the competition comprised an unusual proceeding. In parallel with this unusual
proceeding, Tankut mentioned that the assistance of several foreign architects
that were currently working in Ankara were excluded and the final jury
commission was questionable in terms of its members’ professional compatibility
in the evaluation of plans.*' Furthermore, Tankut defined the prevalent official
approach in planning Ankara, reflected by the choice of Jansen’s plan, as a
‘modemnist’ transformation. She also explained this ‘modemist’ attitude as the
idea of a new order having the potential to be realized in the existing context of
Ankara, instead of searching for a radical utopia.*?

In an attempt of interpreting the winning project in its affinity to the official
view about transforming Ankara into a ‘model city’ and ‘modern capital’, the
architect’s intentions for the city and the government's intentions to build and
occupy it should be differentiated. Thus, it would be oversimplification if the plan
was conceived as the direct projection of the government’s intentions. Instead of
assessing the proposals of the plan as the precise model of change intended by
the state, it can be asked that what kind of analogies could be derived between
the attitude of the planner and the government.

This attempt requires the consideration of the planners’ approach in urban
design in respect to their professional background with additional information
about the world scene in urban design. While the government’s decision on the
number and the choice of these invited planners seemed accidental, the official
prestige and bureaucratic relations of the architects were certainly influential in

“ This commission ocnsisted of six Turkish members and they were assigned to give the final decision. Four of
these members were engineers, one was formerly an officer in the municipality and the last member was a
journalist. Also four of them were members of the Parliament. See; Tankut, 1990, p.53.

“2 What the term ‘modernist’ referred is not explained further by Tankut. Ibid., p.55.
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this selection. Being the head-architect of the French government, Leon
Jaussaley was an important architect and he was experienced as the winner of
the Barcelona and Paris city plan competitions. He has graduated from Ecole des
Beaux Arts and he was a follower of the Haussmann® school in city planning.*
In his plan for Ankara, Jaussaley had abruptly transformed the Old City, proposed
an impressive governmental center, and implemented the axis of transportation
into broad boulevards intersecting with grand focal centers. Thus, his plan was
criticized for its ‘undesirable magnificence and embellishment’, which can be
conceived as an implication of the Haussmann principles. On the other hand,
Jansen was a student and follower of Camillo Sitte*® in urban design.*® In his own
approach, he gave priority to public health and feasibility in the realization of plan.
Therefore, in his plan for Ankara he provided extensive greenbelts and city-
squares isolated from traffic and emphasized the importance of sunlight and fresh
air. Besides, his emphasis on industry and the proposal of a workers district in
Ankara demonstrated his interest in industrial development as an element of the
new urban order. On the other hand, when the very limited document on the plan
of Brix is considered, it can be presumed that his plan did not propose any kind of
attractive theme of growth for Ankara in the future. According to a comparison of
the three planners’ attitudes, it can be said that Jaussaley and Brix stood at the
two undesirable ends of planning approach for the Turkish Govermnment.
Meanwhile, Jansen’s attitude in planning was conceived. as harmonizing the
others. His plan was a modest attempt of attaining a reconciliation of the existing
city with a moderate prospect of development in the future. In fact, a similar

“* In France, new laws devised for public works and slum clearances in 1852, gave the executive institutions of
the government the tremendous power to expropriate urban land in Paris. These executive powers facilitated
enormous public building projects and the re-organization of urban layout with broad Boulevards, which brought
immense transformation of Paris executed by Baron Haussmann. According to Richard Etlin, the basic
principles of Haussmann school were based on grandeur , magnificence and the embellishment of the city with
elements like grand, straight axes of public promenade as new boulevards. See; Eflin, Richard A., The
Symbolic Space: French Enlightenment Architecture and lts Legacy, Chicago and London, University of
Chicago Press, 1994, p.3-7 and Holston, James, The Modernist City, Chicage and London, University of
Chicago Press, 1989, p.47.

* Tankut, 1990, p.46.

“ Coming from a romantic artisan education, Camillo Sitte was a passionate antagonist of technology and traffic
in the ‘modemn city’, in the late nineteenth century. Sitte interpreted the idea of total work of art,
Gesamtkunstwerk, into the urban realm and re-defined the role of architect/city-planner as the city-artist who
would create a model of community. He believed that the modern city already fragmented the society and the
city-artist had to provide communitarian life by re-designing the urban space, primarily considering the human.
Also the city-square, providing isolation from the traffic, was a significant element of urban design that would
“break the sovereignty of the street’ as it used to be in the ‘old city’. See; Schorske, Carl E., Fin de Siecle
Vienna — Politics and Culture, Cambridge University Press, 1987, p.66-72.

“ibid., p.47.
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prospect of development for Ankara was envisioned earlier by Sehremini Haydar
Bey. The following description published in an issue of Hakimiyet-i  Milliye,
presented the prevailing perspective of the ‘modern city’ and its constituents;

Two kilometers beyond the old city...rental properties are being
constructed. In the formation of the first nucleus of Ankara, fantasy is
avoided. Buildings are lined up along straight streets... Mayor Haydar Bey
has already said that the plan of the new city is that of Potsdam. The
architecture of these one or two storey buildings was no different from that of
similar housing projects in the West. It may be regretted that neither Turkish
nor Byzantine style was adopted, but in such matters the opinion of the
architects was not solicited. The founders of Ankara want simple and
comfortable houses... aesthetics are not given priority. This attitude
represents a great deal of progress from the past... the grills adored by Loti
no longer decorate windows of the new city. Modern hygiene demanding
ample light and air... has vanquished one of the oldest traditions.*

Meanwhile, in all city plans that were designed with different approaches in
urban design, the planners described various physical settings for Ankara. The
attitude of the planners and the government can be questioned for the lack of a
social program in tune with creating a new capital. On the other hand, the task of
creating a new and modem city as the mechanism of social transformation was a
concurrent idea with the urban theories of the early twentieth century.® Even
more, the plans and the utopian proposals of the well-known Western architects
like Le Corbusier were published not only in the architectural periodical Arkitekt,
but also in the Sehircilik, Urbanism page of the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye.*® Even
though these modemist avant-garde discourses were not taken into consideration

" Hakimiyet-i Milliye, January 3, 1927: translated and quoted in Batur, “To Be Moden: Search For A Republican
Architecture”, Modern Turkish Architecture, University of Penns. Press, 1984, p.77. (Emphasis with italics
belongs to the author).

“ In the years between 1850-1920, the attempt to produce complete urban models equipped with the basic
social services were formulated as new visions for cities, especially in England and Germany. Following the
end of World War |, this idea of rebuilding the cities could closely be tied to the utopia of reconstruction of the
society on a higher level, with the idea of the new, leaving the traditions aside. In tune with the technological
and intellectual progress of the twentieth century, these projections into the future maintained by the intellectual
and aesthetic movements of modernism, came out in the form of new architectural visions. Some examples for
these new visions are; Le Corbusier ‘s Plan Voisin, Tony Gamier's Industrial City and A. Sant Elia’s Citta Nuova.
See; Tafuri, Manfredo, Francesco Dal Co, Modern Architecture |, Electra/Rizzoli, New York, 1986.

““The urbanism page was published as a weekly serial starting from March, 1929, In this page contemporary
international topics in urban design and proposals for Ankara were presented by Celal Esat. (The Turkish
architect Celal Esat was teaching at the School of Fine Arts, Gazel Sanatiar Akademisi, in istanbul.) “Sehircilik
Sayfasi; Asri Bir $ehir Projesi”, November 12, 1929, Hakimiyet-i Milliye, p.6.
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by the official authorities in the planning competition for Ankara, those
publications can be considered as attempts of improving public consciousness in
urban design in Turkey.

3.5. Foundation of Ankara imar MiidiirliiGi, Ankara Master Planning

Bureau

During the process of the competition, a new institution was founded to
supervise the planning and construction activities of Ankara in 1928. The reason
for founding this institution was explained in a decree dating December 27, 1927,
as the attainment of Ankara’s transformation into a *hygienic and civilized”
capital, through a *rational and predetermined program and plan” by a new organ
commissioned by the state. *® This was determined after it was seen that the
sehremaneti was incapable of fulfilling this objective. While this institution would
also be under the control of the Ministry of the Interior, it was given extensive
political and financial power to provide immediate and comprehensive solutions
to the problems of urban development in Ankara. Mainly, the objective of the
institution was explained by Tankut as fo realize the plan prepared for Ankara.®'
In essence, the foundation of this new institution which would carry out Ankara’s
development process with the guidance of the selected city plan, was the sign of
the government's strong aspiration for controlling Ankara’s future transformation.

The existence of a master plan for Ankara marked the start of a new
process in the future development of Ankara. Hence, the new vision of urbanism
was enforced with this new institution which had a high degree of autonomy and
ample state funding. Besides, articles describing the new city plan were
frequently published in the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye, in order to implement a public
opinion in favor of the execution of the plan.5 Eventually, these were the official
instruments of controlling the process of spatial transformation in accord with the
vision of modernity. The proceeding chapters will present the process of

* See Appendix B.

*' Tankut, 1990, p.46.

%2 see for instance; Celal Esat, “Ankara’nin Kat'i Planr’, Hakimiyet-i Milliye, June 1, 1929, p.1-2, Falih Rifki
(Atay), “Glindelik; Ankara’mn plani”, Hakimiyet-i Milliye, May 10, 1929, p.1. (Falih Rifki was the current head of
the Administrative Council of Ankara Master Planning Bureau. Besides, he was a member of the Parliament and
the editor of the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye. Although he did not have professional background in city planning and
architecture, he was an enthusiastic advocate of the city plan and well organized urban development. See;
Tankut, 1990, p.49).
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practicing with these newly founded official bodies and actualizing the intentions
for a modern capital through the production in space.
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CHAPTER 4

THE GAZi FARM AND ITS SPATIAL ORDERING PROCESS

4.1. Actualization of Intentions for the ‘Good’ Society

4.1.1. Objectives of the Agrarian Reform as An Extension of the
Modernization Project

The ftransiton from an empire to a nation-state in tune with a
modemization project comprised a process of social and spatial re-organization
of the country. Hence, economy was the primary task to be designed according
to the basic needs of a modern society. The initial attempt for this aim was the
inauguration of an economic congress in izmir on February 17, 1923 by Mustafa
Kemal' who suggested that “the economic sovereignty was the primary premise
of the national sovereignty” in his welcome speech.? In order to acquire a free®
and expanding economy, the mechanization of agriculture, the development of
industry and the improvement of communications were to be realized. Another
significant outcome of this Congress was the inauguration of a significant social
and political ideology of the modernization project, formulated by Mustafa Kemal
under the name halkgilik (populism).* According to the economic and social
implications of populism, the entire nation that was constituted of various
employment groups(merchants, workers, farmers and industrialists) would work
together for a common aim without being divided into classes with conflicting

"In June 21, 1934, according to the law of ‘surname’, Mustafa Kemal was granted the last name ‘Atatirk’.

2 Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modem Turkey, Oxford University Press, London Oxford New York, 1968,
p.466.

? The improvement of Ottoman economy was limited by the Capitulations, the economic privileges given to the
Western countries that eventually inhibited improvement of the production activities in the Ottoman economy.

* The ideological proposition of Halkgiik, Populism, was already explained in Chapter 2, p.15.
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interests. This early social and political idea of Mustafa Kemal was also included
in the political program of the Cumhuriyetci Halk Firkasi and in the first Turkish
Constitution.

Meanwhile, the agrarian reform was a significant concern of the
modemization project executed by the state, because the economy of the
Repubilic in this period was fundamentally based on agriculture. The 80 % of the
population were working in the field of agriculture and the 80-85 % of the
exportation income of the Republic was attained from the agricultural products.®
Still, the amount of products was half of country’s agricultural potential and
needed to be improved through methodological and technical progress. At the
same time, the prevalent social and economic structure of the rural Anatolia was
organized according to the foregoing Ottoman agrarian model that included
various surviving feudal compromises. Thus, the proposed agrarian reform had to
re-organize the agricultural system and the social order in rural areas all over the
country, according to prerequisites of the intended “modemn society” and the
“modern methods of production”. This reform contained two major changes in the
agrarian system. First was the abolition of the tax (asar vergisi)® by a law of
February 17, 1925, which was a heavy burden on the peasantry, having its roots
in the medieval Islamic fiscal system. Then, the major financial source of the
state would become its monopolies like alcohol, match and tobacco. Secondly, by
the introduction of the Swiss code in 1926, the system of landownership was re-
formulated. The existing status of landowners was almost like the feudal
landlords in some provinces holding enormous power over the peasantry. Hence,
this was intended to be altered by distributing land of these landlords to landless
peasants and also to the immigrants by the state.” Besides the constitutional
organizations in the agrarian system in this early Republican period, there were
also attempts of modemizing the technology of agriculture  through
mechanization, giving priority to financial support by supplying bank credits to the
farmers and also scientific aid through founding schools and institutes for
agricultural education and research.

§ Hiseyin $ahin, Tarkiye Ekonomisi: Tarihsel Gelisimi-Buglnk( Durumu, Ezgi Kitabevi Yay., Bursa 1995, p.11.

® Asar vergisi was the tax demanded the 1/10 of the citizens’ overall income. This tax was the primary financial
source of the state in the Ottoman period. See;Lewis, 1968, p.468.

7 Lewis, 1968, p.467-468.
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Hence, Lewis interpreted the agrarian reform as an outcome of the halkgi
(populist) ideology implying political and social connotations besides its economic
necessity, which included the idea of removing the traces of Ottoman feudalism.®
Even more, Tekeli, who had proposed that the city was the place of
modemization, called this attitude of putting much emphasis on the agrarian
reform within the process of modernization as the “glorification of the agrarian”
with the aim of reducing the discrepancies among the urban and the rural.®
Eventually, the agrarian reform promoted rational methods of progress like
mechanization and agricultural education, as means of providing social
betterment in the rural areas of the country. The Gazi Farm was the initial model
of this intended social and economic organization, which was placed at the
periphery of the city in order to conduct a new dialogue among the urban and the
rural.

4.1.2. Foundation of the Gazi Farm

The Gazi Farm was founded as a private institution financed by the
personal funds of Mustafa Kemal in the spring of 1925. In a book published later
in 1953 by this institution, we learn the story of how this idea of creating a
“modern farm” could have been realized by Mustafa Kemal's personal will and
effort." Accordingly, he invited leading experts of agriculture to Ankara to make a
research around the city to find a place for establishing a modern farm in 1925.
The actual site, upon which the Farm was later built, was suggested by these
experts to be the least convenient site around Ankara for such an endeavor. This
area, located at the far western side of the city -outside the executive boundaries
of the sehremaneti- comprised of plain wetlands, which were also beds of malaria
that the city had been suffering from for centuries and the rest were arid hilly
lands. The site was also divided into two parts by the railroad passing through the
west-east axis.(Plate 9) While there were various comments on this plot, there
was a common objection for the selection of this site as the place of the Farm,
because of the technical and financial difficuity (some said impossibility) of

% ibid., p.467.

® Tekeli, llnan, “Bir Modernlesme Projesi Olarak Tirkiye'de Kent Planlamast®, Torkiye'de Modernlesme ve
Ulusal Kimlik, ed. Regat Kasaba & Sibel Bozdogan, istanbul, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yay., 1998, p.10.

' Atatark Orman Giftligi, Istanbul Matbaasi, Ankara, 1953.
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layout of the Gazi Farm.
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Plate 9. Schemat
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rehabilitation. However, Mustafa Kemal insisted on choosing this site for his
modern farm. This can be conceived as a challenge against the un-tamed
landscape of Ankara. Through such an attempt he was also intending to
experiment with the rational techniques of modern science in order to overcome
the reluctance of nature for progress which was in fact the basic ground of the
newly established Turkish Republic and its modernization project. This seemingly
unrealizable task of cultivating the ‘barren’ lands of Ankara that was initiated by
Mustafa Kemal's personal efforts, can further be identified with the previous task
of placing the capital into the heart of the socially and economically uncuitivated
landscape of Anatolia, by the young Republic whose head was again Mustafa
Kemal.

4.1.3. Activities taking place in the institution and its physical layout

As soon as Mustafa Kemal acquired the lands of the Farm comprising
25.200 acres, rehabilitation and planning activities started with his participation in
a smaller part of the site comprising 4900 acres by May 1925.(Fig.1) Within two
months a plan for the agricultural activities and the layout of their required
buildings was determined and the construction activities started to realize what
was planned for this ‘modern farm’. Accordingly, it was planned that an
administration building, lodges for the director and ten officers, ateliers for the
production of mechanical devices for agriculture and several other buildings for
reserving and processing the products of the Farm and finally a farm-house for
Mustafa Kemal would be built upon this land.

Immediately after the physical and administrative structure was
constructed, various activities started to be performed by different departments of
the Farm. At the end of the first eight years, Hakimiyet-i Milliye announced the
accomplishments of the Farm and content of its activities in its special issue
published on the 10% anniversary of the Republic’s Foundation day, praising its
rapid development and becoming an initial step symbolizing the virtue of the
programmed agricultural reforms. !

" “Gazi Orman Giftligi*, Hakimiyet-1 Milliye, October 29, 1933, p.91.
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Accordingly, the Farm was working as a research institute collecting
different types of field crops and animals from various parts of the country, in
order to improve their quality and develop new techniques of processing these
products. Then, these were distributed to farmers in other parts of the country.
The Gazi Farm was also working as a school for the farmers coming from many
parts of Anatolia, for practicing with the new techniques of agriculture and animal
husbandry. Even more, starting from 1930, students who applied to the Faculty of
Agriculture had to practice at the Farm for ten months. Besides, the Farm had a
department of forestation and horticulture with additional vineyards. There was
also a department of agricultural industry for processing the products through
modem techniques that promoted hygiene through mechanization and
standardization which were very ‘modem’ concepts of production. The products
of milk, meat and three brands of wine produced in the modest factories of the
Farm were being sold in the stores opened at the center of Ankara with
reasonable prices. Soon in 1935 an advertisement published in a daily
newspaper of Ankara' announced that the beer production has already started
with the brand “Ankara Birasi”.(Fig.2)

Furthermore, the institution opened two restaurants in the city — one in the
center, on Bankalar street and another on the northern part of the city in Kegiéren
- providing the products of the Farm. These enterprises were presented as
confirmed by their ‘hygiene’ and ‘reliability’.” Thus the Farm was not only warking
as an agricultural institution but it was also a significant commercial endeavor
introducing modern methods of production into the urban life. Even more, it was
promoting new urban entertainment practices at nights in its restaurant in
Kegibren. Kegibren was a suburban district where vineyards and weekend
houses that were formerly owned by the local people existed and it was far from
the city center. As we learn from an advertisement™ of the restaurant, besides
dinner with low prices and well-organized service, it also provided a gramophone
for listening to “the best radio hits”, a separate dance hall and it was open from
the evening till morning with the facility of public services for return.(Fig.3)
Promoted by the Farm administration whose head was Mustafa Kemal, these
new life practices diffusing into the urban life of Ankara were the new increments

'2 Hakimiyet-i Milliye, July 9, 1935, p.6.
** Advertisements published in the daily Hakimiyet-i Milliye throughout the summer of 1935,
** Hakimiyet-i Milliye, May 19, 1935, p.6.
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dharhi itk fabrikalarinda
yapifan Ankara Birasimin bi-
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Bundan sonra Ankara birasz, biitiin mem Ickette ayn fiata satdacaktir. Boylelikle
bu milli mamul: maktu satg gibi hiikiine tin kanunlastiemak yolnoda oldugu  mid-
him bir meseleyi, kendi kendisine halle tmig olmaktadur.

Fabrikanm artun randimanr sayesinde, memleketin en uzak kSzelerinde bile bira
bulmak darhgy kalmiyacak ve bugiine kad ar birayr 60 - 90 kurnga icmekte olan gark
viliyetlerimizde de, imal merkezi olan Ankara’da olduiu gibi, bim 30 knruga

satilacaktir,

- Zevk - Sihat - Nese Bir araya gelerek

Ankara Bir a8l meydana gelmistir
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Figure 2. Advertisement of Ankara Birasi published in Hakimiyet-i
Milliye on July 9, 1935,
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Kecioren gazmosu

Temiz hava — Fevkalide manzara

Geceleri sabaha kadar agtk bulundurulan gazinomuzdan muhterem
“halkimiz her suretle memnun kalacaklardxr

Mntazam servis - Ucuzluk

Déniig igin her zaman otobiis mevcuttur. Radyo gramofonun en
giizel pliklar: miigteriterimizin emirlerine amaded:r Dans igin-ay-

rr ve mitkemmel bir salonumuz mevecuttur.
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Figure 3. Advertisement of the restaurant in Kegibren that belonged to the
Gazi Farm published in Hakimiyet-i Milliye on May 19, 1935.
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of the ordering process for the intended ‘modern’ society.

Another significant production activity of the Farm was maintained in its
factory of mechanical equipment for agriculture which was initially founded as a
small atelier. This factory was producing various types of heavy-plow (pulluk) for
the farmers of Anatolia in order to facilitate a rapid mechanization process in
agriculture. Modernization of agriculture was a vital issue for Mustafa Kemal that
he intended to promote for the whole country. Even more, the emphasis given to
modernization in agriculture by the state was identified with the personal efforts of
Mustafa Kemal and the idea of progress in agricultural production through
mechanization was represented by his photograph driving a tractor in the Farm.
Such visual representations of the official accomplishments were mainly identified
with the figure of Mustafa Kemal. The use of his photographs showing his actual
performance in the realization of the modemization project was parallel with Sibel
Bozdogan’s argument on modemity’s occurrence in Turkey initially through an
aesthetic and visual discourse which she called as a “visual Repubilican
culture”.” (Fig.4)

4.1.4. Designation of the Farm as a site for Weekend Leisure Activities

The Gazi Farm served for another significant public function and became a
site of leisure for the citizens of Ankara at weekends. This issue had further social
implications that should be handled as significant examples for visualizing the
new practices of the ‘modemn’ society spatially patterned in the Farm.

In 1925 during the foundation process of the Farm, a house for Mustafa
Kemal was also built by the contractor firm that constructed all the buildings at
the Farm. This meant that Mustafa Kemal would live in the Farm at certain
periods, which would become a reason for other people, either his friends,
bureaucrats or the public, to come and see the Farm. This was most probably the
initial motive for the advancement of the Farm into an attractive place for Ankara
without the need to search for any other justification. Furthermore, the house built

'S Sibel Bozdogdan argued that, the use of paintings depicting the Kemalist Revolutions, graphic representations
of products of national industry made by llhap Hulusi, and black-white photographs published in La Turquie
Kemaliste were the constituents a “visual Republican culture’. These visual documents Bozdogan mentioned
proposed a modernist aesthetic in graphic representation, | propose a similar theme applicable to this argument.
Accordingly | suggest that the photographs of Mustafa Kemal presenting him as actively taking part in the
execution of the reforms constituting the modernization project have become the icons of implementations of the
state. Sibel Bozdogan, “Turk Mimari Kuitiirinde Modernizm: Genel Bir Bakis®, Tarkiye'de Modernlesme ve
Ulusal Kimiik, 1998, p.123.
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Figure 4. The photograph of Mustafa Kemal driving a tractor, which became
the icon of mechanization in agricuiture.



for Mustafa Kemal was the first step of the spatial organization process for leisure
within the Farm, which would convert it into a popular place for weekend
activities.

Mustafa Kemal's first residence in the Farm was located in the
administrative center on the slope of a hill at the south of the raiiroad.” The
house was connected with the Gazi station building through a straight alley. This
alley between the farm-house and the station building has been treated as the
central axis which can also be named the spine of the initial layout of the
administrative buildings in the Farm. Accordingly, buildings for other departments
of the Farm were placed at both sides of this axis. Its south end was marked with
Mustafa Kemal's residence, while this artery continued towards the zoo and
gardens on the other side of the railroad at north.(Plate 10) The front fagcade of
Atatlrk’s farm-house was situated facing this alley as if it welcomed the visitors.
Entrance to the house was placed on the axis created by this alley which was
further emphasized by a tower with a long eaved pitched roof. Noticeably, the
use of tower in the houses of the period for corner treatments of the villas in
Yenigehir and the apartment buildings in the Old-City, was a popular architectural
feature in Ankara between 1923 and 1930. Additionally, this tower was decorated
with a crescent and star which is the symbol of the Turkish Republic and a clock
above the entrance door, the device for the use of ‘modem’ concept of time. The
facade of the house was asymmetrical and divided into two parts by the entrance
axis with different window and mass treatment. The front fagade of the house
comprised of a ground floor and a smaller upper floor with a roof terrace on the
left side of the tower. Looking through the rear facade, it was seen that a
basement floor below the level of the ground floor existed, that was probably
used for the services. The rear facade seemed much more simple and it could be
differentiated from a simple central Anatolian village house with its traditional
pitched roof and the existence of its tower. | will not go any further with stylistic
considerations but only admit that it was a modest, simple house both in size and
form when it is considered that it was built for the president of the young
Republic. (Fig.5 and 6)

*® We learn from the book published in 1953, this house had to be demolished because of the cracks as a
consequence of its being constructed very hurriedly. Further, we are informed that the place of this house was
later marked with a statue of Atatlrk. Afatdrk Orman Ciftiigi, 1953, p.10.
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