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ABSTRACT 

 

HOUSING THE MODERN NATION:  

THE TRANSFORMATION OF RESIDENTIAL ARCHITECTURE IN ANKARA 

DURING THE 1920S 

 

 

Avcı Hosanlı, Deniz 

PhD. Program in History of Architecture 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. T. Elvan Altan 

 

March 2018, 489 pages 

 

 

The dissertation examines the residential architecture produced in Ankara during the 1920s. 

Scholars have studied the traditional housing in the historic city of Ankara constructed from 

the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, as well as the modern housing constructed in the 

newly developed parts of the city during the period from the 1930s onwards; however, 

studies on the housing production of the first decade of the Turkish Republic in both the old 

and the new parts of Ankara are still insufficient. The period of focus in this study starts 

from the turn of the decade of the 1920s, when Ankara became the seat of the national 

struggle and was then chosen as the capital city in 1923, and extends until the beginning of 

the 1930s when the period of more radical modernization started. The interventions of the 

new Republican regime during this period changed the daily lives of the inhabitants of the 

city, and transformed the housing production. From the location of houses in the city to their 

interior spaces, from the social character of their neighborhoods to their formal, technical, 

and spatial characteristics, the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara was determined by 

the contextual characteristics of the Republican state. Nevertheless, while adapting to the 

modernizing way of living, the past could not be easily dismissed or overcome. This 

dissertation documents and analyzes the houses and apartments in Ankara built during the 

1920s with the aim to evaluate how an "eclectic" and/or "hybrid" residential architecture was 
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formed in the capital city during the first decade of the Republic, reflecting and affecting the 

contemporary identity of the new state in Turkey that could be defined as in-between the 

"historical-traditional" and the "modern". 
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ÖZ 

 

MODERN ULUSU BARINDIRMAK:  

ANKARA'DA KONUT MİMARİSİNİN 1920'LERDEKİ DÖNÜŞÜMÜ 

 

 

Avcı Hosanlı, Deniz 

Doktora, Mimarlık Tarihi Lisansüstü Programı 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. T. Elvan Altan 

 

Mart 2018, 489 sayfa 

 

 

Bu çalışma, 1920'lerde Ankara'da üretilen konut mimarisini inceler. Konut mimarisi üzerine 

çalışmalar, on altıncı yüzyıldan on dokuzuncu yüzyıla kadar tarihi Ankara kentinde inşa 

edilen geleneksel konutları ve 1930'larla başlayan dönemde kentin yeni gelişen kısımlarında 

inşa edilen modern konutları incelemektedir; fakat Türkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin ilk on yılında 

yeni kurulan başkentin hem eski hem de yeni kısımlarındaki konut üretimi üzerine çalışmalar 

hala yetersizdir. Bu çalışma, Ankara'nın ulusal mücadelenin merkezi haline geldiği ve 

ardından 1923'te başkent olarak seçildiği 1920'lerin başından, daha radikal modernleşmenin 

başladığı 1930'ların başına uzanan döneme odaklanmaktadır. Yeni Cumhuriyet rejiminin bu 

dönemde gerçekleştirdiği girişimler şehrin sakinlerinin günlük yaşamlarını değiştirmiş ve 

konut üretimini dönüştürmüştür. Konutların kent içindeki konumlarından iç mekânlarına, 

mahallelerinin sosyal karakterinden fiziksel, teknik ve mekânsal özelliklerine kadar, 

Ankara'da 1920'li yılların konut üretimi, yeni kurulan Cumhuriyet devletinin bağlamsal 

özellikleri ile belirlenmiştir. Bununla birlikte, modernleşen yaşam biçimine uyum 

sağlanırken, geçmiş tamamen göz ardı edilememiştir. Bu tez, Ankara'da 1920'lerde inşa 

edilen ev ve apartmanları belgeleyerek ve inceleyerek, Türkiye'deki yeni devletin "tarihsel-

geleneksel" ve "modern" olarak tanımlanabilecek çağdaş kimliğini yansıtan ve etkileyen 

"eklektik" ve/veya "melez" bir konut mimarisinin Cumhuriyet'in ilk on yılında başkentte 

nasıl oluştuğunu değerlendirmeyi hedeflemektedir.  
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Ankara, Mesken Mimarisi, Konut, Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi, 

1920'ler. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The transition of Ankara from a small Ottoman sancak1 to a commercial center of the 

nineteenth century and then to the capital of the new Turkish Republic, directly influenced 

the city's architectural and urban development. As it became the capital city in 1923, 

together with the newly constructed public and commercial buildings, many residential 

buildings were also built in Ankara to answer the needs of the increasing population. 

 

Scholars have thoroughly studied the housing in the historic city of Ankara, i.e. the 

traditional residential architecture produced from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, as 

well as the modern housing of the period from the 1930s onwards; however, the studies have 

mostly disregarded the housing production of the first decade of the Turkish Republic. The 

1920s, the foundational years of the new state, have not yet been studied in detail due to 

various reasons: Firstly, the "National Style" of the period, which had continued to be 

applied since the late Ottoman period, was fast abandoned after the establishment of the 

Republic towards the end of the decade in line with its modernization process; and secondly, 

there exists little information and documentation on the period. Through the transformation 

of the city during the twentieth century, the residential architecture of the period has almost 

totally disappeared. The aim of the study is to evaluate this lost and largely neglected 

heritage by examining the residential architecture of the 1920s in Ankara. 

 

1.1. Aim and Scope 

 

The subject of this thesis is the residential architecture produced in Ankara during the 1920s. 

The period of focus in this study starts from the turn of the decade of the 1920s, when 

                                                   
1 Aktüre, Sevgi. "Osmanlı Devletinde Taşra Kentlerindeki Değişimler", Tanzimat'tan Cumhuriyet'e Turkiye Ansiklopedisi, 
vol.4, pp. 891-904. 
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Ankara became the seat of the national struggle and was chosen as the capital city in 1923, 

and extends until the turn of the decade of the 1930s when the period of more radical 

modernization started. The reason of the selection of this period is to understand the changes 

in Ankara as it transformed from a small Ottoman city to the Republican capital city by 

examining the initial production of housing in the context of the new state that aimed a 

radical transformation. Hence, the 1920s mark an important decade in the history of the 

Republican Turkey, which witnessed the death of an Empire and the birth of a nation-state. 

After many years of wars and the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, the 1920s became a 

transition decade from the "historical-traditional" into the "modern", from an imperial rule to 

a republican government. Every aspect of life was in a transformation process during the 

1920s: With the building of a nation, the cities started to change, especially the capital city, 

i.e. Ankara, according to the modernizing and nationalist ideologies of the government. The 

architectural production was directly affected by these changes and affected change itself, 

and the housing of the period was considered as a significant part of this process of change, 

enforcing a new social life that would fit in with the new "modern" and "national" identity of 

the new state. The aim here is to study the housing production that marked the contemporary 

transition process and discuss their place and role in the building of the modern nation-state. 

 

As related to the establishment of the new state, the architectural production of the 1920s is 

generally explained with the concept of "nation", thus defined in historiography with 

reference to its use of the so-called "First National Architectural Style", which incorporated 

historicist architectural elements with the aim of reminding the past and hence creating a 

"Turkish" identity according to the contemporary nationalist ideology. On the other hand, 

the architectural production of the 1920s is also defined as part of the "Early Republican 

Architecture" and the emphasis here on the term "Republic" points at the relation of the 

architecture with the newly formed state,2 whereby the modernization project of the 

Republic was also effective in architectural production. Hence, the two concepts of the 

"national" and the "modern" could not be easily separated in this context with reference to 

the aim to create an identity that would answer the demands both for the provision of a 

historical-traditional-national identity as well as the creation of a modern identity for the 

new state.3 This study aims to understand in the case of housing production how architecture 

                                                   
2 Altan Ergut, Elvan. "'Cumhuriyet'in Mekânları/Zamanları/İnsanları': Mimarlık Tarihyazımı Üzerine Bir Değerlendirme" in 
Cumhuriyet'in Mekânları Zamanları İnsanları.  Elvan Altan Ergut & Bilge İmamoğlu (editor). Ankara: Dipnot Yayınları; 2010, 
pp. 11-24, p. 20. 

3 The search for an "identity" caused this tension, which is related with the fact that the "national" is a constantly discussed 
concept. As Bergdoll states: "Of all the new functions architecture was called upon to perform, few were so ideologically 
charged as building the identity and reinforcing the claims to naturalness of nation-states... Whether their choice was Classical, 
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of the period was a means and a symbol of the implementation and representation of the 

Republican ideologies of modernization and nationalism. 

 

The study focuses on the case of Ankara as the change brought about by the Republic in the 

built environment started there with the aim to construct a modern capital city that would 

represent and be an example for the entire nation-state. The building of the new city started 

with the construction of public buildings, required for the functioning of the state. As the 

population increased, sheltering became the most important problem of the city, and housing 

constructions rapidly increased in the capital city. 

 

However, few sources examine the housing production in the 1920s' Ankara. The housing in 

the city in later periods has been studied in more detail; and there are sources on housing in 

Republican Turkey in general that help understand the process of housing construction in a 

comparative perspective.4 Besides, a growing literature on the Republican architecture as 

well as the relation between architectural production and modernizing and nationalist 

ideologies in Turkey help define the theoretical approach of this study discussed above.5 The 

                                                                                                                                                
medieval, or Renaissance, all revivalists shared the strategy of advocating a particular style with explanations drawn from 
national history, itself one of the great enterprises of historians in the early nineteenth century. A single historical period - 
increasingly specific in its definition - was claimed to be the only one capable of providing models grounded in national 
traditions, institutions, and values. Issues of style became matters of state." See: Bergdoll, Barry. "Nationalism and Stylistic 
Debates in Architecture" in European Architecture 1750-1890. Oxford University Press; 2000, pp. 139-170, pp. 139 and 141. 
Accordingly, the modernization agenda was partially hidden at times behind the mask of historicist styles, as Frampton 
discusses: "The modernist tendency to reduce all form to abstraction made it an unsatisfactory manner in which to represent the 
power and ideology of the state. This iconographic inadequacy largely accounts for the survival of historicist approach to 
building... The ideological charge lay on official architecture during this period, and the Classical, not to say Beaux-Arts, 
background of most of the architects involved, served to isolate the whole development from the progressive aspirations of the 
Modern Movement, and in most instances this isolation seems to have been consciously desired." See: Frampton, Kenneth. 
"Chapter 24 - Architecture and the State: Ideology and Representation 1914-43" in Modern Architecture, A Critical History. 
First edition: 1980. Third edition: 1992. London: Thames and Hudson, 1992, pp. 210-223, pp. 210, 212. 

4 The study of Gamze Kefu on the development of the Anafartalar Street and its houses carried out in 2001 was helpful in 
gathering information of the houses constructed in the 1920s on this street. See: Kefu, Gamze. A Study on Anafartalar Street - 
Ankara and a Group of Apartment Houses Defining it as a Problem of Conservation. Unpublished Master's Thesis. Ankara: 
METU, 2001. Although it focuses on the later decades, Sivil Mimari Bellek Ankara 1930-1980 project and its publication is 
also helpful to define the framework of studies on housing in Ankara. See: Bayraktar, Nuray (editor). Sivil Mimari Bellek 
Ankara 1930-1980. Ankara: VEKAM Yayınları; 2017; sivilmimaribellekankara.com. Other sources on the topic include: 
-Nalbantoğlu, Gülsüm. "1928-1946 Döneminde Ankara'da Yapılan Konutların Mimari Değerlendirilmesi" in Tarih İçinde 
Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1981, second edition: 2000). Ankara: T.B.M.M Basımevi; 2000, pp. 253-
270. 
-Yavuz, Ayşıl Tükel. "İzzet Aykurt Evi: Bir Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Konutu" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 
Seminer Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 289-327. 
-Yavuz, Yıldırım. "1923-1928 Ankara'sında Konut Sorunu ve Konut Gelişmesi" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz 
(editor). (First edition: 1981, second edition: 2000). Ankara: TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 233-253. 
-Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Ankara-Çankaya'daki Birinci Cumhurbaşkanlığı Köşkü" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 Seminer 
Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 341-413. 
In terms of understanding the housing problem of Turkey, and for the housing problem in general, these two books by İlhan 
Tekeli were very supportive:  
-Tekeli, İlhan. Konut Sorununu Konut Sunum Biçimleriyle Düşünmek. İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2010. 
-Tekeli, İlhan. Türkiye'de Yaşamda ve Yazında Konutun Öyküsü (1923-1980). İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2012. 

5 These include: 
-Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı (1923-1938). (First edition: 1980, third edition: 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010. 
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studies on the development plan of Ankara are also helpful to situate the housing 

construction in the urban context.6 Additionally, in terms of understanding the social aspects 

of the period, and of Ankara in general, recent historical and sociological analyses provide 

new perspectives in critically studying the daily life of the city.7 Apart from academic 

studies, the novels by the contemporary writers such as Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoğlu, 

Ahmet Hamdi Tanpınar, Falih Rıfkı Atay and Refik Halid Karay give valuable information 

about the living conditions and the main events of the period. Similarly, the memoirs of the 

contemporaries and their children give detailed information about the urban context and its 

daily life during the 1920s and the next decade as well as the characteristics of residential 

architecture where changing living conditions were witnessed.8  Examining these secondary 

sources on the architectural, urban and social contexts, this study attempts to analyze the 

housing production of the capital city of Ankara during the 1920s in detail in relation to not 

only stylistic but also technical and spatial characteristics, and evaluate the results according 

to the theoretical frame drawn out of their discussions that define the architecture of the 

period with reference to the modernizing and nationalist ideologies of the new Republican 

state.  

                                                                                                                                                
-Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 
2005. 
-Bayraktar, Nuray. Ankara Yazıları. Ankara: Nobel Akademik Yayıncılık Eğitim Danışmanlık; 2017. 
-Batur, Afife. A Concise History: Architecture in Turkey during the 20th Century. Ankara: Mimarlar Odası Yayınları; 2005. 
-Bozdoğan, Sibel. Modernizm ve Ulusun İnşası: Erken Cumhuriyet Türkiyesi'nde Mimari Kültür. (The University of 
Washington Press, 2001, translated by Tuncay Birkan). (First edition: 2002, third edition: 2012). İstanbul: Metis Yayınları; 
2012. 
-Kezer, Zeynep. Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the Early Republic. Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of 
Pittsburgh Press; 2015. 
-Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984. 

6 Besides the initial study by Gönül Tankut, the study of Ali Cengizkan on the topic is also very informative. See:  
-Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı, Kentsel Mekan Özellikleri, 1932 Jansen Planı'na ve Bugüne 
Katkıları, Etki ve Kalıntıları. Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı; 2004. 
-Tankut, Gönül. Bir Başkentin İmarı: Ankara 1929-39. Ankara: ODTÜ; 1993. 

7 See:  
-Şenol-Cantek, L. Funda. "Yaban"lar ve Yerliler. Başkent Olma Sürecinde Ankara. (First edition: 2003, second edition: 2011). 
İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2011. 
-Şenol-Cantek, Funda (editor). Cumhuriyet'in Ütopyası: Ankara. Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012. 

8 See:  
-Ağaoğlu, Adalet. "Aşkım ve Başkaldırım: Ankara" in Karşılaşmalar. (Second edition: 1993). İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 
1993. 
-Aksan, Doğan. Cumhuriyet'in Çocukluk, Gençlik Yılları ve Bugünü. Ankara: Bilgi Yayınevi; 2001. 
-Bağlum, Kemal. Beşbin Yılda Nereden Nereye Ankara. Ankara; 1992 (includes memoirs of Uğur Tunalı, pp.139-140). 
-Boran, Behice S. "Şehir ve Şehirleşme Davamız" in Yurt ve Dünya, no.3, March 1941. 
-Boran, Behice S. "Modern Şehir Örneği" in Yurt ve Dünya, volume 1, no.6, June 1941.  
-Kuruyazıcı, Hasan. Osmanlı'dan Cumhuriyet'e Bir Mimar: Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. Anılar, Yazılar, Mektuplar, Belgeler. 
İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 2008. 
-Karaveli, Orhan. Bir Ankara Ailesinin Öyküsü. İstanbul: Pergamon Y.; 1999. 
-Koç, Vehbi. Hayat Hikayem. First edition: 1973. İstanbul: Çelçüt Matbaası, 1983. 
-Öymen, Altan. Bir Dönem Bir Çocuk. (First edition: 2002, 14th edition: 2012). İstanbul: Doğan Kitap; 2012. 
-Sahir Sılan, Şen. Pişman Değilim. (First edition: 2002, 13th edition: 2010). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2010. 
-Yalman, Ahmed Emin. Yakın Tarihte Gördüklerim ve Geçirdiklerim. Erol Sadi Erdinç (editor). C.1. İstanbul: Pera Yayınları; 
1997. 
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1.2. Methodology and Organization 

  

In the past, historians wrote the history of residential architecture in a limited focus by 

studying mainly the houses of "important" people such as the great palaces and villas of the 

wealthy, and the modern housing designed by recognized architects of the period. As Miller 

Lane expresses: "In other words, to merit the attention of architectural historians, a structure 

had to be large, expensive, and beautiful."9 Contemporary historiography, on the other hand, 

also investigates the "ordinary" dwellings such as apartments, working-class housing, mass 

housing, farm housing, vernacular architecture, etc. Additionally, contemporary scholars 

analyze not only the architectural characteristics such as facade composition and plan 

organization, but also the usage schemes within and around houses, the "public" and 

"private" spaces, the gendered character of the interior, the consumption and perception of 

spaces and inhabitants' experiences, all of which are directly affected by the social, 

economic and political conditions.10 These conditions shape the building form, often in 

relation with the population increase, thus leading to new forms of housing production such 

as mass housing. Users are now also considered important in shaping their physical 

environments as their lives are reflected in their houses. Miller Lane hence asks: "Do the 

ideals of those who select and remodel their dwellings come from the 'great minds' of the 

era, or is the reverse true? Do the great minds (or leading architects) simply reflect the taste 

of their times?"11 

 

Thus, residential architecture studies now analyze the organization of activities within 

households to provide resources to understand how societies define themselves and change 

in time. Friedman puts forward a discussion by outlining the methodological tendencies and 

analytical strategies that stand out at present in defining the residential architecture and its 

social aspects.12 First, studies focus on individual buildings and group of buildings that have 

specific cultural and historical contexts (this way, the buildings are documented, analyzed 

                                                   
9 Miller Lane, Barbara. "Introduction" in Housing and dwelling: a reader on modern domestic architecture. Miller Lane, 
Barbara (editor). New York: Routledge; 2006, pp. 1-19, p. 1-2. 

10 Miller Lane, 2006, p. 1-2. 

11 "- and is 'taste' a set of preferences created by advertising, or do the mass media simply respond to the wishes and demands of 
the public? Some historians have turned fruitfully to the study of popular media – to domestic advice writings, advertisements, 
plan books – and for recent periods, to film and television, to answer these questions." See: Miller Lane, 2006, p. 2. 

12 Friedman, Alice T. "The Way You Do the Things You Do: Writing the History of Houses and Housing" in Journal of the 
Society of Architectural Historians, Vol. 58, No. 3, Architectural History 1999/2000 (Sep., 1999), pp. 406-413, University of 
California Press on behalf of the Society of Architectural Historians, Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/991534, 
Accessed: 21/04/2014 06:03. 
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and discussed as the products of values, cultural conventions, institutional forces and 

individual actions). Second, vernacular architecture, which was neglected for some time, has 

become a crucial part of the history of architecture. Third, lives and experiences of 

inhabitants, their changing definitions according to gender, as well as household structure 

have become crucial in understanding the use of spaces and the changes in the plan layouts, 

i.e. the social character of houses and thus the neighborhoods. Fourth, a required importance 

is given to housing types, household groups, and their cultural traditions. Finally, the 

concepts of "spatial experience," "memory," "sense of place" and "roles of power" are 

included within the context of these studies.13 In line with the contemporary methodological 

approaches of studies on residential architecture, this study will analyze not only the houses 

of outstanding importance, but also the ordinary houses of common people. The aim here is 

to understand the place and role of housing in the socio-political context defined according 

to the contemporary ideological motives of the nation-state that were influential in the 

formation of social identity. In this regard, social relationships, social structures and norms 

change with the residential buildings that are influenced by the society, and influence the 

society in return. 

 

The changes brought about by the new Republican regime changed the daily lives of the 

inhabitants of the city, and transformed the housing production. Even the usage schemes of 

traditional houses changed with divisions and alterations as the new-comers to the city 

resided in these for a while. The new housing constructions and their designs were directly 

influenced by contemporary transformations: The political ideologies affected the physical 

appearance, i.e. style, of residential buildings with reference to its symbolic value. The 

financial conditions shaped the construction of housing in relation to their construction time, 

the use of the new construction techniques and materials, and their size (bigger houses show 

power, status and stability). The social transformations, on the other hand, affected their 

interior and exterior spatial characteristics, i.e. the usage schemes, and their position in their 

surroundings. As a result, from the location of housing in the city to the interior spaces, from 

the social character of the neighborhood to the formal, technical, and spatial characteristics, 

the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara was determined by the contextual 

characteristics of the Republican state. 

 

Aiming to analyze the residential architecture within this context, the political, social, and 

ideological issues of building a modern nation in Turkey and establishing its capital city 
                                                   
13 Friedman, 1999, pp. 406-413. 
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need to be initially studied. Thus, the historical and theoretical search on nation-state 

ideologies and identity formation, the ideologies of the early Republican period, building a 

capital city of nation-state, Ankara, and the influence of housing on these were inquired. 

This was done via examining the existing literature about these topics.  

 

Based on this literature overview, the initial discussion about the socio-political context of 

the building of the capital city of the new state is undertaken in "Chapter 2: Building a 

Nation, Building a Modern Capital City". Firstly, this part examines the ideologies of 

nationalism and modernization that based the choice and the building of Ankara as the 

capital city of the Republican Turkey, turning into a model for the reconstruction of the 

country. As Ankara became the capital city, its population increased, and development and 

housing problems emerged that would force the city to urbanize. Thus, the first Urban 

Development Plan of Ankara was designed by the German architect Dr. Carl Christopher 

Lörcher in 1924-1925 in order to define the transformation of the city into a modern capital 

in line with the aim of the new state.14 Chapter 2 also looks at the architectural stylistic 

choice that forms the main frame of analysis of the period in conventional studies. The so-

called "First National Architectural Style" of the period had a decorative approach, 

emphasizing facade and mass ornaments; and it was historicist and revivalist, affected by 

contemporary nation-building ideologies.  

 

In order to investigate the production of housing in this context, the dissertation is 

methodologically based on the initial documentation of the housing examples. Gathering 

archival information about the housing production of Ankara during the 1920s was a 

challenging process: There are either few examples or only mentions in the sources. Thus, 

initially, books, journals and articles related to the housing, Ankara, and the early 

Republican period of Turkey were searched for the housing examples of the 1920s in 

Ankara. Secondly, the VEKAM (Vehbi Koç Ankara Araştırmaları Merkezi) archives were 

screened, and information was collected there, including the archive numbers of the housing 

examples in the archives of the Municipality. Then, the Ankara Municipality was visited; 

however, although the folders of the housing examples were found, the documents such as 

drawings, photographs etc. were missing in them. Then, with the direction of the authorized 

person in the Municipality Archives, the next visit was made to the smaller branch of the 

Municipality, i.e. the Department of the Cultural and Natural Assets, where studies were 

                                                   
14  Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı, Kentsel Mekan Özellikleri, 1932 Jansen Planı'na ve Bugüne 
Katkıları, Etki ve Kalıntıları. Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı; 2004. 
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conducted on the restoration projects in the historic city center, Ulus, in 2014-15.15 From 

these studies, few of the current drawings of the related examples were obtained that 

included the plans, sections, and facades.   

 

In 2010, Makbule İlçan and Utta Urban-Planning, Project, and Consultant16 office executed 

site studies for the "Ankara, Ulus, Historic City Center, Urban Development Plan for 

Conservation (Ankara, Ulus Tarihi Kent Merkezi, Kentsel Sit Alanı Koruma Amaçlı Nazım İmar 

Planı)". In this survey, a map that shows the residential buildings of the Old City was 

prepared and their periods of construction were also noted, which provided important 

information for this study. Additionally, the construction dates of the 1920s' housing 

examples were re-checked from the dated old photographs and the postcards, obtained from 

the VEKAM archives. The dates of some of the housing examples could be found from 

these postcards as well: For example, if an apartment next to one with a known date is seen 

or is not seen on a dated postcard, then it could be suggested that it was built or not built 

before or after the one whose date is known, and thus its date can be marked as "before" or 

"after" that known date. 

 

Due to the very limited documentation on the houses and apartments of the 1920s in the 

archives, information about some of them could only be identified during the site surveys 

executed in Ulus, Cebeci, and Kızılay regions by the author. The locations of all the 

collected housing examples were determined in the current Ankara map, and marked on the 

1920s' map of Ankara prepared by the author by merging the 1924 Ankara map17, 

Lörcher's18 and Jansen's19 urban development plans for Ankara, and the current Ankara map 

(Google Maps) (See Appendix A). During the site surveys, photographs were taken, and 

information about the architectural characteristics of the housing examples and their current 

conditions were documented.20   

 
                                                   
15 Here, it must be mentioned that the authorized personnel in the Department of the Cultural and Natural Assets did not know 
that these houses were constructed in the 1920s. 

16 Makbule İlçan & UTTA Planlama, Projelendirme, Danışmanlık Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

17 Günel, G. and Kılcı, A. "Ankara Şehri 1924 Haritası: Eski Bir Haritada Ankara'yı Tanımak" in Ankara Araştırmaları Dergisi, 
No: 3(1), Haziran/June 2015, pp. 78-104.  

18 Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı, Kentsel Mekan Özellikleri, 1932 Jansen Planı'na ve Bugüne 
Katkıları, Etki ve Kalıntıları. Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı; 2004. 

19 https://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de, last visited: January, 2018. 

20 Photographs in this study are taken by the author unless cited otherwise. 
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Having collected the documents about the housing production of Ankara during the 1920s in 

the archives and by site surveys, the inventory of all the obtained examples of the houses and 

apartments of the period was prepared in order to be used as a base for the analyses and 

evaluations undertaken in this dissertation (See Appendix A).21 The inventory includes 

information about a total of 126 housing examples that could be obtained. The construction 

dates of 61 examples could be determined, while the dates of 65 examples are unknown and 

they are simply noted as constructed in the 1920s. Among the 126 total examples, 42 

examples are currently demolished (Table 1.1).  

 
 

Table 1.1: The Inventory of the Housing Examples in Ankara during the 1920s (See Appendix A)

 
 

 

In order to understand the production of the residential architecture in the 1920s' Ankara as 

exemplified in the obtained cases, "Chapter 3: Housing the Capital City" initially studies the 

settlement zones of contemporary housing related with the changes in the urban context of 

the city, by focusing on the residential districts and examining the transformation of 

traditional neighborhoods and the emergence of new neighborhoods. Here, the settlement 

zones in Ankara, the "transformed" and "newly-developed" neighborhoods and districts, 

were prepared as charts, in which groups of neighborhoods are divided and grouped 

according to their properties, and the related data from these charts are shown on prepared 

Ankara maps. The next part of the chapter examines the housing types constructed in the 

1920s' Ankara in relation with these settlement zones in order to understand the 

transformation of traditional houses in historic neighborhoods and the construction of new 

houses and apartments in the old as well as the newly emerging neighborhoods. The 

resulting inputs are also shown in charts, with grouping of similar housing types in similar 

neighborhoods. Later, in the same chapter, the production of housing during the 1920s in 

Ankara is examined in order to understand by whom the contemporary houses and 

apartments were produced, by providing detailed information about the public and private 

initiatives that invested in their construction as well as the architects and builders who 
                                                   
21 Tables and charts in this study are prepared by the author unless cited otherwise. 
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designed and constructed them. The chapter concludes with the investigation of how the 

capital city was inhabited at the time by focusing on the characteristics of its population in 

relation to the settlement zones and housing types. The examination in this chapter focuses 

on the traditional houses as well as the new houses and apartments of the period as 

exemplified in the 126 cases obtained in initial documentation; and the detailed information 

about their settlement zones, housing types and building initiatives form the basis of the 

analyses of the contemporary residential architecture of Ankara undertaken in Chapter 4. 

 

"Chapter 4: Building the Residential Architecture of Ankara" studies the housing production 

of the 1920s' Ankara very comprehensively by undertaking formal, technical and spatial 

analyses of contemporary housing. Forming the focus of this study, these analyses only 

include the new houses and apartments built in the 1920s since the aim here is to understand 

the changes that the contemporary housing production brought to the new capital city. 

 

The formal analyses aim to clarify the architectural elements used in the contemporary 

"National Style", discussing how the historicist approach remained the same with the earlier 

decades. In that, the typological data of architectural elements and their use in facade 

organizations are studied. These include towers, projections, eaves, windows, doors, 

railings/balustrades and ornaments. In these typological analyses, all 126 housing examples 

obtained are examined and analyzed, and the typological data are prepared by these 

examinations; nevertheless, in the typological charts prepared, only the cases chosen as 

exemplary are shown, differentiating in number for the analysis of each architectural 

element yet always including those relevant housing examples with known construction 

dates (Table 1.2). After the typological grouping of architectural elements, in the Tables 

provided in Chapter 4, these representative examples are studied with construction dates and 

building initiatives together in order to determine the relation with groups of actors and their 

actions at specific periods. The representative cases are then analyzed with reference to 

settlement zones and housing types. These analyses aim to determine whether a certain type 

or style (of an architectural element) was popular in a certain region, in a specific housing 

type, as well as in a specific period and amongst a certain group of building initiatives, 

architects or builders.  
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Table 1.2: Formal Analyses for Understanding the Housing Production in Ankara during the 1920s

 
 

 

In the following part of Chapter 4 that undertakes the technical analyses, the construction 

techniques and materials as well as the infrastructure of contemporary housing are evaluated 

to discuss the transformation witnessed by the effect of technological advancements. The 

documents for this stage of the study were obtained from the Inventory of Natural and 

Cultural Heritage Protection (Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları Koruma Envanteri - D.K.V.K.E.) 

prepared by the General Directorate of Cultural Assets and Museums (Kültür Varlıkları ve 

Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü) in 1996 and 2010. In the study of construction techniques and 

materials, all 126 housing examples are examined, but 53 of them with exact known dates 

and relatively known construction techniques are chosen as the representative cases (Table 

1.3A) and they are presented in the Tables in Chapter 4. These 53 examples are studied 

comprehensively with their structural systems and use of materials and they are 

crosschecked with settlement zones, housing types and building initiatives. For the analysis 

of infrastructure, the examination of multiple sources was necessary to document the widely 

scattered information. Firstly, the important housing examples of the decade, constructed by 

public institutions or well-known individuals, and designed by prominent architects of the 

period, have generally been well documented and their infrastructures were analyzed in 

some studies. Secondly, the studies about the factories established in the decade and the 

distribution of their resources provide resourceful data about the technical infrastructure of 

the city, such as the documentation about the construction of the Electricity and Gas Factory 

in Ankara that has information about the distribution of the technical infrastructure in the 

city, especially in Yenişehir as shown on the Yenişehir map prepared in 1928. Additionally, 

the earliest official data about the technical installation of infrastructure in certain 
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neighborhoods in the city can be found in the Statistical Yearbooks of 1928 and 1935-36.22 

Finally, the Natural and Cultural Heritage Protection Inventory prepared in 1996 and 2010, 

gives information about the technical infrastructure of individual houses and apartments of 

the decade. From the Inventory of Natural and Cultural Heritage, 45 housing examples are 

gathered and the related information about their infrastructure is given in Tables in Chapter 

4. These are studied comprehensively and crosschecked with settlement zones, housing 

types, and building initiatives (Table 1.3B).  

 
 

Table 1.3: Technical Analyses for Understanding the Housing Production in Ankara during the 1920s

 
 

 

In the final part of Chapter 4, spatial analyses are undertaken, providing detailed information 

about the plan layouts and usage schemes, and the features of interior spaces. The spatial 

analyses require the documentation of the plans of the housing examples that were searched 

for in the documentations of existing literature such as books and journal articles about the 

contemporary housing as well as at the Department of Cultural and Natural Assets of the 

Municipality of Ankara. Among the total 126 housing examples, the plans could be obtained 

for only 31, which were prepared as another inventory in this study (See Appendix B). 

Among 31 housing examples with plans, only 22 of them are known with construction dates, 

and five of them are currently demolished (Table 1.4). 

 

 

                                                   
22 Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 
2005. 
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Table 1.4: The Inventory of the Houses and Apartments in Ankara during the 1920s with Plans (see Appendix B)

 
 

 

In the spatial analyses undertaken in this chapter, 30 housing examples out of 126 in total 

could be studied as the usage scheme of one of the obtained plans could not be perceived.23 

Focusing on these 30 cases, the spatial characteristics of the housing production in the 1920s' 

Ankara are firstly analyzed, starting with the typological studies, where types of plans are 

grouped according to the more detailed housing types. After the determination of the 

typological data, the inputs are crosschecked with settlement zones, housing types and 

building initiatives and construction dates (Table 1.5A_1), and these are given in the Tables 

provided in Chapter 4. The following analyses of the "defined" spaces and service spaces are 

also undertaken in this format (Table 1.5A_2, 1.5A_3). In the study on furniture, even 

though it is executed by the examination of all 30 examples, it is seen that only the 20 

housing examples had in-situ furniture and the construction dates of only 11 of those are 

known. Hence, the analyses on the use of furniture in contemporary housing are carried out 

on these 20 housing examples, crosschecked with settlement zones, housing types and 

building initiatives (Table 1.5A_4).  

 

Following the analyses on spatial characteristics, the evaluations of these are executed in the 

final part of the chapter. The evaluations are based on the access analyses and the social 

interaction charts prepared by the examination of all 30 housing examples with plans, but 

showing only 15 representative examples in the Tables in Chapter 4, eliminating the similar 

cases (Table 1.5B_1). The evaluations continue with the study of the relation of the use of 

spaces with settlement zones and housing types, in which all 30 examples are studied (Table 

1.5B_2). These evaluations conclude the comprehensive analyses on the housing examples 

of the 1920s' Ankara undertaken in this chapter in order to evaluate how the use of spaces 

changes in the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara in line with the transformation in the 

meaning of public and private spaces, the resultant transformation of traditional spaces and 

the definition of modern spaces.  

                                                   
23 The Building & Lodgings of the Gazi Farm Station. 
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Table 1.5: Spatial Analyses for Understanding the Housing Production in Ankara during the 1920s

 
 

 

"Chapter 5: Conclusion" discusses the role that the residential architecture played in this 

period of transition from the historical-traditional to the modern in Turkey. The first ten 

years after the establishment of the Turkish Republic had a profound effect on the building 

of a modern and national identity in the country, as defined by the new state. Therefore, the 

aim of this study is to document, analyze and evaluate the residential architecture of the 

1920s' Ankara as exemplary of the execution of the modernization process of the new 

nation-state. Thus, this dissertation attempts to clarify the role and the place of the 

residential architecture in this context by studying the changes in the built environment in 

relation to contemporary ideologies. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

BUILDING A NATION, BUILDING A MODERN CAPITAL CITY 

 

 

The first decades of the twentieth century mark an important era in the Turkish history, 

especially in the city of Ankara. With the Independence War (Kurtuluş Savaşı) (1919-1923), 

and the declaration of the city as the capital on October 13, 1923, and the establishment of 

the Turkish Republic on October 29, 1923, a new era started in Ankara. Although 

modernization attempts had already started from the eighteenth century onwards in the 

Ottoman Empire1, these intensified with the establishment of the Republic. The one-party 

regime in power provided an available atmosphere for such a transition.2 The modernization 

processes could be seen in every field from social and political aspects, education to 

architecture and everyday use of spaces. The formation of the new state influenced 

architecture especially in the new capital city of Ankara in terms of both quality and 

quantity, and led to the formation of the modern Ankara by demanding new institutions that 

required new public buildings and housing production that radically transformed the built 

environment of the city. 

 

Before the national struggle (milli mücadele) started, Ankara had been a typical Anatolian 

city that had reached a certain amount of welfare by domestic and foreign commerce in sof 

production from a special tiftik goat bred in the region. This welfare continued to the 

beginning of the nineteenth century.3 The nineteenth century is defined as "the longest 

century"4 and "the century of change"5. It defines an era when change and development 

                                                        
1 Aktüre, Sevgi. "Osmanlı Devletinde Taşra Kentlerindeki Değişimler", Tanzimat'tan Cumhuriyet'e Turkiye Ansiklopedisi, 
vol.4, pp. 891-904. 

2 İmga, Orçun. Tek Partili Dönemde Ankara: Siyaset ve Yerel Demokrasi. Ankara: Dipnot Yayınları; 2006. 

3 Şenol-Cantek, L. Funda. "Yaban"lar ve Yerliler. Başkent Olma Sürecinde Ankara. (First edition: 2003, second edition: 2011). 
İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2011, p. 41. 

4 Ortaylı, İlber. İmparatorluğun En Uzun Yüzyılı. First edition: 1983 (Hil Yayınları). 24th edition. İstanbul: Alkım Yayınevi; 
2006. 
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occurred all over the world with industrial development and interaction of cultures, which 

led up to the birth of national values.6 In addition, with the railways and the resultant 

transportation of imports and exports, the spread of information and knowledge became 

easier during this century. The Ottoman Empire was deeply affected from these changes, and 

even one of the smallest sancaks of the Empire, Ankara, went through major changes.7 

 

The nineteenth century began with many difficulties for the Ankara dwellers with droughts, 

epidemics, malaria related with swamp problems, water supply problems, and fires. 

However, eventually, with technological developments in communication, transportation, 

education, and construction, and with the establishment of the municipality and the efforts of 

hard working individuals such as the governor Abidin Paşa8, the city had a new vitality and 

mobility at the end of the nineteenth century. The sanitary conditions and the appearance of 

the city changed considerably in this context. 

 

The significant change at the time was the arrival of railway to Ankara in 1893, which 

affected the emergence of new commercial centers outside the citadel area expanding the 

city towards the train station. Other significant buildings constructed at that time was the 

Governmental House (Hükümet Konağı), Technical School (Mekteb-i Sanayi), Vocational 

School (Dar-ül Muallimin), Postal Office, Ottoman Bank (Bank-ı Osmani), Gureba 

Hospital, a theater, Taşhan (the first hotel, inn-type accommodation place) and other hotels.9 

The area of the Taşhan Square, formerly known as the Karaoğlan Bazaar, became the main 

commercial square of the city, and it developed until and after the Republican period. At the 

end of the nineteenth century, Ankara had become a more vital administrative commercial 

center in the midst of Anatolia. New housing also accompanied this process: While the 

construction of new roads enabled better use of the vineyard houses outside the city, housing 

problem emerged in the center with new migrations, and accordingly, new residential areas 

                                                                                                                                                             
5 Ortaylı, 2006. 

6 Hobsbawm, Eric. "Introduction", The Age of Revolution 1789-1848. Mentor Book; 1962, pp. 17-20; "Introduction", The Age 
of Capital 1848-1875. Charles Scribner’s Sons; 1975, pp. 1-5; "Overture", The Age of Empire 1875-1914. Vintage Books; 
1987, pp. 1-12.  

7Aktüre, Sevgi. "Osmanlı Devletinde Taşra Kentlerindeki Değişimler" in Tanzimat'tan Cumhuriyet'e Turkiye Ansiklopedisi, 
vol.4, pp. 891-904. 

8 Aydın et al., "Belediye" in Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 2005, pp. 248-263, p. 24. 

9 Aydın et al., "Han, Otel", 2005, pp. 288-291. 
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and planned neighborhoods were built such as the Boşnak district in the Cebeci region of 

today's Ankara.10 

 

Starting at this point, i.e. the end of the Ottoman period, this chapter will examine Ankara's 

transformation from a small sancak city into the capital city of a new regime, in the new 

socio-political context of the Turkish Republic during its first decade, i.e. the 1920s, by 

analyzing the attempts for the urban development of the city with Lörcher's plan, and the 

architectural production in the "national" style of the period.11  

 

2.1. The Socio-Political Context of the 1920s 

 

The first two decades and especially the second decade of the twentieth century had a strong 

impact on Ankara: Starting at the end of the First World War when Ankara became the 

center of the national struggle, and continuing with the choice of Ankara as the center of the 

new Turkish Republic, the city began to transform from the late 1910s to the early 1930s 

from a small city of the Ottoman Empire into the capital city of the Turkish Republic, i.e. 

making the 1920s the "longest decade"12 of Ankara.  

  

Even though citizens and governors such as Abidin Paşa had tried to improve the city 

towards the end of the nineteenth century, these personal and partial attempts could have 

only improved the city to some extent in the face of the economic and political problems of 

the late Ottoman period. When the builders of the new regime chose to settle in Ankara 

during the Independence War that started at the end of the First World War, they found an 

introverted city, devastated by fires, malaria, and a city that was dry and barren. Apart from 

having railway transportation and being the stamping ground of communication with the 

provision of the telegraph system, to the newcomers, the city was no different from any 

other under-developed city of Anatolia, unheeded by the central management of the Empire, 

trying to live by trade of its small produced crafts such as sof wool.13  

 

                                                        
10 Aydın et al., "Mahalleler ve Yeni Mekanlar", 2005, p. 271. 

11 For a general view of Ankara at the beginning of the Republic, see: Günel, G. and Kılcı, A. "Ankara Şehri 1924 Haritası: Eski 
Bir Haritada Ankara'yı Tanımak" in Ankara Araştırmaları Dergisi, No: 3(1), pp. 78-104. 

12 The reference here is to İlber Ortaylı’s book on the late Ottoman Empire. See: Ortaylı, İlber. İmparatorluğun En Uzun 
Yüzyılı. First edition: 1983 (Hil Yayınları). 24th edition: İstanbul: Alkım Yayınevi; 2006. 

13 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 98. 
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At the beginning of the twentieth century, during the First World War and the Independence 

War, Ankara became a military center of the national struggle; and at the start of the 1920s, 

it was a worn-out city battered by the war conditions with its old neighborhoods and some of 

the new public buildings from the late Ottoman period. Its social life was limited where 

women were spending most of their time in houses and men socialized in bazaars and 

religious gatherings. The occupants were constantly bothered by bandits.14 

 

İsmet Paşa and his fourteen friends proposed on October 9, 1923 a law article,15 stating, 

"The administrative center of the Turkish Republic is Ankara".16 The Ankara Municipality 

(Şehremaneti) was established on October 17, 1923;17 and Ankara was legally established as 

the capital city on October 29, 1923.18 However, until the abolition of Caliphate in March 3, 

1924, the Turkish Republic had been a dual-capital country with İstanbul as the Islamic 

center and Ankara as the capital of the state.19 The development and urbanization of Ankara 

could only fully begin when it became the one and only capital with the abolishment of the 

Caliphate on March 4, 1924. 

 

After Ankara had been established as the capital city, intensive efforts were carried out to 

make it the capital appropriate for a Republican state. Ankara could not be another İstanbul: 

A new city, very different from the previous capital in its modernity and functionality, and 

with a "western" image, was decided to be constructed in Ankara.20 The transformation and 

construction of Ankara into a capital city happened in the "longest decade" of its history: the 

1920s. 

 

Ankara, as the new capital city of the Turkish Republic, became the "symbol" of the nation-

state. According to Şenol-Cantek, the establishment of Ankara as the capital city was based 

                                                        
14 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 98-99. 

15 However, in the same article, it is also stated that, besides Ankara as the new administrative center, İstanbul would continue 
being the Caliphate center forever. See: Yavuz, Fehmi. Ankara'nın İmarı ve Şehirciliğimiz. Ankara: Güney Matbaacılık ve 
Gazetecilik, 1952, p. 11 cited in Tankut, Gönül. Bir Başkentin İmarı: Ankara 1929-39. Ankara: ODTÜ; 1993, p. 46. 

16 Goloğlu, Mahmut. Cumhuriyet'e Doğru:1921-1922. Milli Mücadele Tarihi, Beşinci Kitap. Ankara: Başnur Matbaası; 1971, 
p. 295-96 cited in Tankut, 1993, p. 46. 

17 Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı 1924-25 Lörcher Planı. Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı: Arkadaş Yayınları; 2004, p. 15. 

18 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 14. 

19 Yavuz, 1952, p. 12. 

20 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 89. 
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on the will to create a new and untouched space for the nation state construction.21 İstanbul, 

being the previous capital and the representation of the Empire in the eyes of the world, was 

not suitable for such a new beginning. 

 

Ankara's contribution to the Independence War as a rallying point and the willingness of its 

occupants in this process made it a suitable candidate for new beginnings.22 Falih Rıfkı, at 

the 10th anniversary of the Republic, stated that this change and shaping had gone as desired. 

He believed that "The old tales of Ankara have vanished with the four-year epic struggle and 

cultural history of the last decade."23  

 

In the very short period of a decade, Ankara had witnessed the national struggle, as the 

builders of the Republic came to Ankara and decided to set the main headquarters of the 

Independence War there. Later, when the Republican regime was announced, Ankara was 

established as the modern capital city of the Turkish Republic. The builders and newcomers 

found Ankara undeveloped and unsuitable as a capital city and its comparisons with İstanbul 

began, along with the discussions of modernism, and nationalism. In the following part of 

this sub-chapter, these discussions will be studied in more detail related with the political 

and ideological issues on the nation building agenda, focusing on the reasons behind the 

decision of making Ankara the capital city 

 

The reforms introduced by the new nation-state in Turkey are signified with their 

revolutionary character, aiming to modernize the country. The most radical of these were the 

abolition of the Caliphate and the Shariah (Muslim Religious Law) (Halifeliğin ve Şeriatın 

Kaldırılması) in 1924, the acceptance of the Civil Code (Medeni Kanun) in 1926 and the 

acceptance of the Latin alphabet in 1927.24 The move of the capital city to a new location 

was among such radical reforms. 

 

Tankut states that the capital city of a country is surely not any city; it is the leader of all 

cities in the country, where governmental administration, politics, trade, art and science 

                                                        
21 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 38. 

22 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 39. 

23 Falih Rıfkı Atay. "Ankara" (29 birinci teşrin 1933, Hakimiyet-i Milliye) cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 39. 

24 Bozdoğan, Sibel. Modernizm ve Ulusun İnşası. (First edition: 2002; third edition: 2012). İstanbul: Metis Yayınları; 2012, p. 
71-72. 
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gather, and important decisions are made.25 The physical appearance of a capital has vital 

importance as it represents the insurance of the national vitality and sustainability.26 

Ankara's definition as the "heart of the nation"27 and the "pearl of Anatolia"28, shows that it 

was chosen as the capital not only for its strategical location in the middle of the country, but 

there were also political agendas and sentimental connections in its choice.  

 

According to Şenol-Cantek,29 besides such reasons as the existence of transportation means 

to Ankara with railway and its being in the middle of the country in a protected geographical 

location, one of the most important factors in the choice of the city as the capital seems to 

have been the devotion and support of its local people to the cause of the national struggle. 

Ankara, ideologically and physically, was less damaged by the occupation troops in 

comparison to the former capital İstanbul. As a gift of its devotion and loyalty, Ankara 

gained its capital status. 

 

Falih Rıfkı, on the other hand, stated that Ankara was not chosen as a capital but instead 

Mustafa Kemal just decided to stay there.30  One of the reasons Mustafa Kemal felt safe in 

the city was because Ali Fuat (Cebesoy)31 and the Headquarters of the 20th Army Corps (20. 

Ordu Kolordu Karargahı) was there.32 Indeed, the 1920s' Ankara has always been associated 

with the National Forces (Kuvayı Milliye) of the Independence War even though most of it 

members were not from Ankara.33 They became the founders of the new Republican Turkey 

and carried the war ideology to the formation of the new capital.34 However, Tankut refuses 

the idea that Ankara was chosen as the capital because the war government had already been 

                                                        
25 Tankut, 1993, p. 21. 

26 Doxiadis, 1960, p.160 cited in Tankut, 1993, p. 21. 

27 Kemal, Mehmed. Türkiye'nin Kalbi Ankara. İstanbul: Çağdaş Yayınları; 1983. 

28 Şimşir, Bilal. Ankara, Ankara, Bir Başkentin Doğuşu. Ankara: Bilgi Yayınevi; 1988, pp. 24-25. 

29 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 83-84. 

30 Atay, Falih Rıfkı. Çankaya. İstanbul: Bateş Yayınları; 1984, p.418 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 83-84. 

31 1882-1968. Soldier, statesman and politician. One of the last deputies of the Ottoman Assembly (Osmanlı Mebusan Meclisi) 
and one of the first deputies of Grand National Assembly, one of the founders of Terakkiperver Cumhuriyet Fırkası. 

32 Erdeha, Kamil. Milli Mücadele'de Vilayetler ve Valiler. İstanbul: Remzi Kitabevi; 1975, p.232 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, 
pp. 83-84. 

33 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 85. 

34 Even after Republican Turkey was established, the founders and government officials would still be known as "Kuvayı 
Milliyeci" (Members of National Force). 
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located there: According to Tankut, Mustafa Kemal carefully calculated the "balance center" 

of law, education, and health services in the new country to choose the place of the capital.35 

 

The aim of the foundation of the new state was to reach the level of contemporary 

civilization and culture. This culture would be created and spread from the middle of 

Anatolia: Hence, "Ankara was not just a city but also a monument of faith."36  

 

According to Tekeli, the Turkish Republic was the name of a claim that aimed to create a 

new-nation from a pre-industrial Empire, and free citizens from the Sultan's subjects. The 

leaders of this project had grown up in the Ottoman era of "shy/diffident modernism", and 

believed that the independence of their country depended on nationalism and as well as on 

the modernist trust in science and technology.37 

 

The creation of a new capital has a symbolic role and meaning for such a national 

integration. A capital city provides a modern context required by contemporary life. Ankara 

was thus constructed as not merely the representation of the nation state's aim in creating an 

ideal modern city, but also a school for the (re)construction Anatolia.38 According to Yakup 

Kadri, Turkish urbanism started with the urbanization of Ankara, and the construction ability 

of a nation was thus refreshed.39 Besides creating a city with a modern face, the founders 

wanted to provide an urban modern context for the daily life of their ideal Turkish citizen 

(Figures 2.1, 2.2). 40 

 

                                                        
35 Tankut, 1993, p. 47. Also see: Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 82-83. 

36 Mechin, Benoist. "M. Kemal ve Yeni Başkent." in Atatürk'e Saygı, E.Alkan (translator). Ankara: TDK Yayınları, 1969, pp. 
312-317, p. 316 cited in Sarıoğlu, Mehmet. "Ankara" Bir Modernleşme Öyküsü (1919-1945). Ankara: T.C. Kültür Bakanlığı, 
Kültür Eserleri Dizgisi /290; 2001, p. 31. 

37 Tekeli, İlhan. "Kent Tarihi Yazımı Konusunda Yeni Bir Paradigma Önerisi" in 'Cumhuriyet'in 'Ankara'sı. Tansı Şenyapılı 
(editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Yayıncılık; 2006, pp. 2-24, p. 6. 

38 Tankut, Gönül. "Jansen Planı Uygulama Sorunları ve Cumhuriyet Demokrasisinin Kent Planına Yaklaşımı" in Tarih İçinde 
Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1984, second edition: 2000). Ankara: TBMM Basımevi; 2000, p. 301. 

39 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 32. 

40 However, some also suggested that the lack of an urban culture would make it difficult to transform Ankara into a capital 
city. It would also emerge over time that the modern and western city culture that was being transported to the new capital did 
not satisfy the higher classes migrated from İstanbul. Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 41. 
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Figure 2.1: The Construction of the New Capital City. The Station (İstasyon) Street. 

 Photograph date: The 1920s (VEKAM Digital Archives).  

 

 

 
Figure 2.2: The Construction of the New Capital City. 

The Construction of Ziraat Bankası and the Newly Constructed Foundation Houses of 1923-24.  

The İstiklal Street. Photograph date: 1925 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

 

The intellectuals and the founders of the Republic used symbols and meanings attributed to 

the clashing capital cities of the era, one of the Ottoman and the other of the new Republic. 

For them İstanbul represented the old, consuming, scheming Byzantium/Ottoman and 

hedonists, whereas Ankara represented the new, producing, ethical Anatolia and 

responsibility.41 Hence, a contemporary article stated: 

 
Ankara is a city of the future. İstanbul is a city of the past. In the latter visitor thinks in terms 
of Ottoman rulers, mosques, and history books… and concentrates exclusively on the relics 
of a past now intentionally forgotten by the average Turk who looks ahead to better days. 
What we who really want to know the Turkey of today and tomorrow should do is to take the 
first train for Ankara… to find the magnificent city of eternal youth… It gleams with 
cleanliness like the freshly scrubbed face of a youngster on his first day in school… On the 

                                                        
41 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 77. 
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way to our hotel, we are surprised at the width of the paved streets… and the decidedly 
modern lines of the buildings… "Well, of course, it is all terribly new. We've only been 
building the city for fifteen years and there's a lot more for us to do" the taxi driver 
apologizes, but not without pride. "You know we started practically from scratch."42 

 

As the Republican icon, Ankara's newness and cleanliness were praised when contrasted 

with İstanbul's physical pollution. In representations of Ankara in images, documents and 

writings, "the new against the old" concept was thoroughly used: Ankara was always 

contrasted with İstanbul, not only in visual aspects of urbanization and architecture, but also 

in intangible values such as being purer, having higher moral values/ideals than İstanbul's 

"cosmopolitan pollution" and "degeneration".43 Ankara, with its new identity, was designed 

as the center of science, art, and culture. The concepts of "contemporary city" and 

"contemporary citizens" were identified with Ankara.44 

 

As Işın defines;  

 
The polarization along the İstanbul-Ankara axis is based on the values created in opposite 
extremes by urban symbolism. In this symbolic construct, İstanbul's center is the Palace, 
whereas Ankara's center is the Parliament.45 

 

These two cities were constantly compared resulting in personality clashes of their citizens. 

Burhan Asaf compared Ankara to İstanbul, criticized that İstanbul had become a 

cosmopolite city of hedonism with its social life and found it perfidious against the building 

of the new nation ideal.46 The founders made it clear that İstanbul hosted the enemy forces, 

non-Muslim groups and the supporters of the Empire who were "as foreign as" traitors and 

enemies.47 

 

                                                        
42 Anon. "Ankara İstanbul", La Turquie Kemaliste, no.48, Aralık 1947, 38-43. 

43 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 82. 

44 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 31. 

45 Işın, Ekrem. "Ankara: Cumhuriyeti İnşa Eden Kent / Ankara: The City that Built the Republic" in Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı 
Kent 1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black Calpac 1923-1938. Ekrem Işın (editor). İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 
2009, pp. 11-17, p. 12. 

46 Burhan Asaf. "İki Şehir Arasında", Hakimiyeti Milliye, 11 Ağustos 1931 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 80. 

47 Ahmet Hamdi Tanpınar wrote that he was out of stage by being in İstanbul while all the hard work was undertaken at the 
main stage, which was in Anatolia. See: Tanpınar, Ahmet Hamdi. Sahnenin Dışındakiler. İstanbul: Dergâh Yayınları; 1997, p. 
153 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 83. 
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However, despite the praise of Ankara as a "national" center in such discussions, the city 

was also defined as desolate and resourcefully insufficient by some conservative founders48 

who were mostly former İstanbul residents. They criticized the fact that İstanbul was 

disregarded to be chosen as the capital, even after they had moved to Ankara.49  

 

The builders of the nation thus tried to improve the social life of Ankara, for instance by 

changing traditional dining habits with dinner parties and organizing social events.50 Mustafa 

Kemal, for example, tried to calm the prominent journalist of the period Yunus Nadi's 

disappointment when he first arrived in Ankara as follows: "The joy of this great work is to 

create life out of a desert. Do not look at the apparent emptiness. The empty area is full; in 

this place, thought as a desert, there is hidden, strong life."51  

 

With its urban and social structure, Ankara would become an example of development for 

the other Anatolian cities, and even small villages, which had been neglected for centuries 

during the Ottoman period.52 Every corner of Anatolia was aimed to reach the status of the 

contemporary civilization, following in the footsteps of the capital city. 

 

Nonetheless, the opposition in the government and the argument on cities continued 

throughout the 1920s. Ahmet Haşim and Falih Rıfkı fell into a political discussion in 1924 

when Ahmet Haşim stated that Ankara had become the "city of politics", and hence its 

character became ungracious and rough, tense and dependent on authority.53 All in all, 

Ankara could still not so easily be dismissed: Contemporary journalist Aka Gündüz stated 

that whoever wanted to write, draw and say something that would represent the Turkish 

                                                        
48 There were constant arguments within the government as there were still many members who could not detach from the 
Ottoman-Islamic past and values. Up until 1927, the opposition in the assembly had continued in supporting a return to 
İstanbul, stating that Ankara was underdeveloped, lacked cultural and urban values. See: Tankut, 1993, p. 47. 

49 Şenol-Cantek assumes that the discourse of the relation between İstanbul and Ankara was formed by the suppression of 
"fatal" desire of the luxury and culture in İstanbul. This suppression was achieved by the humiliation and insult in the level of 
discourse. See: Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 44, 81. 

50 In the book of Claude Farrere, Four Ladies of Ankara (Ankaralı Dört Hanım), a French visitor was told: "Ankara is not a city 
of entertainment. Be sure that the re-building of the nation has given us great deprivation." See: Farrare, Claud. Les quatre 
dames d'Angora, 1933 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 81. 

51 Nadi, Yunus. Ankara'nın İlk Günleri. İstanbul: Sel yayıncılık; 1955, p. 97 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 83. 

52 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 32. 

53 Haşim, Ahmet. Gurabahane-i Laklakan. İstanbul: Dergâh Yayınları; 1991, pp. 238-244 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 86-
87. 
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Revolution, he firstly had to visit Ankara and experience the spirit of development and 

devotion.54 

 

Thus, Ankara became the symbol of the revolutionary character of the period. Being the 

capital city, its physical appearance was given great importance, as it would represent a 

modern identity. Ankara became the "heart of the nation", not just for its strategic location 

but also because of the sentimental connections that it developed during the Independence 

War. Ankara would become a school for the (re)construction of Anatolia, with the provision 

of modern daily life to its citizens. As Ankara became the capital city, from all around the 

country and especially from İstanbul, migrations began and its population started to increase, 

transforming it from a small town with a small population into a crowded, jammed, and 

constantly developing capital city. 

 

2.2. The Search for a Plan: The Urban Development  

 

With the constantly increasing population and the need of housing and new public and office 

buildings, the new capital city of Ankara required an urban development plan. According to 

Tankut, establishment and construction of a capital city, fully and in a very short period, is a 

twentieth century phenomenon.55 Forming a capital city could only have political meanings, 

especially when there is no economic contribution to the welfare of the country; instead, it is 

a financial burden.56 The capitalization of Ankara caused large economic problems for the 

government. Even the employment chances in the construction industry and new institutions 

and need of labor service could not close the early economic gap. 57 

 

Four days after the announcement of Ankara as the capital, on October 17, 1923, an 

agreement was formed by the Council of Ministers (Bakanlar Kurulu) that the Municipality 

of Ankara should be re-established with the standards of a modern institution of the capital 

city.58 It was agreed that a capital city should not only be symbolic but it should provide a 

                                                        
54 Gündüz, Aka. "Ankara'yı Propoganda Ediyorum", Milliyet, 4 Nisan 1933, No:2568 cited in Sarıoğlu, 2011, p. 32. Also see: 
Stephan Ronart, "Bugünün Türkiyesi", Atatürk'e Saygı, M. Özgü (translator). Ankara: TDK Yay.; 1969, p. 358. 

55 Tankut, 1993, p. 35. 

56 There are four major capital city establishments in the twentieth century: Canberra, Ankara, Brasilia and Islamabad. Four 
capitals are the product of a political decision and action. See: Tankut, 1993, pp. 21-35. 

57 Tankut, 1993, p. 36. 

58 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 15 and "Document 6" in "Belgeler",  p. 143. 
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proper lifestyle required by contemporary/modern world. For this reason, the "new" Ankara 

had to be formed separately from the "old" Ankara, which had developed naturally and 

organically.59  

 

The first attempts to modernize Ankara started with the transformation of the small 

municipality.60 The Municipality of Ankara (Şehremaneti) was officially organized by the 

Council of Ministers with the official regulation number 417 on February 16, 1924.61 Even 

though it was based on the Ottoman capital İstanbul's model, there were also many 

differences: İstanbul's population was shrinking while Ankara's was fast increasing; İstanbul 

had been a historic city while Ankara's historic Old City would only form a small historic 

core of a larger modern city. In addition, this historic core was considered very adverse for 

the new lifestyle and culture of the national bourgeoisie.62 

 

Ankara was very plain in 1923; the city was defined by two opposite sites: one side was that 

of the Grand Assembly, and the other of the Taş School (Taş Mektep) (Figure 2.3), both 

remaining from the late Ottoman period.63 The Republican government was following the 

method of Haydar Bey, the İstanbul Mayor (Şehremini) Haydar Bey,64 who had succeeded in 

finding new finances, helped to develop the infrastructure of the city, and established the 

Nişantaşı Bread Factory (Ekmek Fabrikası) and a modern fire department. Haydar Bey was 

invited to Ankara to re-organize the Ankara Municipality, to find new sources of revenue, 

and to re-construct and develop the city. He started working on June 8, 1924.65  

 

Before 1924, an application committee had been established to work with the Municipality, 

formed by groups of six from the Upper Face (Yukarı Yüz) and the Lower Face (Aşağı Yüz) 

                                                        
59 Tankut, 1993, p. 44. 

60 Ergin, Osman. Türkiye'de Şehirciliğin Tarihi İnşifakı. İstanbul: Cumhuriyet Matbaası; 1936, p. 133 cited in Tankut, 1993, 
p.49. 

61 Sarıoğlu, 2001, pp. 43-44. The reason of this four-month delay was due to the fact that the country was dual-centered for a 
period, i.e. although a new government was established in Ankara, the Ottoman government in İstanbul also remained until 
March 3, 1924 when the Caliphate was abolished. See: Yavuz, 1952, p. 12. 

62 Tankut, 1993, p. 49. 

63 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 49. 

64 The first mayor (şehremini) of Ankara, Mehmet Ali Bey, was soon retired, as he was found insufficient. Haydar Bey was 
invited as the second mayor, and started working on June 8, 1924. See: Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 43-44. 

65 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 43-44. 
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regions of the city, i.e. those districts in and around, and at the outskirts of the citadel. The 

committee was called Ankara Community Municipality (Ankara Cemiyyet-i Belediyyesi).66 

 

Maps were prepared as well in those early years.67 The first known map of Ankara had been 

prepared in the Ottoman period by the Prussian Major Baron von Vincke in 1838,68 which 

was used as the base to prepare the map of Ankara in 1924.69 This 1/4000 scale map was 

prepared by the military cartographers (Figure 2.3).70Another map was prepared as well, as 

an additional document attached to the article law of 583, showing the expropriation of 

lands.71 This plan of the new settlement areas, Yenişehir as the area began to be called, was 

named as the "cadastral plan" even though it was too large in scale and it had no cadastral 

information (Figure 2.4). It was a document of direction and size of the new development 

areas. Both were prepared by the support of the Municipality but did not provide any 

information about the future urban development.72 However, with the 1924 map, major 

decisions on urban planning of the areas from the Old City to the Station were made. 

 

The first urban development plan of Ankara was planned by a member of the İstanbul 

Construction Commission, a German architect, Dr. Carl Christopher Lörcher (1884-1966). 

He arrived in Ankara in 1924, the same year when mayor Haydar Bey was appointed to 

Ankara. There were two plans of Lörcher, one prepared in 1924 for the Old City, the Ulus 

                                                        
66 Tekeli, İlhan. "Türkiye'de Kent Planlanmasının Tarihsel Kökenleri" in Türkiye'de İmar Planlanması. Ankara: ODTÜ 
Mimarlık Fakültesi Basım İşliği; 1980, p. 54 cited in Tankut, 1993, p. 49. 

67 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 19-21. 

68 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 19-21. 

69 According to Tansı Şenyapılı, the first of these maps were prepared in 1921 by the military cartographers. See: Şenyapılı, 
Tansı. Ankara Kentinde Gecekondu Gelişimi (1923-1960). Ankara: Kent-Koop.; 1985, p. 5. 

70 During the War of Independence, which began in Anatolia under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal Paşa, 22 militant officers 
attendant in the Map Department of the Ministry of War in İstanbul, had reached Ankara through İnebolu in April, 1921. After 
the first group, more officers from the Map Department came to Ankara in groups and they started working. The keys of 
storages of tools of the Map Department in İstanbul were kept by the French. These officers accessed the tool storages (of the 
Map Department) from the roofs and collected the tools. When coming to Ankara, they brought with them the tools they 
collected (Ülkekul, 1998, pp. 49-51). By this means, the triangulation of the city plan and topographical land studies of Ankara 
were completed and 1/4000 scale Map of Ankara was printed (Ülkekul, 1998, p. 83). At the left bottom of the map, the writing 
informs: "Şevval 1340 (1924) tarihli Müdafaa-i Milliye Vekâleti Harita Dairesi İstanbul Matbaacılıkta tab olunmuştur" / 
"Published in 1924, printed in Planning Department of the Ministry of National Defense İstanbul Press". For more information 
see: Günel, Gökçe; Kılcı, Ali. "Ankara Şehri 1924 Haritası: Eski Bir Haritada Ankara'yı Tanımak" in Ankara Araştırmaları 
Dergisi; Haziran 2015, pp. 78-104, p. 79. Here Günel & Kılcı refer to: Ülkekul, C. (1998). Türk haritacılık tarihi. İstanbul: 
Dönence Basım Yayın Hizmetleri. Also see: Tankut, p. 54. 

71 Tankut, 1993, p. 54. 

72 Tankut, 1993, p. 54. 
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district (Figure.2.5), and the second prepared in 1925 for the New City, the Yenişehir 

district.73 

 

 

 
Figure 2.3: 1/4000 Scale Ankara City Map. Prepared by the Planning Department of the Ministry of National 

Defense. Printed in İstanbul Press. Year: 1340 in Hicri Calendar, 1924 in Gregorian Calendar.  

(Personal Archive of Ahmet Yüksel)74 

 

 

                                                        
73 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 49-50. 

74 Günel, Gökçe; Kılcı, Ali. "Ankara Şehri 1924 Haritası: Eski Bir Haritada Ankara'yı Tanımak" in Ankara Araştırmaları 
Dergisi; Haziran 2015, pp. 78-104. 
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Figure 2.4: 1/4000 Yenişehir Cadastral Plan. Date: Before 1924 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

 

 
Figure 2.5: Lörcher's Plan of the Old City, Ankara.  

"Bebauungsplan der Türkischen Haupt und Residenzstadt Angora" (Zoning of the Capital City of the 

Turks and Residential Settlement Areas of Ankara). Scale: 1/2000. Prepared in 1924 (Cengizkan, 

2004, p. 39). 
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The idea of constructing a "new" city might have occurred as the Old City did not provide 

enough urban lands for development and construction. This dual city system had initially 

been put forward by Chester Enterprise Project while searching for the location of the "new 

and modern Ankara". The "dual structure" (ikili yapı), refers to the old (traditional) and new 

(modern) parts within the newly developing capital city. The idea of the formation of a 

"New City" occurred when it was realized that the urban lands that could be produced within 

the existing city limits were not satisfactory enough. Additionally, the property problem, and 

the costs that would be required to improve the already existing building stock and 

infrastructure would slow down the development progress. On the other hand, the 

construction of the New City, further and independent from the Old City, would be easier, 

and the simultaneous protection of the traditional fabric would be a gain.75 Lörcher even 

stated that the planning of the Old City was considerably difficult due to the narrow streets, 

traditional houses, and steep lands.76 It was also considered that the idea of the "New City" 

would provide the conservation of the historic city center naturally and prevent harm to the 

traditional fabric. Additionally, the construction of the "new" would always be easier than 

the improvement and reconstruction of the "old" due to the property problems, topographical 

layout and already existing infrastructure. 

 

The Old City (Ulus) developed with the initial decisions of Lörcher such as the provision of 

the main axes within the Old City, the formation of new streets and squares with sentimental 

and ideological meanings, and the organization of the "new" neighborhoods/settlement 

zones within the Old City. The plan, being the first and only plan for the development of the 

new capital until 1929, shaped the blocks/lot-building relations, height of buildings, 

construction requirements and division of lands, and it contributed to the infrastructure of 

the city such as constructing pedestrian and vehicular roads, installation of electric, water 

drainage/water supply and gas lines.77 In this part, the plan and its effects on the Old City 

will be defined by discussing the old regions that were reorganized in the Lörcher Plan, the 

new regions that he proposed, the newly defined squares with ideological meanings and the 

old ones (the gathering areas, bazaars), the old streets that were widened & improved, and 

the newly defined streets. 

                                                        
75 Cengizkan states that this idea was already in the minds of the leaders since 1921. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p.57, for more 
information on Chester Enterprise Project, also see: Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 29-31. 

76 Cengizkan; 2004, p. 58. 

77 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 73. 
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Figure 2.6: Neighborhoods, Places, Streets, and Squares in Lörcher's 1924 Old City Plan of Ankara. Names of places are added by the author. 
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Figure 2.7: Neighborhoods, Places, Streets, and Squares shaped into the final form of the Old City at the end of the 1920s.  

Prepared by the author based on the 1924 Ankara Municipality Map, Lörcher's 1924 Old City Plan and Jansen's 1928 Old City Plan.
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One of the most important regions, which is in the middle of the old settlement areas, but had 

to be constructed out of nothing, was the 1916 fire area known as Kaleönü or Hisarönü. The 

Hisarönü Neighborhood, the area between the Anafartalar Street and the Street, which is on 

the western skirts of the Citadel, was designed in those early Republican years for the first 

time with new apartments and houses (Figures 2.6, 2.7). Another new settlement region was 

the new triangular block of the Government Garden (Millet Bahçesi), the Ottoman Bank, the 

Ziraat Bank and the Foundation Apartments & Houses (Vakıf Apartmanları & Evleri), which 

are towards the west of the Old City limits (Figures 2.6, 2.7).78 In this new area, considered 

as part of the contemporary modernization project of the new state, new houses and 

apartments were built as "numune evler" (exemplary houses) for the new settlement areas in 

Ankara.  

 

Another region was the Station (İstasyon) Street and its vicinity, starting from the Ulus 

Square and the Karaoğlan Street and leading towards the station at the southwestern corner 

of the Old City (Figure 2.7). Originally a swamp region, the quarters around the Station 

Street were designed by Lörcher as the business district, like the examples in the 

contemporary central European cities.79 With the construction of the Second Parliament 

Building, the site of the Station Street and its quarters were re-organized with a new greenery 

area in the west side of the Parliament Building, and a public garden towards the station 

(Figure 2.7). 

 

The Soğuk Kuyu Neighborhood, on the northwestern side of the Millet/Ulus Square, 

including the Rüzgarlı Street, was also shaped into its final form with Lörcher's plan (Figures 

2.6, 2.7). In addition, the region towards the northwest from the Citadel and the north from 

the Ulus and the Hükümet Squares was considered as the new housing area, forming the 

İsmet Paşa Neighborhood (Figure 2.6, 2.7). The Hamamönü Neighborhood, around the 

historic Karacabey Bath, towards the southeast from the Citadel, was also re-organized and 

reached its current appearance with the 1924 Lörcher Old City Plan (Figures 2.6, 2.7).80 

 

Lörcher also considered an entertainment and facility zone. City Park, City Garden, and 

Sports Facilities (Youth's Park/Stadium) were designed in relation with each other on the 

                                                        
78 Cengizkan; 2004, p. 58. 

79 However, later, the neighboring areas were settled as central business districts and Jansen adopted this area into a green park. 
See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 63. 

80 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 61-63. 
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western part of the Old City (Figures 2.6, 2.7). They were planned to form a visual bond with 

the Citadel.  

 

The cemetery areas that were on the skirts of the Old City in the Ottoman period became 

very central after the 1920s. In agreement with the government, these were removed and 

opened for construction. Instead, the area of the Cebeci (Asri) Cemetery was proposed with 

Lörcher's plan (later designed by Elsaesser in 1935).81 The first idea of the cemetery area can 

be traced in the 1924 Old City Plan, on the northeastern part of the city from the Citadel 

(Figure 2.6). Several bazaar areas were also defined in the plan, however not much is known 

about them (Figure 2.6).82  

 

With Lörcher's Old City Plan (1924), the main transportation axis of the Old City was 

determined, the old streets were re-organized, widened and improved. The İstanbul 

Boulevard, the Station Street, the street connecting Taşhan and the citadel, which is called 

the Hisar Street, and the Anafartalar Street (Balıkpazarı) already existed before the Lörcher 

Plan. Lörcher proposed their renovations. The Anafartalar Street transformed into the main 

commercial axis of the Old City. The street, as a horizontal line, connected the Hisar Street 

via the Çıkrıkçılar Slope to the Gazi Mustafa Kemal and Latife Hanım Schools (designed by 

Mukbil Kemal (Taş), in 1924-2683) and to the Samanpazarı Neighborhood (Figure 2.7). 

Lörcher also connected Samanpazarı with the Kazım Karabekir Street and further connected 

it with the Hamamönü Neighborhood (Figures 2.6, 2.7). The Station Street that had existed 

as one of the main axes of the city since 1892 with the arrival of the railway, continued to be 

one of the main commercial streets of the city.84 As seen from the old photographs of the 

1920s, the Station Street was widened, paved, and trees were planted on both sides of the 

street, making it more contemporary and prestigious (Figures 2.8, 2.9). 

 

                                                        
81 For the design of the cemetery, a competition was organized in 1935. As a result of this competition, it was designed by a 
German architect, Martin Elsaesser (1884-1957) in 1935-38. Elsaesser also designed the building of Sümerbank in Ankara in 
1937-38. See: "Bir Başkentin Oluşumu: Avusturyalı, Alman ve İsviçreli Mimarların Ankara'daki İzleri", Goethe-Institut, URL 
source: http://www.goethe.de/ins/tr/ank/prj/urs/trindex.htm, last visited: November, 2016. 

82 However, today, only one bazaar (Yiba Çarşısı) defined by Lörcher, is in use. See: Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 61-63. 

83 Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı (1923-1938). (First edition: 1980, third edition: 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010, p. 162. 

84 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 58-63. 
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Figure 2.8: The Station Street in 1927-28 (Ahmet Yüksel Collection)85 

 

 

 
Figure 2.9: The Station Street (VEKAM Digital Archives).  

 

 

New streets shaping the historic core of Ankara were mostly defined by Lörcher's plan 

(Figure 2.6).86 With newer axes, he aimed to open the Old City towards different directions 

and especially to the south.87 The axis of Samanpazarı from Doğumevi to Dikimevi Dörtyol 

was also opened towards the east. The axis of the Çankırı Street was determined and 

connected to Çankırıkapı, Dışkapı and İsmet Paşa neighborhoods in the north.88 The 

Denizciler Street was connected to the Old City past the Numune Hospital, and to the New 

City, Yenişehir in the south.  

                                                        
85  Işın, Ekrem (ed.). Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı Kent 1923-1938/ Ankara: City of Black Calpac 1923-1938. İstanbul: İstanbul 
Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, p. 217. 

86 Cengizkan, Ali. "Yollar" in "Eski Ankara'nın Dönüşümü" in Ankara'nın İlk Planı 1924-25 Lörcher Planı. Ankara Enstitüsü 
Vakfı: Arkadaş Yayınları; 2004, pp. 59-61. 

87 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 59. 

88 During this process, Lörcher especially considered the archaeological site of the Roman Bath and the surrounding walls. 
However, some construction started at the Roman Bath area with the plan but the process stopped when the Colonnaded Street 
(Sütunlu Yol) was excavated during the opening of the Çankırı Street. See: Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 59-61. 
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A new street that connected the Station to the Çankırı Street, intersecting the İstanbul Street, 

was called the Egemenlik Street in the southwest to north (Figure 2.6). An axis dividing the 

Erzurum Neighborhood was widened and called the Erzurum Street (Figure 2.6). The 

Bankalar Street was also opened according to Lörcher's plan. It connected the Ulus Square 

with the İtfaiye Square (later known as the Tiyatro/Opera Square). This street became the 

"prestige street" as the banks' central directorates, public institutions' office buildings and 

hotels were built on it (Figures 2.6, 2.7).89 The Bankalar Street was an important part of the 

new Ankara dwellers who were trying to adjust to the daily social life of Ankara which 

mostly took place in the Ulus Square and its environs. The Bankalar Street was the given 

name of the first part of the main axis of Ankara at the Early Republican Period, cutting the 

city through the north-south axis, later known as the Atatürk Boulevard. Due to the Kızılbey 

Mosque and sepulcher on the street, for a while it was also known as the Kızılbey Street, 

however after the construction of a number of banks on the street, it was renamed as the 

Banks (Bankalar) Street. The first banks on this street, constructed at the Early Republican 

period, the 1920s, were the Osmanlı Bankası (1926), Ziraat Bankası (1926), and İş Bankası 

(1929), all designed by G. Mongeri.90 All the new blocks within and around the historic city 

were formed in triangular forms and the new streets were shaped around those.91 

 

The plan also contributed to the formation of squares in the Old City. One of them was the 

Millet Square, also known as the Hakimiyet-i Milliye (later Ulus) Square, all names referring 

to the meaning of "nation", which was one of the most known and commercial squares of the 

Ulus district (Figure 2.6). In an ellipsoid form, it was in the midst of Taşhan, a public garden, 

a school (Darülmuallimin) and the first Parliament Building.92 The square was connected to 

the Egemenlik Street in the north (Figure 2.6).93 The monument (Gazi Paşa statuary94) was 

proposed in the left side of the axis from the station to the citadel (Figure 2.10).95 

                                                        
89 The Atatürk Boulevard was still unformed during the 1924 plan but developed in the following years. 

90 Altan Ergut, Elvan. "Ankara 'Bankalar Caddesi' Ve Ötesi" in Modernleşme Sürecinde Ankara ve Cumhuriyet Kentleri, Bülten 
31, TMMOB Mimarlar Odası, Nisan-Mayıs 2005, pp. 28-29. Altan Ergut gives this as another source about the Bankalar Street: 
M. Sarıoğlu. "Bankalar Caddesinin Öyküsü". Uzman Gözüyle Bankacılık, 27: 49-54. 

91 This approach of Lörcher's affected the formation of the entire Old City and some parts of new Ankara in triangular blocks. 
Cengizkan states that Lörcher follows the Baroque style in shaping the blocks. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 59. 

92 Buildings of İş Bankası, Koçhan and Sümerbank would later be constructed around the square. 

93 Cengizkan, "Meydanlar" in "Eski Ankara'nın Dönüşümü", 2004, pp. 63-70, p. 63. 

94 Designed by Heinrich Krippel, opened on November 24, 1927.  

See: http://www.goethe.de/ins/tr/ank/prj/urs/geb/mon/mon/trindex.htm, last visited: September, 2017. 

95 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 63-70. 
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Figure 2.10: The Millet or the Hakimiyet-i Milliye Square, later known as the Ulus Square. 

Photograph date: the 1930s (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

 

Another important square proposed by Lörcher was the Hükümet Square (Figure 2.6), 

surrounded by the Government Building (Ankara Valiliği), the Ministry of Finance (Maliye 

Vekaleti) and other two public buildings belonging to the Revenue Office (deftedarlık).96 

 

The İtfaiye97 Square took its name from the fire station. Among the city dwellers it was 

known as the Hergele (Hergelen) Square (Figure 2.6). Before, this area was a vast land with 

Karyağdı Türbesi (sepulcher)98 and some Hittite lions were scattered around. 

 

The plan also proposed small squares within the axis starting from the Gazi & Latife Schools 

and the İtfaiye Square. The area between the Gazi and Latife Primary Schools was proposed 

as the Gazi Square (Figure 2.6). Another square proposal was the Yıldız Square99, at the 

intersection of the Egemenlik and İstanbul Streets (Figure 2.6).100 Lörcher also proposed a 

square in front of the Citadel, at the western side, called the Kale Square (Figure 2.6).101 

 

One of the most important and functional squares was proposed in front of the station, called 

the Station Square (Figure 2.6, 2.11). A visual axis of the Citadel was formed towards the 

                                                        
96 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 63-70. 

97 Later Tiyatro and Opera Square. 

98 The sarcophagus was moved to the Museum in the first years of the Republic. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 64. 

99 Currently in the area between the "19 Mayıs" Pool and a shopping mall. 

100 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 63-70. 

101 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 68. 
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Old City beginning from the Station Square. The Station Square was inspired by the station 

squares in European cities that have fountains, parks, colonnades, etc.102 

 

The Hacı Bayram Square in the Hacı Bayram Neighborhood was also very important to 

Lörcher as two historic buildings of the Augustus Temple and the Hacı Bayram Mosque 

stood together there in juxtaposition (Figure 2.6). He aimed to empty the area around these 

historic monuments so they could be perceived as landmarks.103   

 

 

 
Figure 2.11: The Station Square and the Building & Lodgings of State Railways Administration (right corner). 

Photograph date: 1930 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

 

In today's Cebeci area, Lörcher planned the Cebeci104 Square (Figure 2.6). Even though its 

construction had started, it was abandoned later on. The square is shaped by the Boşnak 

District on the west, the Conservatory of Music Teachers (Musiki Muallim Mektebi) on the 

east and the railway on the south.105  

 

The Lörcher Plan was accepted by the approval commission of the Municipality; however, 

as the plan required intense renovation on the traditional fabric, only the major ideas of 

certain transportation axes, functional squares, and reconstruction of empty areas could be 

                                                        
102 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 68. 

103 Jansen continued this approaching his plan. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 68. 

104 This square, which also existed in Jaussely's plan of 1925, and hence was assumably one of the important regions in the 
Cebeci area in the Lörcher Plan, cannot be perceived currently. Musiki Muallim Mektebi, on the east, is currently in a very bad 
condition, which is a property of the Mamak Municipality, delivered to the instution in 1983. On the southern area the railway 
cuts the region and the originally planned Cebeci Square of Lörcher's no longer exists. 

105 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 83. 
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implemented.106 As the government wanted to invest in constructing a new city, finding 

revenue for the reconstruction of the old might have been problematic as well. Additionally, 

as Tankut suggests, Lörcher's plan was only accepted not because it was valued but because 

there was an increasing crisis on housing and urgent need of a development plan.107 As the 

plan proposed the complete renovation of the traditional fabric, and as the government only 

had resources to construct new housing instead of repairing the old houses of the Old City, 

the application of the plan remained limited.  

 

Lörcher proposed "an organic structure and composition" both for the urbanization of the 

city and for the housing zones. Influenced by zoning, Lörcher planned the city so that it 

would provide specific functions in certain spaces and zones. Therefore, specific functions 

such as bazaar areas, slaughterhouse, hospitals, cemeteries, jail, and vegetable gardens were 

defined in certain regions and they were planned in coordination. The housing zones were 

planned at an ideal distance from these areas.108 The housing in the form of the "Garden 

City" concept was also proposed for the first time by Lörcher.109 Related with his urban 

design, these houses were low-density, low-rise houses in large gardens and wide areas. 

With these concepts of urbanization, in 1925, with the requirement of a New City plan by the 

government, Lörcher proposed the Yenişehir plan (Figure 2.12, 2.13). 

                                                        
106 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 50. 

107 Tankut, 1993, p. 54. 

108 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 43. 

109 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 43. 
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Figure 2.12: Lörcher's Ankara Plan, including Yenişehir, prepared in 1924-25. 

(http://www.goethe.de/ins/tr/ank/prj/urs/geb/sta/loe/trindex.htm)110 

 

 

As Ankara grew in all directions in the Old City region, the city could mostly grow towards 

the south, creating a new city. The growth of the new city was less effective towards 

northeast, as the Hatip Stream was an obstacle at the north. Relatingly, the 1924-25 Lörcher 

Plan determined Ankara's development and urbanization from Ulus to Çankaya towards a 

new settlement area called Yenişehir towards the south. 

 

Falih Rıfkı writes; 

 
...a German came and formed the core of Yenişehir. However, it was a rich neighborhood 
where only the ones with money could afford houses... the officers with low and mediocre 
income had to shelter in rooms within old houses that had bugs... However, the new Ankara 
was almost ready with villas and apartments.111  

 

                                                        
110 Last visited: August, 2016. 

111 Atay, Falih Rıfkı. Çankaya. 1952, pp. 420-421 cited in Cengizkan, 2004, p. 70. 
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Cengizkan states that the area of Yenişehir caused the rise of various, different social classes, 

and their space-self-representations.112 The Yenişehir region became the self-representation 

of Ankara's upper class. With Yenişehir, the growth of the city was defined both physically 

(the direction) and socially (middle-upper classes settled there). After the plan, both 

governmental (public) and private constructions started in the main axis, defined as the 

Atatürk Boulevard, connecting the Old City to Çankaya, shaping the region of the new city 

(Figure 2.12).  

 

This "side" of the capital city, Yenişehir, was kept separate and away from the pollution of 

the Old City in terms of appearance and noise.113 Aksan in his memoirs says that the street 

vendors were not allowed to pass into the Yenişehir area during his childhood.114 The 

passage of pedestrians, especially around the main boulevard (the Gazi Mustafa Kemal 

Boulevard) was hindered by the government officers. The ones who could not adapt to the 

contemporary developments were excluded from the new spaces such as modern squares, 

streets, and boulevards. They were consciously kept away by the officers until they were 

ready. The native citizens of the city also kept themselves away as they would not feel like 

they would belong. They became foreigners in their own lands.115   

 

Lörcher designed 150 hectares of Yenişehir, where the blocks on the sides of the boulevard 

were spared for government buildings and the back blocks were left for private houses. The 

streets were designed wide and blocks were considered for houses with large gardens.116  

 

Yenişehir was designed as a set of squares, and each were given symbolic meanings and 

functions. For instance, Lörcher discovered the Station-Parliament-Citadel conceptual axis of 

                                                        
112 Cengizkan, Ali. "Yeni Şehir'in Oluşumu", 2004, pp. 70-84, p. 70. 

113 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 111. 

114 Aksan, Doğan. Cumhuriyet'in Çocukluk, Gençlik Yılları ve Bugünü. Ankara: Bilgi Yayınevi, 2001, p. 43 cited in Şenol-
Cantek, 2011, p. 111. 

115 This situation shows the "emblematic distance" of life in old traditional neighborhoods of the city to the newly developed 
modern district. See: Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 111. 

116 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 73. 
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the Old City and carried it into the New City117 with the linearity of Citadel, Station, set of 

squares, administration quarter, and the New Assembly.118 

 

 

 
Figure 2.13: Lörcher's Plan of the New City, Yenişehir, Ankara.  

"Regierungs Stadt: Entwurf und Ausführung" (Government City: Plan and Construction Plan).   

1/1000. Prepared in 1925 (Cengizkan, 2004, p.40). 

 

 

The current Sıhhiye Train Station (the Station Square) is the beginning of Lörcher's new 

modern city (Figures 2.15, 2.16).119 This axis was named "Strasse der Nation" meaning 

                                                        
117 According to Cengizkan, Lörcher was forming a "fictitious starting point (source)," defining the reflection of the current 
power on urban space and the power of the ancient historic culture by carrying the old into the new and the modern, i.e. the axis 
from the Old City into Yenişehir. He is stressing that, in the city, the new was always connected to the historic center. 
Cengizkan defines this as an "urban metaphor." See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 73. 

118 Cengizkan, Ali. "Kurgu, Tasarım ve Kullanım: Cumhuriyet Dönemi Kamusal Mekânları İçin Bir Çalışma Programı" in 
Ankara'nın Kamusal Yüzleri, Başkent Üzerine Mekân-Politik Tezler. Sargın, Güven Arif (editor). (First edition: 2002, third 
editio: 2009). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2009, pp. 215-245, p. 229. 
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Nation (Millet) Street, to which Lörcher gave great importance. The Strasse der Nation 

consisted of the Sıhhıye, Zafer, Millet (Ulus) and Cumhuriyet (Kurtuluş) Squares in this 

order from Ulus to Yenişehir. Apart from these there was the Lozan Square connecting the 

Sakarya and Mithatpaşa Streets.120  

  

 

 
Figure 2.14: The Kurtuluş (Havuzbaşı, Kızılay) Square and the Cemil Uybadin House.  

Photograph date: 1930 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

 

The most important conceptual and ideological square of the New City was designed at the 

center of the New City, called the Republican (Cumhuriyet or Kurtuluş) Square in Lörcher's 

Plan of 1925 (Figure 2.15, 2.16).121 It was also defined as the Fountain/Pool-Side 

(Havuzbaşı) Square, due to its later added sculptured-fountain, called "Water Fairies" (Su 

Perileri) (Figure 2.14).122 With the Lörcher Plan, this square was designed as the most 

prestigious square, which would be surrounded by theaters and the most prestigious 

buildings of the city. The Water Fairies Fountain was designed specifically for this square, to 

be placed at the center.123 The square was connected to Ulus (the Old City) on the northern 

                                                                                                                                                             
119 Cengizkan states that the semantic expression and meaning of this axis conserved its importance up until the 1950s. See: 
Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 

120 Cengizkan, 2009, pp. 229-230. 

121 The name of the current Kızılay Square was given after the 1930s with reference to the Hilal-i Ahmer Administration 
Building and its garden located there. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 

122 The Waterfairies Fountain is assumed to be brought to Ankara between 1925-28, either by Şehremini Haydar Bey (1924- 
1926) or Şehremini Asaf Bey (1926-1928). According to Ruşen Eşref Ünaydın, as he wrote in his book Atatürk’ü Özleyiş 
(1981, p. 77), the sculpture was brought by Asaf (İlbay) Bey from Europe in order to "beautify" Ankara and it was situated in 
the Kızılay Square. See: Türkyılmaz, Mehtap. "Ankara'da Havuzbaşları: 1923-1950 / Ankara Poolsides: 1923-1950" in Ankara 
Araştırmaları Dergisi / Journal of Ankara Studies. Haziran/June 2015, pp. 105-136, pp. 124, 125. 

123 The square's function as a traffic junction is seen for the first time with the Gas Infrastructure Plans of January 1929. See: 
Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 
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side, to Cebeci on the eastern side, and to Çiftlik on the western side. Most importantly, the 

square connected these three directions and led them with a wider street (boulevard) to the 

settlement zones of the New City, the Ministries (Vekaletler) Neighborhood and to Çankaya, 

the area of the presidential kiosk.124 

 

Lörcher aimed to achieve low-intensity populated regions in Yenişehir, covered by low-rise 

residential buildings in wide gardens. The Sıhhıye, Zafer, Millet, and Cumhuriyet Squares 

were designed as natural open spaces and wide green areas here.125 However, these squares 

were designed to be part of the housing zones spared only for the high-income families or 

landowners.126 

 

The name of the Sıhhiye Square was defined by the office building of the Ministry of Health 

and Social Assistance (Sıhhat Ve İçtimai Muavenet Vekaleti), finished in 1926 (Figure 2.15, 

2.16).127 In the 1924-25 Plan of Lörcher's, it was named as the Çankaya Station Square.128 It 

was designed in a hexagonal form. The Ministry of Health, the House of Government 

Soldiers (Astsubay Orduevi) (previously Yüksel Palas), Orduevi, and the "old cinema of 

Ankara" defined the sides of the square.129 

 

The Zafer Square was designed as the square of theater and cinema (Figure 2.15, 2.16).130 

The plan of the square referred to a gate formation where each function (theater and cinema) 

would stand at one side and form the Zafer Gate into the city.131 In 1924-25, there was a one-

floor market at the west corner of the square and in there one of the famous restaurants of the 

period called the Hale Restaurant.132 

                                                        
124 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 

125 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 

126 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 230. 

127 Before 1926, the square was planned in relation with another square either named as Angora Government Center Square 
(Angora Hükümet Merkezi) or the Çankaya Station Square. The idea was later abandoned. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 77. 

128 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 231. 

129 This square in time became the connection square of the old and the new cities. According to Cengizkan, the geometry of the 
square gives clues in the formation of the organized New City against the organic fabric of the Old City. See: Cengizkan, 2004, 
p. 77. 

130 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 231. 

131 The victory monument was designed by Italian sculptor Pietro Canonica in 1927 and opened in November 4th in 1927. See: 
Cengizkan, 2009, p.231. The sculpture of Atatürk on the monument was designed to face Yenişehir, his back on the Old City. 
See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 77. 

132 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 231-232. 
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Another square named the Millet (Ulus) Square was also planned in Yenişehir, connecting 

the Tuna Street and the Selanik Street from the east and the İzmir Street from the west 

(Figure 2.15, 2.16). Being rectangular, a mosque133 was proposed on the side of the Tuna 

Street and a hamam (bath) was proposed on the side of the İzmir Street. Both were placed in 

large green blocks.134  

 

The Lozan Square was designed in the intersection of the current Sakarya Street and the 

Mithatpaşa Street, and from there on the street (Sakarya) widened in ellipsoid form towards 

the east135 (Figure 2.15, 2.16).136  

 

There were many positive attributes of Lörcher's 1924 Old City Plan and 1925 New City 

Plan to cultural and social life of Ankara. The current Hippodrome, "19 Mayıs" Stadium, and 

the Atatürk Culture Center (Atatürk Kültür Merkezi) were all formed according to Lörcher's 

plan. His concern on public health and public gathering can be comprehended through his 

efforts to provide wide-open areas, areas for physical activities and large squares that 

resembled European cities.137 Lörcher also proposed "low-density" housing neighborhoods 

for different economic classes and he separated the industrial areas from housing regions.138 

In Yenişehir, both the triangular block of the Ministries District (Vekaletler Mahallesi), and 

the geometric formation of Youth's Park (Güvenpark), the large public garden/square at the 

very center of the new city, was decided with Lörcher's 1925 Plan. Even though the "Garden 

City" concept was prepared for Yenişehir, he also used it with greenery areas in the Old City 

along with the idea of the "beautiful citadel (Zitadelle)" that were common in the European 

cities. The formation of squares and important locations were all visually connected with the 

citadel.139   

                                                        
133 To construct a mosque in the Yenişehir (Kızılay) region was proposed for the first time with this plan and this may be one of 
the reasons the plan was partially changed afterwards. See: Cengizkan, 2009, p. 233.  

134 The name "Millet" Square came from the ideological approach of Lörcher where he designed the square on the axis of the 
"Strasse der Nation": the "Millet/Ulus" [Nation] Street. The organization tells a story of independence and victory. See: 
Cengizkan, 2004, p. 79; Cengizkan, 2009, p. 232. 

135 The area is later known as the Kolej region. 

136 At the southeast of this square there still stands a residential house of 1920s; "Mustafa Necati Uğural House" that is also 
known as "Sait Bektimur House" that had been restored in 2001 by the Ministry of Culture. Cengizkan, 2004, p. 80 and 
Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 307. 

137 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 58. 

138 The industrial area is parallel to railways for almost 400 m. Currently, the area is still preserved. See. Cengizkan, 2004, p. 87. 

139 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 85. 
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Figure 2.15: Neighborhoods, Places, Streets, and Squares in Lörcher's 1925 New City (Yenişehir) Plan of 

Ankara. Names added by the author. 
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Figure 2.16: Neighborhoods, Places, Streets, and Squares Shaped into the Final Form of the New City, 

Yenişehir, at the End of the 1920s. Prepared by the author based on Lörcher's 1925 New City Plan and Jansen's 

1928 New City Plan. 

 

 

Because Lörcher's plan could not have been implemented fully and the development of the 

city continued in an unplanned way without solving the housing problem, the Republic 

wanted to further search for international expertise. The plan of Lörcher was generally 

considered unsuccessful; however, as Kezer states, the distance between Ankara's historic 

city and the new development centered on and around Çankaya would pose a challenge for 
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any planner since there was neither a settled population nor any building density to sustain 

this pattern as a compatible urban development.140 Accordingly, the distance between the 

historic city center and the newly developing region towards Çankaya, and the founders' 

urgent requirement of a "New" City, caused the neglect of the historic city of Ankara. 

Problems emerged by the speculation of the old houses in the Old City, and empty lands in 

Yenişehir, leading to fast and unplanned constructions. This is why a new plan was sought 

towards the end of the 1920s. As Kezer also observes: 

 
The government's ambivalent embrace of Lörcher's plan added to the chaos created by 
unchecked speculative construction, mainly of rental units, filling the empty lots in Ankara's 
older neighborhoods and an unbridled competition for acquiring land in the south, driving the 
real estate prices beyond the range of all but the wealthiest. Many of these interventions were 
uncoordinated and consisted of sporadic attempts to solve discreet problems rather than 
comprehensive, long-range planning efforts.141 
 

The year of 1927 was an important turning point in opening up the capital city to foreign 

experts. The Ankara Municipality sent a committee to Germany that year to seek for help for 

the new development and urbanization plan. The committee firstly contacted Prof. Ludwig 

Hoffman in Berlin who proposed J. Brix and H. Jansen for the project.142 With the addition 

of the head-architect of the French government, L. Jausseley, the Municipality prepared for 

the competition.143 The contracts of the competitors, one French and two German architects, 

were signed with the (third) new Mayor Asaf Bey144 on July 3, 1927.145 

 

The architects started working on the project immediately in 1928. Previous plans/maps of 

Ankara (1924 map and Lörcher's plan146) were given to them for settlement and topographic 

information as can be seen from the correspondence documents between the competitors and 

                                                        
140 Kezer, Zeynep. "Chapter 1: Political Capital" in Building Modern Turkey, State, Space and Ideology in the Early Republic. 
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press; 2015, pp. 17-53, p. 31. 

141 Kezer, 2015, pp. 17-53, p. 33. 

142 Bülent Duru, "Mustafa Kemal Döneminde Ankara'nın İmarı", in Cumhuriyetin Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol Cantek 
(editor). Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 173-192. Also see: Tankut, 1990, p. 46; Fehmi Yavuz, 1952, p. 29. 

143 Tankut, 1993, p. 66; Sarıoğlu, 2001, pp. 52-53. 

144 He started working as the third mayor after Haydar Bey quitted on November 27, 1926. See: Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 46. . 

145 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 54. 

146 There are several issues regarding these documents. See: Tankut, 1993, pp. 56-57 . 
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the government. The plans in different scales of 1/10000, 1/4000 and 1/2000, and Lörcher's 

documents related with these plans and ideas, were given to Jaussely, Brix, and Jansen.147  

 

According to the terms of the competition, the old historic city should remain intact, 

however it should open to renovation and construction. The expansion areas and directions 

of the Old City should be discussed and planned; and the citadel should be considered 

separately and specially within the project. Most importantly, the Old City should not be 

considered as an empty region but be considered with its old historic lines. Another major 

imperative was the preparation of the plan for fifty years and for a population of 250-300 

thousand people.148  

 

During the competition, a new decision was made on Ankara's construction development; 

with the article law numbered 1351 and dated May 28, 1928, the Ankara City Construction 

Directorate (Ankara Şehri İmar Müdürlüğü) was established.149 According to the article law, 

the fate of the capital city of the Turkish Republic was very important and a nation-wide 

matter and should not be left to a city municipality but instead the matter should be evaluated 

by the government. After 1928, the application of the plan was discussed by the Ministry of 

Internal Affairs rather than the Municipality.150 With the formation of the Ankara City 

Construction Directorate, the official/formal documents were archived after 1928.151  

 

1929 was the first year of the Ankara City Construction Directorate when the organization 

had the full financial and juridical support of the government. The head of the Construction 

Committee Administration (İmar İdare Heyeti) was Falih Rıfkı (Atay). Even though he 

lacked the technical and professional background, his ideal of "planned development" made 

him the best candidate for the first years.152 Another important name of the period was 

Robert Oerley, an Austrian architect, responsible for the technical work and application of 

the plans and he was the advisor of the Construction Committee Administration.153 

                                                        
147 The base of these plans was surely the 1/4000 scale Ankara Municipality Map prepared in 1924. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p.43. 

148 Sarıoğlu, 2001, pp. 53-54. 

149 Tankut, 1993, p. 72. 

150 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 55. 

151 Tankut questions whether this practice was introduced by the German architects. See: Tankut, 1993, p. 59. 

152 Tankut, 1993, p. 73. 

153 He had been working in the construction office within the Ministry of Health, and after 1927, he helped Jansen's works. See: 
Tankut, 1993, p.73; Sarıoğlu, 2001, p.53. 
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The competition committee had a criteria list that defined 15 articles154 regarding the 

evaluation of the plan; and according to these, Jansen's project was chosen.155 Before the 

announcement of the result, an exhibition was opened in front of the governing People's 

Party (Halk Fırkası) building, and with publicity regarding Jansen, public opinion was thus 

formed in favor of him.156 

 

There were many positive attributes of the winning plan of Jansen such as the preservation of 

the Old City, the "Siedlung" approach (neighborhoods that re integrated with nature that was 

adapted from Lörcher's plan), and functional development directions; and his ideas on 

transportation and landscapes were all praised by the committee.157 

 

Hermann Jansen was both an educator and pragmatist, living in Berlin during the 1920s. He 

was a student of Camillo Sitte, a famous architectural theoretician of central Europe at the 

end of the nineteenth century, focused on artistic side of urban development. According to 

Jansen, the urbanization should not have any connection with Baroque styling, as seen in 

Lörcher's approach, and cities should be formed of neighborhoods rather than streets and 

squares.158 Even though his plans adapted many of Lörcher's ideas, in these they 

contradicted.  

 

Many of Lörcher's ideas found reflection in Jansen's plans (Figures 2.17, 2.18). For example, 

Lörcher proposed the "Garden City" concept in Yenişehir, which was later adopted by 

Jansen. Another major idea of Lörcher's plans was that the squares and important landmarks 

would visually connect with the citadel. In Jansen's plan, this element would develop into the 

concept of "the crown of the city".159  

 

Many squares were shaped in Jansen's Plan based on Lörcher's ideas. For example, the 

İtfaiye Square formed the basis of the Opera Square in Jansen's Plan (Figures 2.17). Jansen 
                                                        
154 For the 15 articles see: Tankut, Gönül. "Jansen Planı Uygulama Sorunları ve Cumhuriyet Demokrasisinin Kent Planına 
Yaklaşımı" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1984, second edition: 2000). Ankara: TBMM 
Basımevi; 2000, pp. 311-312. 

155 Jansen had previously won the Berlin Urbanization Project, which might have affected the result. See: Tankut, 1993, p.77; 
Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 53. 

156 Tankut, 1993, p. 78. 

157 Tankut, 2000, pp. 305-306. 

158 Tankut, 1993, p. 67. 

159 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 85. 
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directly adapted the plan and design of the Station Square along with the axes of the Station 

Street-Citadel, Opera-Citadel and the Samanpazarı Square-Citadel.160 The Cumhuriyet 

Square was also directly taken from Lörcher's plans and it was named as the Kurtuluş Square 

in Jansen's plans (Figures 2.18).161  

 

 

 
Figure 2.17: Jansen's Plan of the Old City, Ulus, Prepared in 1928. 

"Complete plan of the building of Ankara (1928-1928). Old town Ground plan and location plan 1: 

2000. Hand drawing ink on transparent 111.3 x 175.9 cm Inv.-No. 22584162" 

(http://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de/index.php?p=79&Daten=153604163). 

                                                        
160 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 68. 

161 The name later shifted to the current Kurtuluş area in Cebeci. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 75. 

162 Gesamtbebauungsplan Ankara (1928–1928) Altstadt Grund- und Lageplan 1:2000 Handzeichnung Tusche auf Transparent 
111,3 x 175,9 cm Inv.-Nr. 22584. 

163 last visited: September, 2017. 
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Figure 2.18: Jansen's Plan of the New City, Yenişehir, Prepared in 1930. 

"Complete development plan of Ankara. Partial map of the outer city (1928-1928). Map of the main road 1: 2000, 

2 road profiles, Yeni Şehir, overall planning including the government quarter.  

Hand drawing ink and pencil on transparent 99.9 x 85.3 cm. Inv.-No. 22845164" (http://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-

berlin.de/index.php?p=79&Daten=157954165). 

 

                                                        
164 Gesamtbebauungsplan Ankara. Teilbebauungsplan äußere Stadt (1928–1928) Übersichtsplan über Grundkarte 1:2000, 2 
Straßenprofile, Yeni Sehir, Gesamtplanung einschließlich des Regierungsviertels Handzeichnung Tusche und Bleistift auf 
Transparent 99,9 x 85,3 cm Inv.-Nr. 22845. 

165 last visited: September, 2017. 
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At some points, Jansen contradicted Lörcher's ideas. For example, Jansen suggested that 

rows of squares could not work at the center of the city and proposed the removal of the 

Millet Square, which was a large square surrounded by public buildings such as a bath and a 

mosque.166 The Lozan Square, (at the intersection of the Sakarya and Mithatpaşa Streets) 

which was in ellipsoid form, was converted into a square shape in Jansen's Plan of 1930 

(Figures 2.18).167 

 

Both Lörcher and Jansen proposed low-density settlement areas and a medium sized city in 

their plans. However, the bureaucrats required high-density settlement areas and a large city. 

The arguments continued throughout the application of both plans while the population 

increasing very quickly beyond expectations, and with the increase in land prices, unplanned 

development occurred outside the settlement boundaries.168  

 

Even though the new city, Yenişehir, was designed with good intensions by Lörcher's and 

Jansen's plans, the region emerged as a sterile place that represented only the modern aspects 

of Ankara. The upper classes, the newcomers to Ankara, the rich and elite class, settled in 

the new city while the life of the poor and middle classes continued in the Old City. The 

lower classes, the poor newcomers could only find shelter in the old and neglected 

neighborhoods of the Old City. One of the interviewed persons by Şenol-Cantek, H.T. Bey 

who lived in the Mukaddem Neighborhood in the Old City, says that he could only have an 

impression of Yenişehir from the view of his window. According to him, Yenişehir seemed 

unreachable with its modern buildings, boulevard, and roads lined with trees.169 This caused 

an economic and consequently a social differentiation of classes within the capital city. 

While Yenişehir became the representation of everything new and modern, the Old City, 

Ulus, became neglected and it developed almost on its own without an urbanization plan 

(other than the main circulation decisions of Lörcher's 1925 Plan and the re-organization of 

                                                        
166 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 79-81. 

167 Cengizkan states that the square took its current form on February 14, 1930. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 82. 

168 Tankut, 1993, p.31. For more information on Jansen's Urban Development Plan see: Tankut, Gönül. "Jansen Planı: 
Uygulama Sorunları ve Cumhuriyet Bürokrasisinin Kent Planına Yaklaşımı" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz 
(editor). First edition: Ankara: ODTÜ; 1984. Second edition: Ankara: TBMM Basımevi; 2000, pp. 301-317; Tankut, Gönül. 
"Ankara İmar Planı Uygulamasının 1929-1939 Arasındaki Dikkat Çeken Verileri" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II. Yıldırım Yavuz 
(editor). Ankara: ODTÜ; 2001, pp. 9-1. 

169 Lörcher's plan did not only influenced Jansen but also the other competitors of the 1928 urbanization plan competition for 
Ankara. For example, the Cebeci Square also existed in Jaussely's plan. The triangular block of the Ministries District was both 
used in Jaussely's and Jansen's plans. The geometric formation of Güvenpark in Yenişehir was preserved both in Jaussely's and 
Jansen's plans, where the former proposed the area as a park and the latter for new constructions. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 87. 
Also see: Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 112.  
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the 1916 fire area and empty blocks), only by the initiations of the owners of lands and 

houses. According to Falih Rıfkı, the speculation of the "old" and "new" cities, unplanned 

urbanization and despair of the government against these developments were not the fault of 

the municipality but only its inexperience. 

 

The project of constructing Yenişehir, largely ignoring the historic Old City, was the 

beginning of the "new" Ankara, built from vast and empty lands. Some bureaucrats were 

unpleased of ignoring the Old City and calling the new settlement area as the "new city"; 

instead, they proposed the new settlement area should be called the "New 

Neighborhood/District" without neglecting the Old City altogether.170 For example, in 

Hakimiyet-i Milliye newspaper, dating to 1930, it is stated that the pavement stones that were 

placed in the Anafartalar Street were residual and unused stones from Yenişehir.171 This 

shows that the Old City was neglected after the construction of Yenişehir, and rehabilitated 

only if residual materials remained. This neglect is often explained as preserving the 

character of the citadel and the historic city by hindering unfavorable consequences of 

applications. However, this neglect resulted in un-planned alterations to the historic city 

center, which caused damage even more. 

 

To sum up, it can be suggested that the ideas in Lörcher's plans shaped the basis of Ulus (the 

Old City) and Yenişehir (Sıhhıye to Çankaya) regions of the capital city. Lörcher introduced 

the concepts of zoning, an organic structure and composition, places and spaces that 

contained the functions required of a capital, and the garden city concept, which later formed 

the basis of the Garden Houses (bahçeli evler) and suburban houses (banliyö evleri). For the 

Old City, the main axes of his plans turned into the main commercial streets of Ulus; the old 

commercial streets were widened, and the new blocks (usually in triangular forms) were 

formed. The citadel became the main focus of the Old City, an axis was defined leading up 

to it connecting it with the station, and the fire areas and available empty lands were 

reconstructed with the architectural productions of the period, i.e. mainly houses and 

apartments (such as the Hisarönü Neighborhood, and the new blocks of apartments and 

houses). The zoning of the city with certain functions (bazaar areas, cemeteries, bank areas, 

                                                        
170 Being ignored in the competition, Lörcher sued Jansen in Berlin's courts in the 1930s. He accused Jansen for stealing his 
plan and asked for a copyright. The result, with the support of some documents, which the Ankara City Construction 
Directorate provided, was in favor of Jansen. Tankut discusses the credibility of these documents. See: Tankut, 1993, pp. 54-59. 
See: Atay, Çankaya, p. 421 cited in Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 49; Yavuz, 1952, p. 17; Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 118. 

171 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 118. 
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housing zones, etc.) was formed with Lörcher's plans and most of these areas retained these 

original functions.  

 

Yenişehir was planned and structured as a housing zone with single detached houses in large 

gardens. However, the district Of Yenişehir eventually turned into a main commercial center 

of the capital city. Even though the main structure of Lörcher's plans was preserved, in later 

decades, single houses were replaced with apartments, and then these apartments were 

replaced with commercial functions. In his plan report in 1937, Jansen, criticized the multi-

storey apartment-type housing in the Old City which started to be constructed in the early 

years, the 1920s, after the establishment of the Republic. He supported the construction of 

single houses more, thus referring to the traditional houses of the Old City in the report. 

However, the city was already filled with apartment type housing both in the Old City and 

some in the new. In this context, rather than demolishing the already existing stock, Jansen 

proposed a mixture of housing, both apartments and single houses based on certain planning 

regulations as he also described in his report.172 While urban planning continued in the 

1920s, the construction of the city was realized with the style of the period having 

ideological connotations i.e. the "First National Architectural Style", which will be examined 

in the next part. 

 

2.3. The Search for an Architecture: Building for Modern Functions in the "National 

Style" 

 

As Ankara became the capital city of the Turkish Republic and as urbanization and 

development projects were carried out for the "new" and "modern" capital city, the context 

of the first ten years of the construction field was shaped by the stylistic features of the "First 

National Style", as it is conventionally called in historiography.173 The First National 

Architectural Style of the early twentieth century has a historical and ideological background 

shaped by the developments in Europe and spread across the globe. During the eighteenth 
                                                        
172 Jansen, 1937: 12-13. See: Mıhçıoğlu Bilgi, Elif. The Physical Evolution of the Historic City of Ankara between 1839 and 
1944: A Morphological Analysis. METU: The Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences, The Degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy in Architecture. Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cânâ Bilsel. Ankara: METU; 2010, p. 101. 

173 See: 
-Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı (1923-1938). (First edition: 1980, third edition: 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010.  
- Bozdoğan, Sibel. Modernizm ve Ulusun İnşası: Erken Cumhuriyet Türkiyesi'nde Mimari Kültür. (The University of 
Washington Press, 2001, Translated by Tuncay Birkan) (First edition: 2002, third edition:  2012). Ankara: Metis Yayınları; 
2012. 
-Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984. 

- Batur, Afife. A concise history: architecture in Turkey during the twentieth century. Ankara: Chamber of Architects of 
Turkey; 2005. 
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century, the understanding of architecture started to change with the developing interest in 

classical architecture.174 In the nineteenth century, the main school of architecture, Ecole des 

Beaux-Arts in Paris, continued such an approach.175  

 

The buildings of the early nineteenth century can readily be classified as "Greek and Gothic 

Revivalist", especially in Germany and England.176 In France, Classism remained mainly 

Roman, developing highly individual and sometimes austere traits. From 1806, the 

architectural designs were made in Ecole des Beaux-Arts, and had an important influence on 

the French taste and thus on that of other countries.177 Until 1900, eclecticism was on the rise 

without any consistency, and architecture was extravagantly ornate.178  

 

Middleton and Watkin define the "flowering of neoclassicism179" in the nineteenth century 

France and England as referring to buildings that had a new boldness of massing, sudden 

changes of scale, contrasts of richness and stark wall surfaces.180 Architectural production 

started to have the firmness of geometry, regularity, and columnar rhythms of a Greek 

Temple.181 The vastness of scale, the complexity of planning, and the experimental lighting 

effects were being realized.182 The smooth and flattening of advanced classicism are 

restrained in outline and pure in form, beautifully planned, with most of the rooms 

rectangular or square but a few circular (or other geometrical shape) to provide variety.183  

                                                        
174 Ching, Francis D.K; Jarzombek, Mark M.; Prakash, Vikramaditya. A Global History of Architecture. Hoboken, New Jersey: 
John Wiley & Sons. Inc.; 2007, p. 589.  

175 The Beaux-Arts school was originally the Academie Royale d'Architecture in Paris, founded in 1671 by Jean-Baptiste 
Colbert, the minister of Louis XIV. The French Revolution ended the royal academies, but in 1803, the architectural education 
continued under its influence. See: Ching et al., 2007, p. 638. 

176 Bergdoll, Barry. "Nationalism and Stylistic Debates in Architecture" in European Architecture 1750-1890. Oxford 
University Press; 2000, pp. 139-170, pp. 145-152, 154-158. 

177 Bergdoll, 2000, pp. 165-167. 

178 However, towards the end of the nineteenth century, the production of buildings (with the introduction of iron) started the 
process of shedding Classical traits. Bergdoll, Barry. "New Technology and Architectural form, 1851-90" in European 
Architecture 1750-1890. Oxford University Press; 2000, pp. 207-238, pp. 207, 216. 

179 Middleton, Robin; Watkin, David. "The Flowering of Neoclassicism" in Neoclassical and nineteenth Century Architecture. 
The Enlightenment in France and in England. (First edition: 1980). Great Britain: Faber and Faber / Electa; 1987, pp. 104-177. 

180 "...architects were to be indebted directly to Piranesi." See: Middleton and Watkin, 1987, p. 104. 

181 On St. Sulpice, 1777, by Jean-François-Therese Chalgrin (1739-1811). See: Middleton and Watkin, 1987, pp. 104-105. 

182 On the buildings of Paris at the second half of the eighteenth century. See: Middleton and Watkin, 1987, p. 113.  

183 As defined by Middleton and Watkin on the houses of Alexandre-Theodore Brogniart (1739-1813). See: Middleton and 
Watkin, 1987, c1980, p. 128. 
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By the mid nineteenth century184, the school of Beaux-Arts became to be known as the leader 

of an "eclectic style", which is picturesque in mass and facade but clean, rectilinearly and 

organized in plans, whereby design of plans should be "functionally clear" and "formally 

coherent", composed of intersecting rectangles organized symmetrically with a central 

axis.185 The plans and the exteriors of architectural production followed the Classical 

principals during most of the nineteenth century. In general, symmetry dominated nineteenth 

century planning. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the "free plan" started to affect 

all building types.186 

 

The system of Ecole contributed to the rise of a professional architect, no longer tied to the 

aristocratic authorization to copy a single style. The relationship between architect, 

craftsman, and client formed and improved. The architectural production also had an 

increasing complexity, as designed on monumental scale.187 The success of Ecole elevated 

architecture into an autonomous discipline, with theoretical questions related with 

architectural production, such as the use of new materials (reinforced concrete, iron, steel 

and glass), and, most importantly, the relationship between the "identity of a nation" and its 

architecture. 

 

By the end of the nineteenth century, architecture students from around the world came to 

Paris to study and spread school's architectural style to their home countries.188 These 

included students from the Ottoman Empire, influencing architectural production there at the 

turn of the century. The Beaux-Arts movement was associated with the principles of 

professionalism, nationalism, and modernization of the period,189 which were effective 

worldwide including the late Ottoman and the early Republican contexts in Turkey. 

 

 

                                                        
184 In the mid-nineteenth century, two main ideas were formed: "idealized classism" (supported by Quatremere de Quincy) and 
"romanticisism" (supported by Henri Labrouste). See: Bergdoll, Barry. "Historicism and New Building Types" in European 
Architecture 1750-1890. Oxford University Press; 2000, pp. 173-205, pp. 174-175. With the appointment of Eugene-Emmanuel 
Viollet-le-Duc in 1863 as the professor of the history of art and aesthetics, the conflict broke into the open. See: Ibid., p. 67. 
Also see: Bergdoll, "New Technology and Architectural Form, 1851-90", 2000, pp. 224-226. 

185 Ching et al., 2007, p. 638. 

186 Bergdoll, 2000, pp. 207-238. 

187 Ching et al., 2007, p. 653. 

188 Ching et al., 2007, p. 638. 

189 Ching et al., 2007, p. 653. 
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As Yıldırım states; 

 
The initial phase of nationalism in Turkish architecture is known to have covered those 
turbulent years between 1909-1930 that saw the fall of the Ottoman Empire as well as the 
dawn of the Turkish Republic.190 

 

In this context, the Ottoman Revivalism or the "First National Architectural Style" 

represented the efforts and the first systematic attempts to define Ottoman architecture as a 

rational aesthetic discipline.191 In these terms, within the constantly changing "modern" 

world, the "First National Architectural Style" represented the will to create an "un-

changing" and "stable" identity and an "invented tradition".192 

 

The idea of Ottoman Revivalism is the product of the attempts to find a place within the 

"revivalist" movements of the modern context of the nineteenth century. European 

intellectuals idolized that the western tradition is based on a historical background and the 

evolution of tradition from antiquity to classical to modern, and every culture and tradition 

other than the western froze in their "golden" and "classical" movements, and they were 

incapable of modern transformations.193 The Ottoman intellectuals rejected this idea and the 

Ottoman revivalism emerged as a will to be part of the developments that occurred in 

Europe, proving that the Ottoman culture was also capable of transformation and 

modernization. The intellectuals, bureaucrats and journalists of the period, who had mostly 

been educated in Europe, were the ones who attempted to define the "Ottoman Nation" in 

this context.194  

 

The roots of the "First National Architectural Style" can be dated to this context of the late 

Ottoman period, when "Turkism" (Türkçülük) found basis during the turmoil of the era and 

                                                        
190 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Mimar Kemalettin Bey (1870-1927)". ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Dergisi. Cilt 7, Sayı 1, Bahar 1981, pp. 
53-76, p. 74. 

191 Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 35, 36. 

192 Hobswam, Eric."Introduction: Inventing Traditions" in The Invention of Tradition. E.Hobswam and T.Ranger (editors). 
Cambridge University Press; 1992, p.8 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 35, 36. According to Bozdoğan, Ottoman revivalism can 
be suggested as "modern" rather than being part of "modernism" (when the terms modernism and modern are evaluated 
separately within their actual context). Here, "modern" defines the change and transformation of nations and individuals, a 
historical break. See: Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 35, 36. 

193 For example, Sir Bannister Fletcher in 1896 proposed that "orientalist" architecture is an "a-historical style" and he included 
Ottoman architecture among this group. See: Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 36. Bozdoğan states that in the editions after 1964, the term 
"a-historical styles" was used. See: Bozdoğan, Chapter 1, footnote 11: Fletcher. A History of Architecture on the Comparative 
Method. New York: Chas. Scribner's Sons, 1958 (1896) and the latest edition D.Cruickshank (ed.). Sir Banister Flecther's A 
History of Architecture. London: Architectural Press; 1996. 

194 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 36. 
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continued up to the early years of the Turkish Republic.195 This ideology was assimilated by 

mostly European-educated class of the Ottoman Empire, also known as the "Young Turks" 

(Jön Türkler), who took power after the declaration of Constitutionalism (Meşrutiyet) in 

1908. They formed the base of the Committee of Union and Progress (İttihat ve Terakki 

Cemiyeti) and the Young Turks movement transformed into a military-based political 

party.196 The leaders of the Committee dethroned Sultan Abdülhamid II, and ruled the empire 

until the First World War while Sultan Mehmet V (1909-1918) formally remained in the 

throne.197  

 

The intellectuals of the period studied for the regeneration of the empire, curing "the sick 

man of Europe"198 by the modernization of cities, and initiating revitalization projects in the 

fields of health and transportation. Within these projects, they also initiated the 

transformation of architecture. The European-educated architects, within the patriotic 

environment, wanted to purify the Turkish architecture from foreign elements, while 

introducing contemporary, functional touches to plans.199 This transformation began with the 

public buildings of İstanbul.200 

 

The stylistic repertory of the "First National Architectural Style" was formed in 1873, with 

an important work of the period called "Usul-i Mimari-i Osmani" (Ottoman Architectural 

Style).201 The writers of this book studied traditional Ottoman Architecture to be used in 

contemporary production, as it was taken as classical as well as modern and having a 

national character. Like Claude Perrault (1613-1688), who formed the stylistic 

characteristics of the classical architecture in terms of the "right" modern systems such as 

Dor, Ion and Corrent, Ottoman architects also formed their own right approach of classical 

                                                        
195 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 30. 

196 According to Sözen, architecture after the Second Constitutionalism (1908) was one of the most dominant attributes shaping 
the conditions and structure of the era, ruled by the political, social, economic, and cultural opinions of the party in power, 
İttihat ve Terakki. See: Sözen, Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür 
Yayınları; 1984, p. 27. 

197 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 31. 

198 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 31. 

199 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 30. 

200 Sözen, 1984, p.6; Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 30. 

201 Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 36, 37. 
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forms as Konik (conic), Elmasi (diamond-like) and Mücevheri (jewelry-like).202 Moreover, as 

Owen Jones (1806-1889) classified decorative elements of the classical, Ottoman architects 

also classified decorative elements, and isolated them from their material context (tiles (çini), 

wood-work, pearl-inlaid), and made decorative elements available for application in different 

materials and designs.203 

 

Under these ideological influences and historical developments, in the period of 1908-1918, 

a hybrid architectural style was born and started to develop slowly. It represented both the 

"cultural confusion" and the "ideological views" of the period.204 This style is commonly 

known as the "First National Architectural Style", also called as "National Architecture", 

"National Architectural Renaissance", "Neo-Classical Style",205 and "Ottoman 

Revivalism"206. It shaped the last period of the Ottoman Empire in the early twentieth 

century, and continued its influence during the early years of the Republic as there was a 

perfect environment for the idea to thrive in the period of the Republican nation building.207 

It lasted until the end of the 1920s and ended at the beginning of the 1930s when the style 

was transformed in line with the modernizing ideals of the new state. 208 

 

The architects of the period introduced the style that was popular in Europe, based on the 

"classical" historicism, while using Ottoman/Islamic elements and ornaments.209 The "First 

National Architectural Style" was formed by, basically, taking decorative elements from the 

Ottoman architecture such as half-domes, large roof consoles with supporting brackets, 

                                                        
202 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 36. For detailed information see: Ersoy, Ahmet. On the Sources of the Ottoman Renaissance: 
Architectural Revival and Its Discourse during the Abdülzaziz Era, 1861-1876. (PhD Thesis, Harvard University, 2000). 

203 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 37. 

204 Supported by followers such as an ideologist of Turkism, Ziya Gökalp (1876-1924). See: Sözen, 1984, p. 27.  

205 Sözen, 1984, p. 27. 

206 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 31. 

207 Sözen, 1984, p. 27. 

208 The political power of both the late Ottoman and the early Republican periods (İttihak ve Teraki Cemiyeti and the Grand 
National Assembly) supported the style and prepared wide application areas for its production. Celal Esad Arseven (writer, 
deputy, art and architecture historian, 1876-1971) stated that: "The government supported the (ideological) movement and 
required the construction of buildings such as schools, military buildings (kışla), and train stations in the National Style. Even 
an article law was accepted to force people in designing buildings in the National Style." See: Arseven, Celal Esat. Türk Sanatı 
Tarihi. İstanbul: Milli Eğitim Vekaleti; first edition: 1928, p. 435 cited in Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 31. 

209 Sözen, 1984, p. 28. 
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lancet arches and decorative tiles and mixing them with new construction techniques of the 

period such as the use of materials of concrete, iron, and steel.210  

 

The pioneers of this movement, since being educated mostly on facade organization, as the 

students of the nineteenth century classical architectural movement, they put great emphasis 

on facades. The focus of the facades was usually the entrances, decorated with marble 

columns, tile panels, and metal embellishments. Marble columns were sometimes decorated 

with mukarnas (stalactite) column heads referring to the classical Ottoman architecture. The 

ceramic patterns were designed similar to the characteristics of the classical Ottoman style 

and were produced in Kütahya ateliers.211 The ideology-architecture unity was formed with 

the use of Ottoman architectural elements such as domes, arches, porticos, and crown-doors 

as figurative forms on the exteriors.212 Various arch styles from Seljuk and Ottoman 

architecture were used for ornamental purposes as well.213 

 

Other than embellishments on facades, "mass" qualities of Seljuk/Ottoman architecture were 

also adapted to the style. The entrances of the buildings were shaped with domes, built only 

for visual concerns of monumentality and without certain functions. Other important 

elements of the facades were the projections, a common mass element in traditional 

residential architecture of Ottoman towns. The public buildings of the period had projections 

that were widely used in upper floors above shops in the ground floors. These projections 

were sometimes carried by cantilevers. In the corner lots, the corners of the buildings were 

shaped in circular forms, finishing with domes and appearing as towers. The spaces formed 

by towers might not have defined certain functions and they could rather be a part of 

rectangular spaces. If the building had several corners, all of them could be marked with 

towers.214 

 

                                                        
210 The architects who designed in this style were the last Ottoman and the first Turkish architects. For the first time, they 
calculated and designed new building types in different construction techniques (i.e., contemporary construction technologies as 
developed in Europe), and discussed design principles by creating ideological reflections. They became part of the transition 
era; a period of transformation from the glorious past of Ottoman/Islamic roots to a new regime of modernity and civilization, 
the latter considerably different from the previous. This transition required a commitment to the Ottoman Empire's ethnical and 
religious past with a patriotic approach to the new and modern Turkish nation. See: Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 31-33. 

211 Sözen, 1984, p. 30. 

212 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 31. 

213 Even so, sometimes the facades, shaped by these arches, did not form a functional relation with the interior of the building. 
See: Sözen, 1984, p. 30. 

214 Sözen, 1984, p. 31. 
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After the establishment of the Republic, in Ankara and other cities, the use of the "First 

National Architectural Style" prevailed especially for public buildings, and found 

representation in residential architecture as well.215 Architecture was used as one of the 

channels to transfer the ideals of nation building in forming a national identity.216 This hybrid 

architectural style became the solid proof that this ideology could be established. 

 

Ankara became the construction site of Turkish nationalism that was shaped around the 

Kemalist principles, its construction being both discursive and physical.217 Peyami Safa218 

defines this construction process as a "project of unity" of the Turkish homeland and its 

territorial integrity, the physical construction of a new country.219 According to Safa, the 

minds were constructed along with the construction of the state, and the construction 

material was concrete. Concrete represents robustness, innovation, and technical progress. 

Kaplan states that it is the demolition of timber structures and wooden minds and their 

conversion into concrete.220 Timber is more prone to corruption, laxity, and technical 

deficiencies, and in the context of Turkey, it represented the Ottoman Empire, which the new 

Republic was eager to overcome.221 

 

Bozdoğan quotes from an article that was published in 1938: 

 
...the Turkish nation decided to settle permanently in the Republican lands and accordingly, 
the timber bridges where replaced with steel and concrete and the timber architecture is now 
replaced by more permanent structures such as stone masonry and concrete buildings.222  

 

                                                        
215 Sözen, 1984, p. 29. 

216 According to Sözen, the Ottoman elements and ornaments were given "Turkish" meanings rather than Islamic in this context. 
This may be the reason the style continued into the early Republican era when everything Ottoman was indeed criticized by the 
Republican ideology. Disclaiming the Islamic qualities, Turkish meanings were given to the traditional elements and the 
products of the style. See: Sözen, 1984, p. 28. 

217 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 40. 

218 "While searching for the rising point of nation-state building project of Kemalism". See: Safa, Peyami. "Kemalizm, Hayat ve 
İdeal" in Atatürk Devri Fikir Hayatı. M. Kaplan, İ. Enginün, Z. Kerman, N. Birinci, A. Uçman (editors). Ankara: Kültür 
Bakanlığı Yayınları; 1981. 

219 Safa, 1981 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 40. 

220 Kaplan et al., 1981 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 40. 

221 According to Şenol-Cantek, as also defined by Kaplan, the contrast of timber and concrete represented here the contrast of 
the modern and the traditional. See: Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 40-41. 

222 "Ev Nedir ve Bir Ev Nasıl Kurulmalı?", Modern Türkiye Mecmuası 1, no:1, 1938, p. 16 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 214. 



63 
 

Writer Mehmed Kemal, who is from a rooted Ankara family, defines his generation as "the 

generation of building sites and constructions".223 Witnesses of the period define their 

childhood with "naked" structures, noises of construction and urbanized sites with new 

buildings. According to them, these constructions represented modernization, development, 

and re-generation. Everything "old" represented insufficiency and something to be 

demolished, while everything "new" represented development. This understanding represent 

the vision of the "Kemalist" ideology for which "healthy and sanitary spaces" would produce 

"healthy and sanitary people",224 or vice versa healthy and sanitary people should live in 

places where they deserved, i.e. in modernized cities (Yenişehir), public buildings and 

especially houses and apartments (Figure 2.19). 

 

 

 
Figure 2.19: The Houses of Yenişehir. Photograph date: Before 1927. 

(VEKAM Digital Archives. Inventory No: 1676). 

 

 

 
Figure 2.20: The New Post Office in the Bankalar Street, Ulus. 

Photograph date: 1925 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

                                                        
223 Kemal, 1983, p. 55 cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 106. 

224 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 107. 
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All the public products of the period were built in the "First National Architectural Style", 

where the buildings were designed symmetrically based on middle and side axes, with 

intense emphasis on the exteriors with decorations, ornamentations and mass movements. 

This attribute of the style is directly related with the classical architectural approach of the 

nineteenth century, as seen with Beaux-arts movement and Neo-classism. There were very 

little differences in mass and facade organization between schools, post-offices, banks, 

hotels, ministries or train-stations (Figure 2.20).225 In this classical architecture approach, 

which emphasizes style and facade design, the issues of the positioning of the building to the 

site and the functionality of plan-layout, were secondary.226 Behçet Ünsal227 explains this by 

quoting the two important architects of the period;  

 
The Turkishness of a plan was undefined. Mongeri says: "Lets first see the facades before the 
plans". He was mostly known and interpreted as a facade artist. Site plans were also not 
required. Vedat Bey says: "First, try to create a good project, if it is good enough it would fit 
anywhere".228 

 

For example, schools became important buildings to represent the ideologies of the new 

regime, all built according to a prototype designed by the Ministry of Public Works (Nafıa 

Vekaleti) in the 1920s. They were based on a similar plan that had an entrance in the central 

axis. Generally, with a symmetrical layout, both sides of the axis had projected parts with 

three windows on the facade. They were two storey high buildings with arched windows and 

had roofs with large-eaves.229 The Gazi and Latife Schools (Mukbil Kemal (Taş), 1924-26) 

in the Anafartalar (Çocuk Sarayı) Street are the examples to the first Republican schools in 

Anatolia (Figure 2.21). 

  

 

                                                        
225 Sözen, 1984, pp. 30-31; Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 30-32. 

226 However, as Sözen also states, this should not mean that innovations did not happen in planning. See: Sözen, 1984, p. 31. 

227 Architect, 1909-2006. 

228 Behçet Ünsal. "Mimarlığımız 1923-1950", Mimarlık, n.2, 1973, p.35 cited in Sözen, 1984, p. 31 and Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 32. 

229 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 54. 
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Figure 2.21: Gazi and Latife Schools in the Anafartalar (Çocuk Sarayı) Street. Architect: Mimar Kemalettin. 

Photograph date: 1925 (Atılım University Archives). 

 

 

Another issue was the relation of the main facade with other facades of the same building. 

Also known as "facadism" seen in classical architectural approach where facades of a 

building were not equally designed, but showed variety according to the importance of the 

location or the direction of the building. The difference was so apparent from styling to the 

use of materials,230 making the building look different from different angles.  

 

According to Tekeli, the spatial aspects of building a nation-state in Turkey can be defined 

with four components.231 The first of these is the establishment of Ankara as the capital city 

simultaneously with the establishment of the Republic. The location at this point was 

important because the founders believed that port cities' cosmopolitan life did not provide the 

environment to spread the concept of nationalism. On the contrary, cities like Ankara had a 

more "homogenous" population, which would help to provide the national unity. There, the 

new lifestyle of the national bourgeoisie was easier to be constructed and spread. The second 

component was to form a railway network, not a linear network as set during the empire 

especially from the port cities to their inlands, but a central network, for which the center 

was Ankara. The aim was to create an internal market. The third component was 

industrialization, for the provision of which many factories were constructed alongside the 

railways in many cities, in this case, in Ankara as well. The fourth component was the 

construction of the People's Houses (Halkevleri) as the new community centers for public 

education and spreading Kemalism232 throughout the country. By these institutions, the 

                                                        
230 Sözen, 1984, p. 31. 

231 Tekeli, 2006, p. 7. 

232 See: Definition of halk evleri in http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/halk%20evleri. 
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radical modernity project of the new state would also contribute and spread the development 

of science, culture, and arts. 

 

The People's Houses were originated in the similarly functioning Turkish Hearth 

organization established in the late Ottoman Empire, which was closed down a few years 

after the establishment of the Republic to be replaced with the new institution. The opening 

of the Turkish Hearth (Türk Ocağı) building in 1930233 as one of the earliest buildings of the 

capital city on the Gazi Mustafa Kemal Paşa (Atatürk) Boulevard along the north-south axis, 

connecting the Old City with Yenişehir; had been taken to the headlines of the newspapers 

(Figure 2.22a). According to Bozdoğan, the newspapers expressed the ideology of the new 

regime in more oriental and religious terms at these early years. Accordingly, the 

photographs of the Turkish Hearth Building that were published by focusing more on the 

Ottoman/Islamic aspects of the building such as its ornamented ceilings (Figure 2.22b) and 

monumental marble paved entrance. However, as much as it referred to the Islamic/Ottoman 

culture, the building was designed for modern/contemporary art exhibitions, conferences, 

concerts, and operas, which would make it a cultural, educational, and entertainment-focused 

center of the new and the modern capital city. It is one of the examples of the Republican 

spatial practices that aimed to form secular functional spaces designed with the 

Turkish/national style (Figure 2.22b).234  

 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 2.22: The Turkish Hearth & the People's Houses (Türk Ocağı, Halkevi) Building.  

Architect: Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. 

(a) The Monumental Appearance. Photograph date: 1933-35 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

(b) "Türk Odası / Turkish Room" in the Turkish Hearth Building. 

Architect: Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. Photograph date: 1930 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

  

                                                        
233 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 58. 

234 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 58. 
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The rapid development of Ankara in the first years of the Republic by the construction of 

such public as well as private buildings was followed and documented by foreign 

intellectuals that came to Ankara to work in various fields. Fehertajy, Hungarian writer of 

the book called Mysterious Anatolia, defined Ankara as the city of the past and the future.235 

Hungarian meteorologist Rethly said that Ankara was slowly transforming from a place of 

 
...dust, mud and slot of malaria spreading mosquitoes into a world city with pars, stone paved 
streets, modern houses, villas, public buildings and beautiful embassy buildings in 
Çankaya.236 
 

Moricz, Hungarian Turanist, said about the transformation; 

 
The five-year construction would bewilder the first-comers to Ankara. The old streets are 
widened, newly re-paved. The widest street has the huge sculpture/monument of uniformed 
"Gazi". Its back is turned to the Old City and he is looking at the New City where the 
buildings should be finished in 50-60 years. "This is what I want, my order is this" is his 
expression.237 (Figure 2.23) 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2.23: Victory Monument at the Zafer Square. Designed by Italian sculptor Pietro Canonica in 1927 and opened in 

November 4 in 1927. Photograph date: 1930 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

                                                        
235 Fehertajy, Tibor. A Rejtelmes Anatoliaban. Budapest: Stadium Sajtovallalat R.-T. Kiadasa; 1940, p. 5 cited in Çolak, 2012, p. 
857. 

236 Rethly, Antal. "Ket ev kisazsiai Törökorszagban", A Földgömb, A Magyar Földrajzi Tarsasag Folyoirata, II.evfolyam, 
9.szam, 1931, pp. 313-326, p. 316. cited in Çolak, Melek. "Macarların Gözü ile Yeni Başkent Ankara (1923-1938)" in Tarihte 
Ankara Uluslararası Sempozyumu Bildiriler 25-26 Ekim 2011. 2.Cilt. Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-Coğrafya 
Fakültesi, Tarih Bölümü; 2012, pp. 847-870, p. 855. 

237 Moricz, Peter. "Kisebb Közlemenyek: Utilevel Ankarabol", Turan, XII. Evfolyam, 1930, pp. 37-39, p. 37 cited in Çolak, 
2012, p. 857. 
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Towards the end of the 1920s, the styles of both "national" and "international" approaches 

could be seen together.238 Two ministry buildings on the Atatürk Boulevard, both built in 

1927, were designed in different styles. On the northern side of the boulevard, the Ministry 

of Education (Figure 2.24a) designed by Koyunoğlu was built239, and the Ministry of Health 

(Figure 2.24b) designed by Theodor Jost240 was built on the southern side. The Ministry of 

Education was in the "First National Architectural Style" whereas the Ministry of Health was 

one of the first examples of the modernist movement of the so-called "International Style" in 

Ankara. Interestingly, as Bozdoğan defines, both are similar in plan but only different at 

facades; both have symmetrical plans with monumental entrances that show the "classical" 

education of their architects.  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 2.24: Two Ministry Buildings built in 1927 in different styles: first in the First National Style and the 

second in the International Style, on the Atatürk Boulevard. 

(a) Maarif Vekaleti (Ministry of Education)241 (1927), designed by Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. 

 (b) Sıhhat ve İçtimai Muavenet Vekaleti (Ministry of Health)242 (1926-27), designed by Theodor Jost. 

 

 

In the old part of the city, on the Station Street, the contradiction in style experienced at the 

turn of the 1920s can also be observed:243 Across the Ankara Palas Hotel (1924-1928)244 

(Figure 2.25a), designed firstly by Vedat Bey and finished by Kemalettin Bey, one of the 

                                                        
238  Bozdoğan, "Osmanlı Formlarının Reddi", 2012, pp. 60-70. 

239 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 124-125. 

240 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 122-123. 

241 Url source: https://c2.staticflickr.com/8/7648/16665080940_b20eedfd05_b.jpg, last visited January 2017. 

242 Url source: http://www.goethe.de/ins/tr/ank/prj/urs/geb/geb/ges/trindex.htm, last visited January 2017. 

243 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 62. 

244 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 268-269. 
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first products of the "First National Architectural Style", stands the building of the Court of 

Financial Appeals (Divan-ı Muhasebat/Sayıştay) (1928-1930)245 (Figure 2.25b) designed by 

Ernst Egli in the "International Style". As exemplified by these two buildings representing 

the different ideologies of the same decade, i.e. nationalism and modernism, the complexity 

of identity formation is clearly seen in the physical evidence of buildings during the 1920s: 

the longest decade of the Republic. 

 

 

 (a)  (b)  
Figure 2.25: Two Public Buildings built in the second half of 1920s in different styles: first in the "First National 

Style" and the second in the "International Style", on the Station Street, across each other. The construction of 

Sayıştay (b) had started right after Ankara Palas (a) was finished. 

(a) Ankara Palas246 (1924-1928), Designed by Vedat Bey and finished by Kemalettin Bey. 

 (b) Divan-ı Muhasebat/Sayıştay247 (1928-1930), Designed by Ernst Egli.     

 

  

The "First National Architectural Style" provided the exact need of ease at the transition 

period, giving a sense of historicist identity to the buildings as required by the nationalist 

ideology of the period. Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize at this point that this 

movement also largely contributed to the introduction of contemporary functional, and 

technological developments such as the construction of various buildings to answer the 

needs of the new modernizing governing system and life style as well as the use of new 

materials and construction techniques in these buildings. Sözen states that, in the majority of 

the buildings built in this style, new construction techniques and materials were used, albeit 

well hidden behind traditional architectural elements and decorated facades.248 Hence, while 

                                                        
245 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 151-152. 

246 Url source: http://ankarapalas.com.tr/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Ankara-Palas-tarihce-01-1924.jpg, last visited January 
2017. 

247 Url source: http://www.milliyet.com.tr/fotogaleri/53408-yasam-eski-ankara/25. 

248 Sözen, 1984, p. 32. 
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accelerating the modernization process, this architectural movement also appealed to the 

traditional/conservative leaders in the assembly and the public that were partially still loyal 

to the religious and cultural aspects of the Ottoman Empire. According to Bozdoğan, the 

symbolic ambiguity of the "national style", representing the "Old Empire" and the "New 

Nation" at the same time, made it an easier choice both politically and ideologically.249 At 

the beginning, it was necessary not to disregard the religious majority of the country as many 

religious leaders supported the Independence War who became members of the first 

parliament that was opened in 1920. 

 

In time, the style was constantly questioned as either being an ideological deviation or a 

desired option. This style was mostly negatively evaluated in architectural historiography 

until recently even though it defined an important period and was very much influential in 

the formation of urban development in many cities in Turkey. According to Bozdoğan, 

Ottoman/Islamic historians, who usually preferred the sixteenth century Ottoman 

architecture, denied the style as it was too "western" and "modern", because of carrying the 

qualities of neo-classical and Beaux-Arts movements developed in Europe, and lacked the 

purity of tradition. On the other hand, again as Bozdoğan defines, historians of modern 

Turkish architecture generally approached Ottoman revivalism with prejudice shaped by the 

doctrines of the 1930s.250 According to them, the productions of the style were far from 

capturing the modern era's spirit. 

 

As the single party regime was reinforced and secularist ideals of the Republic and western 

cultural politics had firmly settled, the Ottoman Revivalism or the "First National 

Architectural Style" was fast abandoned.251 The introverted social structure of the Republic 

in the 1920s wanted to become part of the western culture in the 1930s.252 The "national 

style" in architecture was replaced by the effect of a stronger modernizing ideology, and the 

"International Style", that had also spread worldwide, generally defined the 1930s' 

architectural production. From that point on, the "national style" was constantly criticized 

with what it stood against in the last decades: being Ottoman, un-modern and old, as a 

hindrance to the development of modernity.  

                                                        
249 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 57. 

250 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 33. 

251 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 33. 

252 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 9. 
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The discussions on old and new, retrograde and progressive, had started already within the 

last years of the 1920s and arguments ignited with the start of the 1930s.253 Intellectuals of 

the 1930s evaluated the previous style as a mistake or a temporary deflection before the 

actual regeneration.254 Rather, the style was taken as a convenient expression of architecture 

of those years that tried to disseminate new meanings without inflaming the conservative. 

 

*** 

 

To sum up, the buildings of the early years of the Republic were produced under the 

influence of the style shaped by the ideological and political developments of the late 

nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century. Influenced by contemporary neo-

classism and the Beaux-Arts approach, the style had a hybrid and eclectic form. The style 

was "modern" in terms of being contemporary, as seen in European countries as well at the 

turn of the century. The ideology of the period required stability and representation of a past: 

an invented tradition.255 This style was proper both for the end of the Ottoman era and the 

beginning of the Turkish Republic, because of its nationalistic values and its aims in 

defining/forming a "national identity". Architecture was used as one of the channels to 

represent the ideology of the period, representing a transition era from the classical to the 

modern. This movement also contributed to adapting the new functional requirements and 

technological developments; however, this "newness" was hidden under decorative masses 

and facades. The "First National Architectural Style" seems to have been a right choice both 

politically and ideologically, as it provided the perfect environment of transition.  

 

Thus, it can be said that the construction process of the first ten years of the Republican 

Turkey witnessed the effects of the contemporary ideologies pursued by contemporary 

political developments. From the introduction of new functions to the construction in new 

techniques with new materials yet in the national style, the building of the capital city 

represents the transition period. The "First National Architectural Style" provided just the 

right means for such a transition period, which required a nationalist frame for architecture to 

represent the newly formed nation-state. On the other hand, the building of the capital city 

                                                        
253 In 1928, Ahmet Haşim states "İttihak and Terakki had also put a robe and a turban to the architecture. This architecture of 
this kind of politics repeats türbes (shrines) and medreses. It is common that this style is called the 'National Architectural 
Renaissance'. However what they call newly-born, in reality, suits a very old man." Haşim, Ahmet. Gurabahane-i Laklakan 
(1928). Ankara: Kültür Bakanlığı Yayınları; 1981, p. 152 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 34. 

254 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 57. 

255 Hobsbawm, 1992, p. 8. 
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Ankara was also clearly realized according to the calculated agenda of the new state's 

modernizing ideology, and the contemporary architectural production was part of this 

process. Only modernized cities were suitable for modernized people, and thus the built 

environment created would have an impact on modernizing the life of the inhabitants. 

Ankara was the trial-project for these contemporary nationalist and modernizing agendas. 

Although the architecture of the 1920s in the newly planned capital city of Ankara presented 

a nationalist character in stylistic terms, the analyses to be undertaken in the following 

chapters of this study will attempt to show how it represented an identity in-between the 

"national" and the "modern" by examining in detail not only the formal but also the technical 

and spatial features of the contemporary housing production in the city.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

HOUSING THE CAPITAL CITY 

 

 

In the early years of the Republic, in every domain of life of the capital city, from urban and 

rural planning to architecture, to housing and even to interior furnishings, the aims of the 

contemporary nationalist and modernization agendas of the new state were effective.1 Işın 

states that Ankara is "the Lebenswelt (Living World) of the Republic and the idea of being a 

nation".2 Thus, the opposition between the "historical-traditional" and the "modern" shaped 

the spirit of the city and therefore its identity. The developments in the state's political 

policies, as well as the related cultural and ideological undertakings, found reflection in the 

changing styles of the architecture of the city with firstly the national trend of the 1920s, and 

then its transformation into the austere modernism of the 1930s.3 On the other hand, the 

changing social behavior and lifestyle of citizens not only influenced the architectural style 

but also the interior spaces and the urban landscape, which became the "spatial 

manifestation" of the consequent segregation between the "old" and the "new" Ankara.4 

 

The first priority of the government was to provide the national unity among the people of 

the country and a sustainable economy to function the new state; the second priority was to 

deal with the processes of emigration and immigration, and solve settlement problems.5 The 

nationalist ideology of the period affected the formation of the physical space in this context; 

                                                                            
1 Aslanoğlu, N. İnci. "1923-1938 Yılları Arası Ankara'da Mimarlık Gelişmeleri / Architectural Developments in Ankara 
Between 1923-1938" in Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı Kent 1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black Calpac 1923-1938. Ekrem Işın 
(editor). İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, pp. 65-95, p. 65. 

2 Işın, Ekrem. "Ankara: Cumhuriyeti İnşa Eden Kent / Ankara: The City that Built the Republic" in Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı Kent 
1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black Calpac 1923-1938. Ekrem Işın (editor). İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, 
pp. 11-17, p. 11. 

3 Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 67. 

4 Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 66. 

5 After problems such as healthcare and immigrants' basic social needs were solved, then the issues such as education, 
transportation, and building of public-economic institutions as agriculture industry were considered. See: Cengizkan, 2009, p. 
19. 
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and not only the architecture of public buildings but also the housing productions were 

shaped with the contemporary national style. Hence, the building of physical spaces worthy 

of a modern capital, and while doing so, providing the required housing became one of the 

most important priorities of the new government. The expression of the public and the 

private buildings became symbolic of the period's political and ideological views. 

Architecture shaped and it was shaped by the political and social agenda in this context. 

 

The housing production of the period in Ankara was shaped in the context of a crisis due to 

the increasing population in the new capital city. In the face of the fast increase in 

population, the need of housing and sheltering became an issue as the existing poor and 

neglected neighborhoods of the Old City could not provide enough and sanitary shelter. The 

housing problem was partially overcome with the submission of traditional residential 

buildings as they were resold, divided, and altered, with the re-organization and re-use of 

burned and demolished buildings due to fires and neglect, with new house constructions in 

the Old City, and eventually the formation of Yenişehir as a new housing district (Figure 

3.1). The city started to expand so fast that it became urgent to "discipline and guide" the 

growth in Ankara, and improve the urban and physical conditions,6 as witnessed in the 

planning efforts discussed in detail in the previous chapter.  

 

 

 
Figure 3.1: Construction of Yenişehir. 

Photograph date: 1925-26. Source: VEKAM Archives. Inventory No: 890. 

 

 

                                                                            
6 Cengizkan, Ali. "Ankara 1923-1938: Çağdaş Bir Ulus Devletin Modern ve Planlı Başkenti / Ankara 1923-1938: The Modern 
and Planned Capital of a Contemporary Nation State" in Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı Kent 1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black 
Calpac 1923-1938. Ekrem Işın (editor). İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, pp. 17-65, pp. 19-21. 
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Improving the physical condition in the city initially required administrative and legal efforts 

to base planning. For the increasing population of the capital city and the immigration and 

the exchange of minorities, the Ministry of Population Exchange, Public Works and 

Settlement (Mübadele, İmar ve İskan Vekaleti) was established on October 23, 1923.7 

Drafted by the Ministry, for the development and the urbanization of Ankara, a document 

was proposed for the problems and the priorities of the construction industry, in 1924.8 

According to the document, there were 10 articles considering the urgent needs: 

 
1) reorganization of the Municipality, 2) obtaining the urban plan, 3) resolving the issues of 
sewerage and; 4) water, 5) lighting, 6) meeting the housing shortage through the construction 
of new dwellings, 7) organization of the construction of avenues and streets (roads), 8) inner 
city transportation, 9) establishing a telephone network, 10) drafting a budget for 
Municipality expenditures.9 
 

One of the most urgent issues was the problem of shelter and construction of houses, 

emphasized in article 6: "meeting the housing shortage through the construction of new 

dwellings". 

 

Many intellectuals of the period described the housing problem in their memoirs. The 

parliamentarians recall that many of them shared a room with five or six others, and slept in 

bed-bunks. An ambassador stayed in a train-carriage at the train station, and some officers, 

due to lack of proper buildings, worked in the old traditional houses.10  

 

Multiple solutions were proposed for the housing problem at the time. One of them was the 

submission of traditional residential buildings for rent. However, the old residential fabric of 

the city was very much neglected and unfit for the government officials and foreign 

diplomats and already full since the end of the nineteenth century. Many of these residences 

were divided in time and re-organized with alterations to provide rooms for renting. 

Bureaucrats, especially from İstanbul, accustomed to better conditions, were very 

disappointed to live in the old houses of Ankara. 
                                                                            
7 Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı, Kentsel Mekan Özellikleri, 1932 Jansen Planı'na ve Bugüne 
Katkıları, Etki ve Kalıntıları. Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı; 2004, p. 17. 

8 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 24. 

9 "TİM document number 10481 dated 1924 with no indication of day or month. (TCBCA 272.80/3.8.11(2))" For more 
information see: Cengizkan, 2009, p. 24 and for the document information see: p. 56. 

10 Sarıoğlu, Mehmet. "Ankara" Bir Modernleşme Öyküsü (1919-1945). Ankara: T.C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Kültür Eserleri 
Dizgisi/290; 2001, pp. 32-33. Sarıoğlu references: 
-Kılıçı, Ali. Kılıç Ali Hatıralarını Anlatıyor. İstanbul: Sel Yay.,1955;  
-Karaosmanoğlu, Y. Kadri. Ankara. İstanbul: İletişim Yay., 1994,  
-Arıkoğlu, Damar. Hatıralarım Milli Mücadele. İstanbul: Tan Gazetesi Matb., 1961;  
-Şapolyo, Enver B. Mustafa Kemal ve Milli Mücadelenin İç Alemi. İstanbul: İnkılap ve Aka Kitabevi, 1967. 
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The second solution was to claim and re-sell the old traditional houses. In the 1920s, within 

the Old City, the value of lands increased and the price of houses suddenly rose. Speculators 

emerged and in time became an interest group in trading houses, especially by seizing the 

empty, left houses of non-Muslim groups.11 These houses were both traditional residential 

buildings in the Old City area (Ulus) and abandoned vineyard houses in the outer regions 

(vineyards).12 Many of the abandoned vineyard houses were later appropriated by the 

government. 

 

The third solution was the construction of houses and apartments with the support of public 

institutions and private investors. This process started, first at the areas of the 1916 Fire13 

within the Old City, then constructions moved on to the periphery of the Old City, where 

eventually the concept of a "New City" started to form. 

 

According to a document dated to April 28, 1924, with the proposition of the Ministry of 

Internal Affairs (Dahiliye Vekaleti), it was decided that a commission of undersecretaries 

should be established and this commission should work on the construction of housing for 

government officers.14 These were going to be new, modern housing production.15 This 

project was only possible if the agriculture lands would be opened for construction towards 

the south, and a development plan was required as argued in the previous chapter. 

 

The housing production became the ultimate project of the new capital, which was also one 

of the main intentions behind the growth of the city. A search for a planned development, 

planned growth, and planned housing production was at the heart of the modernization 

attempts. This planned development and housing production shaped the development of the 

residential neighborhoods in Ankara; the old settlement areas started to transform, the empty 

lands in the old neighborhoods were filled with new constructions, and the empty lands 

around the historic city core and vast lands beyond were planned, eventually developing 

towards Yenişehir. With the urgent need of housing construction, the housing number 

increased 1,5 times in 1927 and 2,6 times in 1935 when again compared to the number of 
                                                                            
11 Koç, Vehbi. Hayat Hikayem. İstanbul: Çelçüt Matb., 1983 cited in Sarıoğlu 2003, p. 33. 
 
12 Özgönül, Nimet; Gökçe, Fuat. "Ankara'da Kaybolan Kültür Varlıklarımız; Bağ Evleri" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II. Yıldırım 
Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ; 2001, pp. 269-289. 

13 Esin, Taylan; Etöz, Zeliha. "Ankara Yangını" in 1916 Ankara Yangını: Felaketin Mantığı. İstanbul: İletişim; 2015, pp. 175-
189. 

14 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 25. 

15 Nonetheless, in time, this proved unsuccessful in solving the housing problem in the 1920s since only the rich could afford 
the new housing production, and the Old City of Ankara remained crowded and unsanitary. 
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1923.16 Nevertheless, the increase in housing production was not sufficient for the increase 

in population; this situation caused an increase in selling and renting prices, and eventually 

left the poor homeless. 

 

Both Lörcher's and Jansen's plans solved the housing problem of the city up to a certain level 

and shaped the direction of the development for the following years. In the following parts of 

this chapter, the process of housing production in the capital city will be examined by 

analyzing in detail the growth of the city and the consequent formation of new 

neighborhoods and the transformation of old neighborhoods as housing areas; the housing 

types that were constructed in this process; and the actors who shaped the resultant 

production of houses and apartments. 

 

3.1. The Settlement Zones of Housing 

 

Towards the end of the 1920s, the physical formation in Ankara provided a certain level of 

comfort, required by a modern nation-state with reform and modernization attempts in the 

fields of private and public spaces. Healthcare and education services were provided by the 

construction of hospitals, institutes, schools, sports facilities and museums. The Gazi Farm 

(Gazi Çiftliği) was established with great efforts to prove that irrigation and husbandry could 

be possible in difficult natural conditions. Ankara was designed as a model and an example 

of an achievement that could be also possible to implement in other cities of Anatolia.17 The 

production of housing developed simultaneously with other developments within the capital 

city, and new districts started to form with advancements in construction and fast-

urbanization. 

 

The novels written about Ankara during and sometime after the 1920s give clues about the 

neighborhoods and their conditions during the period.18 As Kaynar evaluates, Keçiören and 

Kavaklıdere (vineyard areas) became neighborhoods within themselves, located slightly far 

                                                                            
16 Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 
2005, p. 438. 

17 Cengizkan, 2009, pp. 32-33. 

18 The novels of the writers such as Aka Gündüz, Bekir Sıtkı, Cevdet Kudret, Claude Farrere, Esas Mahmut Karakurt, İlhan 
Tarus, Mehmed Kemal, Mehmet Şevket Esendal, Nahid Sırrı Örik, Nazım Hikmet, Orhan Veli, Refik Halid, Sabahhattin Ali, 
Samet Ağaoğlu, Suat Derviş and Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoğlu, clues can be found about the life in Ankara at the first years of 
the Republic. See: Kaynar, Hakan. "Yeni Bir Başkenti Yazmak: Ankara'nın Edebiyatı veya Edebiyatın Ankara'sı" in 
Cumhuriyet’in Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol Cantek (editor). Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 389-431. 
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from the center. Cebeci, where the mayor Abidin Pasha's19 residence was located, was a self-

developed neighborhood close to the city center. Besides these neighborhoods, a new 

neighborhood was formed between Çankaya (vineyard area, and the location of the 

President's House) and the Old City, called Yenişehir, and this "new city" or "new 

neighborhood" connected Çankaya in the south to the Old City, Ulus in the north.20 

 

The neighborhoods had characteristics of their own as Ankara's occupants' social status and 

living standards were defined according to the neighborhoods they resided in.21 Yenişehir 

defined the luxurious residences and apartments with comfortable living standards where 

government-officers and their families finally settled after long period of deprivation or rich 

families directly began to reside when they came to Ankara. The Taceddin neighborhood 

(the traditional residential zone on the skirts of the citadel, in the Hamamönü district), a 

representative of the neighborhoods of the Old City, hosted families that had been the 

occupants of the city before the Republic and they lived in poor conditions continuing 

traditional lifestyle. Newcomers who could not afford to buy or rent accommodation, stayed 

in such neighborhoods. The hierarchical organization within these neighborhoods can be 

seen in Yakup Kadri's novel Ankara22. There was a hierarchical organization from barns 

(shed-houses) to traditional houses / vineyard-houses, from traditional / vineyard-houses to 

villas, from villas to apartments; and in relation to this organization, the neighborhoods 

developed from the skirts of the citadel to the Anafartalar Street, from Ulus to Yenişehir and 

from Yenişehir to Çankaya.23  

 

The common point in the novels of the period is that, from the 1920s to the 1950s, it was 

almost impossible to find shelter in Ankara and the characters of contemporary novels all 

triumphed when finding one. The luckiest of all characters in the novels were the ones who 

                                                                            
19 Abidin Paşa (1843-1906), the mayor who worked on the development of Ankara during his municipal period in 1885-1894. 
See: İğdi, G.Ö; Abidin Paşa’nın Ankara Valiliği, Ankara Üniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-Coğrafya Fakültesi Dergisi 53, 2 (2013) 225-
248, URL: http://dergiler.ankara.edu.tr/dergiler/26/1839/19366.pdf , last visited April 4th, 2014.  
There were four more governors after Abidin Pasha: Mehmed Faik Memduh Pasha (governor in 1894-1895), Müşir Tevfik Paşa 
(governor in 1895-1902), Cevat Beyefendi (governor in 1902-1907) and Reşid Beyefendi (governer in 1907-1908). See: Aydın 
et al., 2005, pp. 197-203. 
 
20 Besides these, towards the end of the 1930s, another neighborhood of slums was formed simultaneously with the planned 
neighborhoods, on the other side of the Hatip Stream, later called the Altındağ district. See: Kaynar, 2012, p. 400. 

21 Kaynar, 2012, pp. 400-401. 

22 Karaosmanoğlu, Yakup Kadri. Ankara. (First edition: 1934). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; first edition: 1983, 32nd edition: 
2015. 

23 Kaynar, 2012, pp. 400-401. 
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lived in the villas of Yenişehir, and even luckier ones moved to the apartments there.24 From 

the memoirs of Öymen, the hierarchical organization in the city can also be observed. He 

explains how moving to an apartment in Ulus was also a big step of moving up in social 

class, and moving to an apartment in Yenişehir was the ultimate level of rise in the social 

order.25  

 

The site studies done in 2015-16 by the author and the documents related to the context of 

this study show that there are three main settlement districts in the 1920s' Ankara:  

1) The Old City: the historic city center, the citadel and its skirts - i.e., the area also known as 

Ulus,  

2) The New City: Yenişehir, the newly developed area towards to the south, to Çankaya.  

Within these two main areas, the settlement districts vary and they are defined separately.  

There is also a third group which can be defined as: 

3) The Unplanned Ankara, including the shed-housing zones, buffer zone Cebeci and the 

vineyards (Table 3.1., Figure 3.2-3.3). 

 

                                                                            
24  In Ankara novel by Karaosmanoğlu, for example, the characters Selma Hanım, and her first husband Nazif Bey 
spent their first night in Ankara in a two-room rental part of an old house in the Old City "in a room with walls filled with 
bedbug slots". They used a common courtyard with the house owners, and the toilet in the image of a "wooden guardhouse" 
was in this courtyard. This house was in the Taceddin Neighborhood, owned by Sungurluzade Ömer Efendi, who is known to 
own his fortune during the war years. The couple who stayed in this house for a while brought a certain "civilized culture" to 
the house, and as an example to this, one of the traditional cupboards were converted into gusülhane, a small bathing cubicle, 
with zinc paving (pp. 9-10, 20). Later in the novel, Selma Hanım and Nazif Bey would visit Nazif Bey's friend deputy Murat 
Bey's house in the Etlik vineyards. Karaosmanoğlu defines this house as a "derelict building which resembles Bektaşi tekke 
located in a wide devastated vineyard". The same Murat Bey, later, would quit the deputy position and "after major land 
speculations and contractor business following these, became one of the richest men" of the period and located to a new 
neighborhood. In his "towered, with patio and comfortable modern big mansion in Kavaklıdere (Yenişehir), he lives all the 
amenities of the century". In this house, there was a bathroom as wide as a living room, and its walls were paved with blue tiles 
(çini) up to the ceiling (pp. 26, 90, 109). One of the houses owned by a contractor, a friend of Murat Bey, became famous 
throughout Yenişehir during the period with a şark (orient) room that took light from a "colored roof glass" (p. 110). In her 
second marriage, Selma Hanım, with her new husband Hakkı Bey, would start living in one of the new houses in Yenişehir. The 
first house they lived in Yenişehir was a wide-eaved and towered single-family house like the rest of the contemporary houses; 
however, they soon became the fanatic followers of cubic-modernism (p. 111). See: Yakup Kadri, Ankara. Ankara: Hakimiyeti 
Milliye Matbaası; 1934 as cited in Kaynar, 2012, pp. 401, 404. 
 As an other example, in the novel Tersine Giden Yol by Nahid Sırrı Örik, the protagonist Cezmi Bey started living in 
one of the apartments close to the Ministry of Health (Sıhhıye Vekaleti) located at the border of the new city. Also, one of the 
main characters Cemil Safet Bey (the director of the bank Cezmi Bey was working at), says that he used to live in the new city 
in the period when "godforsaken empty moor of Yenişehir's houses and apartments multiplied", at the second floor of an 
apartment, in a flat with a three-and-a-half rooms (p. 46). In the novel, living in Yenişehir, and "even being in close relations 
with the ones who are living in Yenişehir, causes jealously amongst the ones who are still living and suffering in the mud brick 
houses of the actual city [the Old City]".To move to Yenişehir symbolized the rise in the social class, getting promoted and 
being part of the government, i.e. the government officers who were determining the new lifestyle in the capital city. The later 
divorced wife of Cezmi Bey, Mahmure, would not want to move to his apartment flat in Yenişehir, as it would serve as a 
drinking place for Cezmi Bey's employers; however, she thought that the Old City was also not proper for them; since if they 
lived there, they could not become part of the society. Nevertheless, the newly married couple would decide to move into a flat 
at "the second floor of a spacious building, which had four rooms, a bathroom and a kitchen" (p. 133). See: Örik, Nahid Sırrı. 
Tersine Giden Yol. İstanbul: Arma Yayınları; 1995 as cited in Kaynar, 2012, pp. 406-407. 
 
25 Öymen, Altan. Bir Dönem Bir Çocuk. (First edition: 2002, 14th edition: 2012). İstanbul: Doğan Kitap; 2012, p. 65 and pp. 
126-128. 
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The historic city still covered nearly one third of the whole city at the beginning of the 

1930s.26 Ankara started to develop towards the south (Yenişehir) as the city could not 

develop towards the north and east because of the Hatip Stream (Bentderesi) and steep lands. 

The historic city (Ulus) was still the center of the city at the end of the 1920s and the 

beginning of the 1930s, and governmental functions were controlled from there with the 

Grand National Assembly, the Government House, and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

Almost all of the public buildings such as schools, banks, religious buildings, and 

commercial centers were still located there.27  

 

The Tahtakale Fire destroyed a central part of the Old City in 1929. It destroyed traditional 

residential buildings, shops, stores, hans, baths (the Hasan Paşa and Tahtakale Baths) and the 

historic Haseki Mosque and mescids (masjids) in the Tahtakale district.28 This fire was seen 

as an opportunity to reorganize and rebuild (such as the 1916 Fire of Ankara when Hisarönü 

was reconstructed) and resultantly the Posta (Şehit Teğmen Kalmaz) Street and its 

surroundings were planned and reconstructed in 1929. 

  

With the re-organization of the Old City and the construction of Yenişehir, and the 

emergence of unplanned housing (sheds) due to the housing crisis; new neighborhoods were 

formed and defined, each with their own social and economic characters. The newly built, 

narrow, 3-5 storey high, neo-classical apartments of the 1920s were accepted as the 

convenient building type (due to limited construction areas) in order to solve the housing 

problem in the historic core, Ulus. On the other hand, single-houses in wide gardens and, at 

the end of the decade, low-rise apartments in wide courtyards were found proper for the 

luxurious life style of higher classes in the new settlement area of Yenişehir. 

 

The newly formed areas (either with transformations or with new constructions) in the 1920s' 

Ankara can be defined in five groups: 

1) The old neighborhoods within the Old City transformed with widened and rehabilitated 

streets, with the new constructions in the empty areas and blocks, either in the traditional 

style or in the neoclassical style of the period. The vineyards in the districts of Keçiören, 

Etlik, Esat, Dikmen and especially Çankaya also started to develop as the abandoned 
                                                                            
26 Mamboury, 1933: 136-137, cited in Mıhçıoğlu Bilgi, Elif. The physical evolution of the historic city of Ankara between 1839 
and 1944: a morphological analysis. Unpublished thesis. Supervisor Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cana Bilsel, Ankara: METU; 2010, p. 96. 

27 After the 1930s, the ministry buildings were moved to Yenişehir, to the newly constructed State Quarter (the area clearly 
defined in Lörcher's plan) as planned later by Jansen and designed by Clemens Holzmeister. 

28 Tunçer, Mehmet. "Ankara Sulu Han (Hasan Paşa Hanı), Tahtakale Çarşısı ve Çevresi: 1929 Yangını Öncesi" in Ankara, İdeal 
Kent, Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. Sayı 4, Eylül 2011, pp. 38-62, p. 46. 
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traditional vineyard-houses (bağevleri) were claimed, settled and upgraded with 

technological utilities. 

2) New blocks were formed within the Old City with the expropriation of lands, previous 

swamp, or cemetery areas, towards the Train Station and to the south. Many public and 

residential buildings in the "First National Architectural Style" were constructed in these 

blocks.  

3) A new city was envisioned, constructed from bare lands into a capital city worthy of a 

modern citizen in the south of the Old City, past the railroad: Yenişehir. This district set the 

main development direction of Ankara for the following decades.  

4) Apart from these, due to the lack of enough housing for the increasing population, shed-

houses were constructed in unplanned areas, such as those around Akköprü, Dışkapı and 

Cebeci, but not yet enough to form the concept of shed-housing (gecekondu) neighborhoods, 

a problem eventually becoming part of the city after the 1930s. Cebeci's transformation into 

a neighborhood started with these unplanned houses of the 1920s and eventually this district 

became a planned connection area between Ulus and Yenişehir.  

 

In the following parts, the four zones shortly defined and grouped here will be analyzed 

more comprehensively with their social characteristics and appearances. As will be seen, the 

unfavorable status of construction sites in Ulus (steep lands and the Bent Stream at north and 

east, property issues and crowdedness) shaped the development of the city towards the south. 

Thus, housing in the new capital city developed from the traditional neighborhoods in the 

historic city, Ulus, to Yenişehir, and from there spread towards Çankaya. As it was 

impossible to find shelter in Ankara, unplanned housing also occurred, forming new 

neighborhoods with their own characteristics.  
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Figure 3.2: Settlement Zones in the 1920s' Ankara, Shown on Ankara Map



84 

 
    Figure 3.3: The Neighborhoods and the Districts of the 1920s' Ankara in Development
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3.1.1. The Transformation of the Old City and the Vineyards, the Formation of the Un-

Planned Ankara 

 
The conservation of the Old Ankara happened with no special care; the shift of the 
commercial center to the south of the city ensured the situation.29  

 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the traditional residential zones within the Old 

City sustained their usage and boundaries of the seventeenth century.30 However, the historic 

city had already surpassed its original boundaries at the end of the nineteenth century31 with 

the construction of public buildings, and a new neighborhood, the Boşnak District, and due 

to the development related with the connection of the city to the Train Station. 

 

After 1924, with the establishment of the Municipality (Şehremaneti) of Ankara, and with 

the initiation of Mayor (Şehremini) Haydar Bey (tenure 1924-1926), a regulation regarding 

the expropriation of lands was accepted in the Assembly.32 With this acceptance, some areas 

within the old neighborhoods were re-planned such as the widening of the Karaoğlan Street, 

the Station Street, and the Anafartalar Street, with the installment of sewers, and 

asphalt/sidewalk pavements.33 Lörcher was assigned to plan an improvement project for the 

area around the Citadel, and these areas started to transform with streets and new housing.  

 

There were difficulties in matters of property and ownership within the Old City as well. 

Additionally, the slope of the construction area and the size of the historic lots would cause 

planning problems and slow development of the housing production. The government 

preferred avoiding the demolition and reconstruction of the old buildings in the historic area, 

however, Lörcher's proposals for the widening of the existent roads and opening of the new 

streets, started to change the traditional fabric.34 

 

The main development areas and the transformation zones within the Old City can be 

defined in order from northwest to the southeast: the Atıf Bey and İsmet Paşa 
                                                                            
29 Ortaylı, İlber. "Ankara'nın Eski Bağevleri" in Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 
2014, pp. 112-118, p. 112. 

30 Tunçer, Mehmet. "20. Yüzyılın Başlarında Tahtakale, Karaoğlan Çarşısı ve Taşhan'dan Ulus Merkezi'ne Dönüşüm" in 
Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 18-36, p. 24. 

31 Tunçer, 2014, p. 24. 

32 For further detail see: Aydın, et al. "Tek Parti Ankara'sı", 2005, pp. 384-385.  

33 Aydın, et al., "Tek Parti Ankara'sı", 2005, p. 385. 

34 Cengizkan, 2009, p.37. 
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Neighborhoods, the Hacı Bayram District, the Karaoğlan District, the Taşhan Square, the 

Tahtakale District, the Samanpazarı District and the Hamamönü Neighborhood (Table 3.1, 

Figure 3.2-3.3).  

 

One of the areas in the old neighborhoods for new constructions was at the northwest of the 

Hacı Bayram District, i.e., the Atıf Bey and İsmet Paşa Neighborhoods and the north of Hacı 

Bayram Mosque-Augustus Temple Complex (the area towards the Bentderesi). The 

development towards these areas had started before 1923, probably at the end of the 

nineteenth century, as the city enlivened. After 1923-24, many houses and apartments 

designed in neoclassical style were built in the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood, on the Telgraf, 

Bent, Bostacılar, Ulucak and Bentderesi Streets, and many were built in the Hacı Bayram 

Neighborhood, on the Hacı Bayram Veli, Gaziantep (Gülbaba) and Çamlıca (Yayık) Streets 

(Figure 3.4). Some of the houses of significant figures of the period, such as one of the 

politician and deputy of the first decade İzzet Ulvi Aykurt, were built in this area as well 

(Figure 3.5).35  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.4: (a) The Hacı Bayram Veli Street. On the left, one of the Early Republican Housing Examples Now 

Demolished. Photograph date: 1924. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 850, (b) The Hacı Bayram Veli 

Street, the Hacıbayram Quarter. Photograph date: 1929. Source: Atılım University Archives. 
 

 

                                                                            
35 Yavuz, Ayşıl. "İzzet Aykurt Evi: Bir Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Konutu" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 Seminer 
Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi; 2001, pp. 289-327. 
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Figure 3.5: The İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House in the Hacı Bayram Veli Quarter.  

Built by the Hungarian Craftsmen. Photograph date: 2015. 
 

 

One of the other possible and desired development areas was the Karaoğlan District (the area 

of the Old Municipality Building).36 All the main roads were connected to the Taşhan Square 

in this area, thus accelerating the desired transformation.37 Many public buildings, 

commercial buildings and residential buildings were constructed in the first years of the 

Republic here, which covered the area between the Hükümet, Hacı Bayram Veli, Çankırı, 

Egemenlik, Şehit Keskin and Armutlu Streets. The area from the Taşhan Square to the 

beginning of the Hacı Bayram Street developed in the first decade of the Republic, as the 

Karaoğlan District was completely improved with sewer, asphalt, and pavement 

constructions.38   

 

From the Taşhan Square towards the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood, the area between the 

Çankırı, Hükümet and Armutlu Streets, developed as the Vekaletler (Ministries) District. 

Surrounding the Çankırı and Hükümet Streets, new houses and apartments were constructed 

towards north, towards the İsmet Paşa and Atıf Bey Neighborhoods (Figure 3.6).  

 

 

                                                                            
36 From 1924 to 1930, the Taşhan Square and its surroundings were the main developed areas of the historic city center. The 
development had started to occur even before Ankara became the capital city, when the Station Street was connected to the 
Taşhan Square in 1892. See: Tunçer, 2014, p. 19. Even then, Karaoğlan had started to develop as many hans (hotels) and shops 
were built in the area. The development of the Taşhan Square gained momentum with the establishment of the Republic, also 
with infrastructural improvements. The previous area, which was filled with mud in winters and dust in summers, was paved 
with "Albanian" type stones in 1924. See: Tunçer, 2014, p. 30. 

37 The main commercial lines in the Old City of the 1920s were: Ulus-Station (the Station Street), Ulus-Çankaya (the Atatürk 
Boulevard), Karaoğlan-Hacıbayram (the Hacı Bayram Veli, Hükümet and Çankırı Streets), Ulus-Samanpazarı (the Anafartalar 
Street), Samanpazarı-Station and Samanpazarı-Cebeci (the Boulevard), Adliye (Courthouse) - Gureba (Numune) Hospital (the 
Denizciler [Bahriyeliler] Street). See: Dinçer, Güven. "Ulus'tan Samanpazarı'na Anafartalar Caddesi'nin Öyküsü" in Ankara'nın 
Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 36-62, p. 40. 

38 Aydın, et al., "Tek Parti Ankara'sı", 2005, p. 385. 
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(a) (b)  
Figure 3.6: (a) The Ministry of Finance (Maliye Vekaleti) and its back garden. On the left, the Çankırı Street, 

leading north to the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood. Marked: One of the houses of the 1920s on the Armutlu Street. 

Photograph date: 1930. Source: VEKAM Archives. Inventory No: 840, (b) The House on the Armutlu Street. 

Photograph date: 2018. 
 

 

The Taşhan Square became the important connection point of the Hacı Bayram, Zincirli and 

Kuyulu Mosques, the historical Hükümet Konağı (Government House, 1897) and the first 

Post-Office building. It was an important center of Ankara, connecting the public areas with 

the traditional zones in "Aşağı Yüz" (Lower Face/Area Below)39, i.e., the Karaoğlan 

district.40 The First National Assembly Building (constructed as the Union and Progress 

[İttihak ve Terakki] Party Headquarters in the late Ottoman period) stood on one side of the 

square, and the Municipality City Garden or also known as Government Garden (Belediye 

Şehir Bahçesi/Millet Bahçesi) on the other. The first monument of Republican Ankara, the 

Ulus Sculpture designed by Heinrich Krippel, was placed in the Taşhan Square in 1927.41 

The new regime gave great importance to this square by reorganizing the surroundings of 

Taşhan and the Assembly, for ideological reasons of representing the commercial and 

political center of the new capital city. Taşhan, also known as Hotel d'Angora or Taşhan 

Palas, one of the "modern" hotels of the period with heating, bathrooms, and telephones, was 

the building that defined the square.42 Another hotel of the period, the İstanbul Hotel (a 

timber building built in 192443), was at the other corner of the square, facing Taşhan.44 The 

Karaoğlan district was filled with hans, hotels, shops and bakeries where the social and 

                                                                            
39 Aşağı Yüz: The Taşhan Square and its surroundings, the Hacı Bayram Veli and Tabakhane Districts. 

40 Dinçer, 2014, p. 37. 

41 Tunçer, 2014, p. 30. 

42 Tunçer, 2014, p. 31. 

43 It was demolished in 1953 with five private shops and Kızılırmak Kıraathanesi (coffee-house). All were built in 1924. See: 
Dinçer, 2014, p. 41. 

44 Tunçer, 2014, p. 31. 
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cultural needs of the city could be met in a modern sense. For this reason, Baba Karpiç, 

invited from İstanbul with request, opened a restaurant in 1928 at the courtyard of Taşhan.45 

 

 

(a)   

 

 

(b)  (c)  
Figure 3.7: (a) View from the Hisar Street. On the left side of the Hisar Street, the Karaoğlan District. On the 

right side, the apartments of the Anafartalar Street. Photograph date: 1929. Source: Atılım University Archives, 

(b) The Hükümet Street, the Karaoğlan District. On right, one of the apartments built in the 1920s can be seen, 

known as the Berlitz Hotel. Photograph date: the 1920s. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1257, (c) The 

Berlitz Hotel. Photograph date: 2015. 

 

 

The Municipality extended the renovation projects in the Karaoğlan district towards the 

Teachers' Training College (Darülmuallimin). The Government Garden, across from the 

                                                                            
45 Tunçer, 2014, pp. 31-32. 
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Ministry of Education, was re-organized as well.46 The distinguished ruling class of the city 

was spending time mostly in the triangular area of Assembly, the Karpiç Restaurant (at the 

ground floor of Taşhan) and Ankara Palas for entertainment, as they moved their homes to 

newly built garden houses or apartments.47 The first examples of houses and apartments were 

all built in the Karaoğlan District, around the Taşhan Square and the Assembly (Figure 

3.7).48 

 

In Yukarı Yüz (Upper Face / Area Above)49, Atpazarı in front of the citadel gate continued 

its original use in the 1920s. With multiple streets, it was connected to the Samanpazarı and 

Koyunpazarı districts. As a continuity of these areas, trade areas spread from there to the 

Çıkrıkçılar Slope to Aşağı Yüz and to the Taht'el Kal'a (Tahtakale-Kaledibi) District. There 

were two important hans in the area: the Hasanpaşa Han (Sulu Han-1511) and the Tahtakale 

Han (beginning of the sixteenth century).50 These districts continued to be important trade 

centers in the 1920s until the fire of 1929.51 

 

The 1929 Fire was one of the biggest fires after the Republic that took place in the Tahtakale 

District.52 According to Tunçer, the development on the Anafartalar Street had not reached to 

the Tahtakale Bazaar until the fire of 1929.53 In the 1929 cadastral plan, as analyzed by 

Tunçer, it is seen that the area of the Sulu Han and the Tahtakale Bazaar conserved its fabric 

of the previous century. However, the fire that started around Sulu Han burned the entire 

bazaar and Tahtakale District within one night. The Tahtakale, Hasanpaşa Hans and the 

Haseki Mosque were later demolished as they were badly burnt in the fire.54 Another two 

unnamed hans were also destroyed in this fire.55 Tunçer states that there was a traditional 
                                                                            
46 Tanyer, Turan. "Ankara'da Sosyal Yaşam (1923-1938) / Social Life in Ankara (1923-1938)" in Ankara: Kara Kalpaklı Kent 
1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black Calpac 1923-1938. Ekrem Işın (editor). İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, 
pp. 129-163, p. 139. 

47 Aydın, et al., 2005, p. 403. 

48 Aydın, et al., 2005, p. 400. These apartments survived with minor repairs or alterations until the massive demolition of 1960 
and few survived to the current date. See: Dinçer, 2014, p. 45. 

49 Yukarı Yüz: The Denizciler Street, the Samanpazarı Quarter, the Jewish, Hacımusa, Koyunpazarı, İki Şerefeli, Ulucanlar and 
Öksüzce Neighborhoods. 

50 Tunçer, 2014, p. 19. 

51 The first fire department in Ankara was built in 1925. See: Aydın et al., 2005, p. 386. 

52 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 386. 

53 Tunçer, 2011, p. 45. 

54 Ayverdi, E.H. Fatih Devri Mimari Eserleri. İstanbul: İstanbul Fethi Derneği; 1953, p. 48 cited in Tunçer, 2011, p. 46. 

55 Tunçer, 2011, p. 46. 
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residential zone at the south of the Sulu Han56, probably known as the Valtarin Rum, 

Valtarin Muslim, and Hacı Doğan Muslim Neighborhoods (Figure 3.3). There were many 

empty lands among them, suitable for new constructions, even before the 1929 fire. After the 

fire, these areas were re-planned with the construction of the new Posta Street that was built, 

filled, and paved (at the level of the first floor of the Sulu Han). The area from the first 

Municipality Building to the Posta Street, and around the Toygar Han57, was re-organized 

after the fire.58 The Posta Street connected the Bankalar Street to the Sanayi Street and the 

Anafartalar District. Within the burnt area, three of the known apartments of the Karaoğlan 

District, known as the Erzurum Hotel (Alsancak Street No: 15)59, the Avrupa Hotel (Susam 

Street No: 9) and a third apartment as an addition to the Avrupa Hotel, were constructed on 

the Alsancak, Susam and Tahtakale Streets (Figure 3.45). 

 

Within the Old City, there were many new constructions; however, life in the historic 

traditional houses continued as it had been in the previous century. Öymen tells about the 

street of his first childhood house in a traditional neighborhood, which was very close to the 

Taşhan Square:  

 
The street was covered with stone and dust... When it rained, it was covered with water and 
mud. On both sides, there were timber houses similar to ours. Many were two-storey high. 
They had railings on the windows of ground floors... not many motor vehicles passed the 
street. Ankara had a limited number of motor vehicles such as automobiles and kaptı-kaçtı. 
They never entered our narrow and dust covered street. Even the horse-vehicles seldom came 
to the street. Nevertheless, the street-sellers were never missed with their handcars.60 

 

Samanpazarı, one of the commercial centers of the historic city with bazaars, hans, and 

monuments (mosques, mescids, fountains, baths) of the historic city was surrounded by 

traditional residential neighborhoods (Figure 3.3). Samanpazarı covered the area from 

Ekinpazarı and Atpazarı in the skirts of the castle, to the Courthouse (Adliye) and the 

                                                                            
56 In the cadastral plan of 1929 as studied by Tunçer, it is seen that on the Balıkpazarı Street (also known as the Şehremaneti 
Street in 1920s, currently part of the Anafartalar Street), there was a Vegetable Bazaar (Sebze Hali). Currently, there is the 
Ankara Municipality Presidency Building located there. See: Tunçer, 2011, p. 49. 

57 There are two locations suggested for the Toygar Han; either in the place of the current Telekom Building or in the place of 
the Posta Sarayı Building built in 1925. The owner was "Toygarların Naşit Bey" and within the han there was the headquarters 
of Ankara mufti "Börekçizade Rıfat Hoca". It was demolished in the first decade of the Republic. Source: Ankara Kent 
Yazıları-4 by Yavuz İşçen, http://yavuziscen.blogspot.com.tr/p/ankara-kent-yazlar-4.html. 

58 Dinçer, 2014, p. 44. 

59 Çügen, Hasan Fevzi; Yılmaz, Mehmet Emin; Tanrıveren, Fatih M. "Ankara'da Birinci Ulusal Mimarlık Döneminden Bir 
Örnek: Erzurum Oteli" in VEKAM - Ankara Araştırmaları Dergisi, Sayı: 1, Haziran-Temmuz 2013. 
 

60 Öymen, 2012, pp. 13, 15 (translation by the author). 
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Denizciler Street.61 In the 1920s, Samanpazarı was surrounded by traditional residential 

zones of the Hoca Hindi Muslim, Mukaddem, Buryacı, Hacı Musa, Hacı İvaz 

Neighborhoods, and it was very close to the Taceddin Neighborhood (Figure 3.3).62 The 

Taceddin Mosque was in the area as well. From there, boundaries of the Hamamönü Quarter 

started.63 Before the Taşhan Square, Samanpazarı64 was the commercial heart of the Old 

City.65 

 

To the southeast of Samanpazarı, the settlements of the Hamamönü Quarter began. One of 

the oldest settlements of Ankara, Hamamönü, a traditional residential zone, named after the 

Karacabey Bath (Karacabey Hamamı)66, was one of the most densely populated traditional 

residential area of the Old City after the Inner Castle.67 The establishment of the Republic 

introduced many social and cultural changes to the area. Hamamönü housed many different 

classes of families68 as the city's financial, social, and spatial characteristics started to 

change. The newcomers, with no distinction of their social status, at least once stayed in or 

around the Hamamönü District, Hamamönü or Hamamarkası (towards the north and 

northeast of the bath), due to the lack of enough accommodation places in the city. Apart 

from temporary accommodation, the Hamamönü District provided permanent settlement to 

                                                                            
61 This area also connected the Denizciler Street to the Esen Park, which was demolished in the 1980s. Currently there is the 
Altındağ Municipality Building located there. The Samanpazarı Quarter also covered the Hacettepe Hospital and the Erzurum 
Bridge. See: Dinçer, 2014, p. 50-51. 

62 Neighborhood defined in Yakup Kadri's Ankara novel. See: Karaosmanoğlu, Yakup Kadri. Ankara. (First edition: 1934). 
İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; first edition: 1983, 32nd edition: 2015. 

63 Currently, these residential zones are mostly demolished and replaced with the Hacettepe Health facilities (their constructions 
started in the 1960s). 

64 In short, the Samanpazarı Quarter is the area of the current Altındağ Municipality Building (previously the area of the Esen 
Park) and its surroundings. The name Altındağ is a sembolic name of the shed-house zones that started after the 1930s and 
increased during the 1940s. According to Dinçer, the name does not have a significant cultural or historical meaning for 
Ankara. See: Dinçer, 2014, pp. 50-51 

65 The Samanpazarı Quarter was a center connecting the traditional residential fabric with the Koyunpazarı Kavaflar Bazaar, 
Atpazarı, the hans around the Citadel and the Ulucanlar Bazaar. After the 1920s, Samanpazarı became the connection point of 
new and most important axes of the Republican Ankara: Samanpazarı-Ulus (the Anafartalar Street), Samanpazarı-Opera 
Square, Samanpazarı-Station (the Talatpaşa Boulevard, previously the Mukaddem Street), Koyunpazarı-Samanpazarı-
Hamamönü and Samanpazarı-Koyunpazarı-Ulucanlar. See: Dinçer, 2014, p. 51-53.  

66 Built by Karaca Bey, who was Anatolian governor (Beylerbeyi) in the 1430s. See: Poyraz, Ufuk; Gündoğan Merve Önder. 
"Tarihsiz ve Talihsiz Bir dönüşüm: Cazibe Merkezi Olarak Hamamönü" in Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları 
Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 70-88, p. 71. 

67 Öztürk, H.H. Tarihi ve Kültürel Çevrenin Korunmasında Sivil Toplumun Rolü: Hamamönü Örneği. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, 
Ankara Üniversitesi: Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü; Sosyal Bilgiler Çevre Bilimleri Anabilim Dalı. Ankara; 2007, p. 89 cited in 
Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 71. 

68 Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 71. 
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the new comers with lower incomes who could not afford to stay in hotels such as Taşhan, 

and instead looked for rental rooms in traditional houses within the Old City.69  

 

Şenyapılı states that early Republican writers Karaosmanoğlu and Falih Rıfkı Atay, who 

came to Ankara in 1923, rented a three-storey high, old timber house in the Hamamarkası 

Neighborhood.70 Contemporary poet Mehmet Akif also settled in an added space to a 

building of a dervish convent in the Taceddin Neighborhood and wrote the National Anthem 

there.71 Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoğlu in his novel, Ankara, also settles the characters of his 

novel to an old house in the Taceddin Neighborhood. 

 

In time, the historic city had become a "demolition magnet72". The old/historic buildings that 

were seen invaluable to sell to property-sellers, were all doomed to demolish.73 This 

demolition process can be easily followed in the Hacı Bayram, Hacettepe and Hamamönü 

Neighborhoods74: All the empty lots were filled with new housing production in these areas, 

the old ones were either demolished if in a very bad condition or they were altered. This 

alteration to the traditional residential architecture occurred due to the division of traditional 

houses vertically or horizontally to provide residences for multiple families or some were 

even divided per room, per part for renting to newcomers, who had to settle in available 

spaces they could find. 

 

To sum up the transformation of the old neighborhoods, it is seen that there were two sides 

of transformation: The areas such as the Karaoğlan Quarter and the surroundings of the 

Taşhan Square, the Tahtakale Quarter after the 1929 Fire, started to change according to the 

modernized city image. The Hacı Bayram Veli Quarter, close to Karaoğlan, also started to 

develop with new housing projects on empty lands. On the other hand, the old 

                                                                            
69 Şenyapılı, T. "Baraka"dan Gecekonduya Ankara'da Kentsel Mekanın Dönüşümü:1923-1960. İstanbul: İletişim Y.; 2004 cited 
in Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 75. 

70 Şenyapılı, 2004, p. 17 cited in Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 76. 

71 Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 76. 

72 Ortaylı, 2014, p. 112. 

73 Those were not only the timber or mud-brick traditional houses but also the housing production built in historicist style of the 
1920s and some of the 1930s.  See: Ortaylı, 2014, p. 112. 

74 Madran states that the construction of the Hacettepe facilities destroyed many authentic neighborhoods of the Old City. The 
District fell into disfavor gradually from the 1920s to the 1940s due to the newly constructed housing areas. After the 
development activities on the sides of the Talatpaşa Boulevard, and as the Hamamönü and Hamamarkası Neighborhoods lost 
connection with each other, the Hamamönü District developed commercially whereas the Hamamarkası Neighborhood 
remained neglected or "untouched" as a traditional residential zone. See: Madran, 2008, p. 14 cited in Poyraz and Gündoğan, 
2014, p. 79. 
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neighborhoods started to deform under the extensive increase in the population trying to find 

settlement in these neighborhoods that were already in poor conditions.  

 

The usage of the vineyards houses of the decade are mostly unknown, only parts from 

memoirs and few documents could be collected to define their role in the housing of the 

1920s. Even though not thoroughly studied and included in the studies of the early 

Republican period, it is known that the vineyard houses were helpful in meeting the housing 

needs in Ankara's accommodation crisis of the 1920s, as observed with the limited 

information collected. For example, for the government officers who could not find 

accommodation within the Old City, before the construction of Yenişehir, it became 

necessary to settle in the vineyard houses. Although they had to restore and maintain the 

houses they settled, and struggled to live in them, these houses solved their housing problem 

to a degree. There are not many individually known vineyard houses, except one that set the 

standards of the contemporary housing production in the capital city, and became the 

President's House in the Çankaya Vineyards after many maintenance and development 

projects. Additionally, apart from their residential function, many vineyard houses were also 

used for public and commercial purposes, such as embassies and offices. 

 

The vineyard areas had to transform along with the city, as the city spread, changing the 

districts of Keçiören, Etlik, Esat, Dikmen and Çankaya. Ortaylı states that these regions had 

their authentic lifestyle with vineyard houses before and even after Ankara became the 

capital city.75 Ortaylı states that these neighborhoods were not defined or grouped according 

to kinship, religion, or social class; everyone could be neighbors within the same areas: "the 

ones who could tolerate the winds of north settled in Dikmen, the ones who preferred a more 

mellow weather settled in Etlik and Keçiören".76 

 

With the development of the Kalaba (Galebe), Etlik77 and Ovacık villages, Keçiören became 

a settlement area in the nineteenth century.78 The government officers from İstanbul or from 
                                                                            
75 Almost all were demolished and the remaining ruined by the "concrete transformation" and planning projects towards the end 
of the 1950s. See: Ortaylı, 2014, p. 113. 

76 The exchange of houses either for loan or deposit can be seen in the Court Records (Şer'iyye Sicilleri) from eighteenth 
century onwards. See: Ortaylı, 2014, p. 113. 

77 According to Erdoğdu, the name Etlik comes from the cooking habits of the locals of the area; Rums (Greeks) who were 
traders and Armenians who were craftsmen came there and cooked bacon, sausage, roasting. Since the air of Etlik was cleaner 
and fresh, the meats could stay fresh for longer periods. The Jewish, who were mostly occupied with trade, preferred staying in 
the city. See: Erdoğdu, Şeref. Ankara'nın Tarihi Semt İsimleri ve Öyküleri. Ankara: Kültür Bakanlığı Yayınları; 2002 cited in 
Özkan, Timur. "Keçiören'den Etlik'e Bir Ankara Fragmanı" in Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. 
Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 96-112, p. 104. 

78 It became a district connected to a central borough in 1936. See: Özkan, 2014, p.97. 
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other provinces, who could not find accommodation within the city, settled in the vineyard 

houses of the Etlik and Keçiören districts (Figure 3.8).79 In his memoirs, Vehbi Koç also 

describes their vineyard house:  

 
In Ankara, there was a tradition to move to the summerhouses. Malaria was frequently seen. 
For that reason, rich and middle classes used to go to vineyards... there were three main 
summer-usage districts with clean air and water: Keçiören, Etlik, Çankaya... Our vineyard 
house was in the Çoraklık area below Keçiören... Like us, in Çoraklık, many were Muslims. 
A little further, in the Keçiören area, Catholics and Armenians resided. The care of their 
vineyards, beauty of their buildings and gardens could be seen right away. When they 
emigrated from Ankara, their houses were sold.80 

 

Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu also owned a vineyard house in Keçiören. In his memoirs, he tells 

that he bought the house from the father of Vehbi Koç, Mehmet Efendi, only for 8000 liras.81 

 

 

 
Figure 3.8: Keçiören and the Vineyard Houses. 

Photograph date: 13.02.1928. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 2451. 
 

 

According to Ortaylı, in the area called Aşağı Eğlence82, more modest families settled in as it 

was closer to the center, and in the area called Yukarı Eğlence, which can be reached with 

                                                                            
79 Özkan, 2014, p. 100. 

80 Koç, 1973 cited in Özkan, 2014, p. 100 (translation by the author). 

81 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 247. 

82 Erdoğdu states that the names Aşağı Eğlence and Yukarı Eğlence came from the entertainments that Rums organized. Eğlence 
means entertainment. Aşağı refers to lower regions and Yukarı refers to upper regions. See: Erdoğdu, Şeref. Ankara'nın Tarihi 
Semt İsimleri ve Öyküleri. Ankara: Kültür Bakanlığı Yayınları; 2002 cited in Özkan, 2014, p. 104. 



96 

transportation of carriages, the richer locals of Ankara and Armenian tiftik traders settled in 

their mansions (konaks).83 

 

Hungarian meteorologist Antal Rehly, who prepared the Ankara Air Pollution report in 1927 

with the request of Atatürk, studying for one and a half years, found out that the cleanest air 

of Ankara was in the Etlik area. Jansen, who paid close attention to this report, stated that, if 

it were up to him, he would propose the development of Ankara towards the Etlik skirts 

rather than the hollow Yenişehir District.84 

 

Çankaya was one of the vineyards before it was connected to Yenişehir and became the most 

prestigious area of the capital city as one of the vineyard houses were transformed into the 

President's House, also known as the Gazi Mansion or the Atatürk Mansion and finally as the 

Çankaya Mansion (Figure 3.9). As requested by Mustafa Kemal, a vineyard house was 

searched for around Kavaklıdere and Çankaya, and a mansion that once belonged to an 

Armenian merchant, named Kasapyan, naming the house as the Kasapoğlu Mansion was 

found suitable.85 On the other hand, Falih Rıfkı Atay suggests that the house was owned by 

an English wool merchant.86 As Yavuz suggests, the house might have been used by both 

merchants in different periods. In 1921, the house was bought by Hoca Rıfak Börekçi (the 

Head of Defense of Law Society) for the Ankara Municipality and gave it as a gift to 

Mustafa Kemal.87 It was improved with Vedat Tek's plans after 1924, finished by Koyunoğlu 

as he told in his memoirs, and by the works of other foreign firms throughout the 1920s.88 

 

 

                                                                            
83 One of the most ostentatious of those in the area was called Palas, giving the district its name due to the appearance of a 
mansion in the image of a palace. See: Ortaylı, 2014, p. 113-114. 

84 Özkan, 2014, p. 104. 

85 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Ankara-Çankaya'daki Birinci Cumhurbaşkanlığı Köşkü" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 Seminer 
Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 341-413, p. 342. 

86 Atay, Falih Rıfkı. Çankaya. İstanbul: Doğan Kardeş Yayınevi; 1969, p. 352; Yavuz, 2001, p. 342. 

87 Atay, 1969, p. 352 cited in Batur, Afife. "Çankaya'da Birinci Cumhurbaşkanlığı Köşkü Ekleri" in M.Vedad Tek Kimliğinin 
İzinde Bir Mimar. İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 2003, pp. 192-215, p. 193. 

88 Evren, Burçak. '20'li Yılların Bozkır Kasabası Ankara. İstanbul: Milliyet Yayınları; 1998, p. 190 cited in Batur, 2003, p. 206. 
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Figure 3.9: The Original Vineyard House in Çankaya before it became the President's Mansion. 

 Photograph date: Before 1924.89 Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 0216. 

 

 

The vineyard houses were also used for other functions than residential, due to the lack of 

public buildings in the newly developing capital city. One of the abandoned vineyard houses 

was owned by the Russian Embassy later on.90 Another, known as the Tarmanlar Mansion 

(in Dutluk) was used as the Polish Embassy in the first years of the Republic.91 

 

The abandoned empty traditional vineyard houses, which were still in a considerably usable 

condition, were settled in, and re-used with their original residential function or was re-

functioned as public and commercial buildings, embassies, offices, etc. The vineyard houses 

that were used as houses would go through maintenance by the newcomers to make them 

livable; however, the lifestyle they provided would still be very similar to the period before 

the 1920s. Only after the developments in the 1920s in the other parts of the city, the 

vineyard houses could be altered with the technical advancements. However, the families 

who could improve their financial situation or who were waiting for Yenişehir houses (single 

houses in gardens) to finish, started to leave the vineyard houses to the newly developing 

districts of Ankara, to the new housing with contemporary life standards. The vineyard 

houses in a number of following decades would eventually mostly perish. 

 

Besides the transformation of the Old City and the vineyards, the formation of the shed 

housing zones and unplanned Ankara was inevitable, as the newly developing areas were 

                                                                            
89 At the VEKAM Archives, the date is given as 1926. However the photograph shows the mansion before the additional mass 
and renovations of Vedat Tek' projects, so it must be before 1924. 

90 The first Russian Embassy was located in the Hisarönü Quarter, then, it was moved to a traditional house (mansion owned by 
one of the mayors of Ankara; Mavioğlu) in the Hamamönü Quarter, then in 1925, the embasssy moved to its own building on 
the Atatürk Boulevard; Yenişehir. It is stated that the embassy also had a vineyard house in the Keçiören District. See: Özkan, 
2014, p. 99. 

91 Özkan, 2014, p. 99. 
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shaped by disregarding the needs of the poorer population who came to the new capital city. 

As Ankara became the capital city, the immigration of Anatolian villagers to Ankara showed 

significant increase. These villagers were poor after years of war, and they were looking for 

new opportunities and new fields to work in the new capital city. The newcomers who were 

villagers and poor obviously could not afford the houses and apartment flats in the newly 

developing areas, when they could not even afford to rent the traditional houses in the old 

neighborhoods. Thus, illegal housing constructions became inevitable, appearing in the areas 

around the Citadel and the Bent Stream (later forming Altındağ), Akköprü and Cebeci. 

Zekeriya Sertel,92 who came to Ankara in 1923, talks about the immigrants living in tents at 

the empty-unsettled areas around the historic city center (Figure 3.10): 

 
In the back of our house, there were vast empty areas. The villagers who came to Ankara 
lived there in the open with their children and animals. They tied the animals aside, opened 
tattered sheets, and spent day and night there. The villagers were banned to enter the city... 93 

 

 

 
Figure 3.10: The Immigrant Villagers Living in the Open, in the 1920s' Ankara.  

Photograph date: the 1920s. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1548. 

 

 

Starting in the 1920s, illegal constructions94 would become a self-help method as the 

immigrants in Ankara tried to solve their sheltering problems. Temporary dwellings, which 

were set on treasury property or the property of others started to appear, later defined as shed 

                                                                            
92 Journalist and publisher, 1890-1980. 

93 Sertel, Zekeriya. Hatırladıklarım. Second edition: İstanbul: Gözlem Y.; 1977, p. 116 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 445. 

94 Shed-houses were still very few to form the concept of "squatter-neighborhoods" in the 1920s and their settlement areas were 
still considerably small to form a neighborhood. The development into squatter-neighborhoods occurred after the 1930s. 
According to a census in 1935, there were 822 shed houses around the Old City, 23 around Yenişehir, 17 in Cebeci and 75 in 
the Vineyards (Bağlar). In total, there were 937 shed houses. Still, even in 1935, the shed-houses covered only 5% of the 
housing of the city in general; at the end of the 1920s, the shed-house percentage must have been less. See: Table XII-1 in 
Aydın et al., 2005, p. 439. 
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houses (baraka).95 Especially the villagers who came to the city to work as the construction 

workers who could no longer settle in the laborer coffee-houses (amele kahveleri), 

constructed squatter houses and settled around 900 m - 1100 m high area around the 

Citadel96 or in the plantation fields and the swamps around Akköprü.97 In the areas of shed-

houses, constructions were carried out with residual materials remained from main 

constructions in the city.98 The immigration that had started in 1923, increased to intense 

levels in 1927, even so that Jansen had to include in his plan a "worker neighborhood" in 

Akköprü (Figure 3.11).99 

 

 

 
Figure 3.11: The Laborer Neighborhood (Amele Mahallesi), Akköprü, Ankara. Designed by Hermann Jansen, 

1936.  

(http://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de/index.php?p=79&Daten=158827)100 

 

 

According to Behice Boran101, it was also possible to see the lowest class of officers among 

those who resided in such places, as "the government officers at the first step of their career, 

police officers, village tax collectors, can be seen in the mud-brick-house neighborhoods102". 
                                                                            
95 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 46. 

96 Later defined as the Altındağ District.  

97 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 445. 

98 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 445. 

99 Jansen designed laborer houses in 1936. 

100 Last visited: December, 2017. 

101 Sociologist and politician, 1910-1987. 
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One of the places where the first shed-houses appeared was the district known as Cebeci. 

The district took its name from a settled Cebeci Hearth (Cebeci Ocağı)103 in the late Ottoman 

period, located in an area close to the newly built railroad in 1892, so the transfer of the 

weapon production would be easier. Apart from the hearth, the area was scarcely settled 

before Ankara's transformation into the capital. There were only few village houses, and the 

dwellers of Ankara visited the wide and empty site only for outdoor activities during the 

summers.104 Being a site beyond the boundaries of the Old City, but still being close to the 

railroad, Cebeci, as Ankara transformed into the capital city, became an "outer zone105" of 

housing, meeting the accommodation needs of Ankara with unplanned development. It was 

considered as a transition area, between the center of the city, Ulus and Yenişehir. It divided 

the old and the new Ankara, and became a buffer zone (Figure 3.12a).  

 

Despite the attempts, the unsupervised development could not be hindered, and the 

settlement areas spread out from the planned limits. Towards the end of the 1920s, Cebeci 

became an unplanned zone, partly because of its favorable location, which was still 

introverted and disconnected from the two main settlement districts being outside of the 

planned areas.106 The newcomers to Ankara, or the homeless villagers who lived in the open, 

found Cebeci a desirable settlement area for its closeness to both parts of the city.107 For 

example, one of the important documents at the State Archives about the area is a proposal 

given by Urfa Deputy Refet Bey, considering the improvement of the road that connected 

Samanpazarı and Cebeci in 1926, and another document is dated to 1928 about the issue of 

licenses for the neighborhood.108 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
102 Boran, Behice. "Modern Şehir Örneği" in Yurt Ve Dünya. Haziran, Sayı 6, 1941a, pp.9-17, p.16 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, 
p. 501. 

103 A weapon production and repair house for the Yeniçeri army, comprised of soldiers from "kapıkulu" sects. See: Şenol-
Cantek, Funda and Zırh, Besim Can. "Bir Semt Monografisine Doğru: Cebeci'ye Bakmak" in Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, 
Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 138-172, p. 147. 

104 In the first years of the republic, the district of Cebeci was disconnected from the Old City and the citadel with a wide 
meadow. The area known as the Cebeci Meadow, was a promenade district of Ankara, from the late Ottoman to the early 
Republican period. Due to the housing needs, the area started to transform in the 1920s. See: Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 
158. 

105 Sağdıç, Ozan. Tarih İçinde Ankara: Belko Arşivi. Ankara: Ankara Büyükşehir Belediyesi Y.; 1994 cited in Şenol-Cantek and 
Zırh, 2014, p. 147. 

106 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 148. 

107 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 168. 

108 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 149. 
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(a)  

 

 

 (b)    

 

 

(c)  
Figure 3.12: (a) Cebeci in 1927109, (b) Planned and Unplanned Housing Development in Cebeci, towards the 

south of the railroad. Photograph date: the 1920s. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1992, (c) Houses of 

Cebeci. Photograph date: 1928. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1013. 
 

 

At the end of the 1920s, the area was finally zoned for planned development, as it continued 

to grow during the decade, and the attempts to stop shed housing were unsuccessful. After 

reconsidering the favorable location of the area, and with the construction of new housing for 

government-officers, Cebeci became an extension of Yenişehir (Figure 3.12b, 3.12c).110 
                                                                            
109 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 171. 

110 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, pp. 147 and 167. 
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Cebeci and Ulus were connected with the improvement of the Hamamönü (Samanpazarı)-

Cebeci connection line that had existed since the first years of the Republic (called the 

Mukaddem Street). With asphalt pavement and widening projects, the path took its final 

name as the Talatpaşa Boulevard.111  

 

At the end of the 1920s, despite all the efforts to stop unplanned housing, Cebeci had already 

developed with one-storey shed-houses amongst few planned ones. The Development 

Management Committee (İmar İdare Heyeti), with the regulation dated June 11, 1929 and 

number 1504, initiated a demolition process of shed-houses.112 However, these continued to 

appear around Cebeci and İncesu (at the east of Sıhhıye and southwest of Cebeci) after 

1930.113 Thus, the Cebeci area had started to form as a squatter neighborhood, but soon 

became part of the Old City with the construction of the Talatpaşa Boulevard, and became 

connected to Yenişehir with the settlement of housing production towards the south.114 By 

means of its location, and some fortunate construction of new housing close to Yenişehir, 

Cebeci's squatter housing problem could be solved to some degree. The stories and novels 

written after the 1920s also show that Cebeci became part of Yenişehir in time. In the story 

Haşmet Gülkokan by Esandal, for example, the protagonist of the novel, Haşmet Bey, is 

happy to be living in Cebeci, and conscious of the development in Yenişehir and its effect on 

the surrounding neighborhoods. At one point in the story, he says: "Thank god our Cebeci 

has become like Yenişehir."115 

 

Nevertheless, the asphalt pavement of the Talatpaşa Boulevard destroyed most of the 

Hamamönü District.116 The construction accelerated the demolition of traditional houses by 

causing a rupture within the traditional residential zone, dividing the Hamamönü (the south 

of the boulevard) and Hamamarkası (the north of the boulevard) Districts from each other 
                                                                            
111 İmga, Haluk. "Ön Cebeci Mahallesi, Nam-ı Diğer Kurtuluş Semti" in Ankara'nın Semtleri, İdeal Kent, Kent Araştırmaları 
Dergisi. Sayı 11, Ocak 2014, pp. 172-178, p. 172. 

112 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 150. 

113 With another demolition degree in 1932, these were considered for demolition. Even though the demolition process started, 
considerable number of them survived and became part of the squatter neighborhood problem of Ankara in the following 
decades. See: Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 150. 

114 Other similarly progressed neighborhoods were the İsmetpaşa and Atıf Bey Neighborhoods at the northwestern part of the 
Hacı Bayram District. However, these developed rather faster than Cebeci; in fact, their development had begun at the end of 
the nineteenth century, as they were closer to the historic city. The İsmetpaşa and Atıf Bey Neighborhoods eventually slowly 
developed into the extension of the Karaoğlan and Hacıbayram Districts. Cengizkan suggests that the İsmetpaşa Neighborhood 
was considered as "the installation house (takma ev)" projects' area. These houses, designed for the immigrants, would be 
carried from İstanbul to Ankara and be installed rather than being constructed. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 93. 

115 Esandal, Memduh Şevket. "Haşmet Gülkokan" in Ev Ona Yakıştı, Ankara: Dost Yayınları; 1971, pp. 185-198, p. 194 cited in 
Kaynar, 2012, p. 410. 

116 İmga, 2014, p. 172. 
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(Figure 3.13).117 Ahmet Muhip Dıranas, describes the area in the early Republican period as 

follows:  

 
The construction of Hamamönü-Station Street continues. In here, the demolished and newly 
built can be easily identified; one side of a house is demolished, the other side is newly built 
in relation with the road and in a modern style. The area from Samanpazarı to Hamamönü is 
finished... about two months ago, the area was filled with crooked and winding streets, 
and stuffy houses with intertwined roofs. Now everything became absolutely straight. A 
spacious street from Samanpazarı to Cebeci. It destroyed those neighborhoods. The roofs of 
many houses are in the same level with the street. The neighborhood seems as if it has 
suffered a collapse. A door of a house is embedded in the street.118 

 

 

 
Figure 3.13: The Talatpaşa Boulevard, the Hamamarkası, Hamamönü and Cebeci Districts. 

 Photograph date: 1930. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1485.  
 

 

Overall, the transformation of the old neighborhoods, the re-use of the vineyard houses and 

the formation of shed-houses in the unplanned areas were insufficient to meet the housing 

requirements of the growing population. Eventually, the empty areas around the historic city 

and the burnt areas in the fires of 1916 and 1929 were expropriated for new constructions. In 

the following part, these new blocks within the Old City will be discussed. 

 

3.1.2. New Blocks within the Old City  

 

Not only the old neighborhoods of the Old City started to transform in the 1920s, but also 

new areas within the Old City started to rise as if new cities within the old. From the 

northwest to the southeast, and then towards the south, new blocks started to develop within 

                                                                            
117 Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 71. 

118 Dıranas, Ahmet Muhip. "Eski Ankara" in Ankara, Ankara. E. Batur (editor). İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Y.; 1994, p. 345 cited in 
Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 77 (translation by the author). 
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the Old City. From the northwest to the southeast, the Anafartalar Street (the Balıkpazarı, 

Yeğenbey, Çocuk Sarayı Streets), the Hisarönü Quarter (the Işıklar Q.) and the Işıklar Street, 

the Acıçeşme and Denizciler Streets at the north of the Jewish Neighborhood, the area from 

Hamamönü/Hamamarkası Neighborhoods to the previous cemetery areas (the new 

Gündoğdu Neighborhood with the Talatpaşa Boulevard) started to develop. Towards the 

south, the Bankalar Street, the İstiklal Street started to enliven with the public buildings and 

the foundation apartments and houses, and finally new blocks started to appear towards the 

Train Station.  

 

As the Anafartalar Street widened, on the both sides of the street, new houses and apartments 

emerged with commercial uses at the ground floors. Another example to the new areas is the 

Hisarönü Quarter also known as the Işıklar Quarter, could be re-planned according to the 

desired agenda after the 1916 Fire119. Due to these unfortunate events such as fires, these 

areas were seen opportunities by the construction industry. Thus, many houses and 

apartments in the "First National Architectural Style", in line with the ideological agenda of 

the period, could be constructed within the Old City. Apart from the central districts of the 

Old City, the constructions spread outside of its boundaries, towards the Train Station in the 

west and in the south to the area known as Cebeci, as well as the previous cemetery areas at 

the southeast of the Old City. 

 

During the National Struggle and the first years of the Republic, the Anafartalar Street had 

been the main artery of the Old City, connecting the Taşhan Square to Samanpazarı, an 

important settlement and trade zone. It had replaced the commercial area known as the Long 

Bazaar (Uzun Çarşı) of the nineteenth century. It became the main street connecting Aşağı 

Yüz to Yukarı Yüz. The most basic and stable information about the construction of this 

street is the Map of 1924.120 With this map, new urbanization decisions were made such as 

the (re)construction of the burnt area, and the Anafartalar Street as a main artery was 

established.121  

 

In the 1920s, the Anafartalar Street was divided into three parts. The beginning of 

Anafartalar, from the corner of the Hisar Street to the Çıkrıkçılar Slope, was defined as the 

Karaoğlan-Balıkpazarı axis and was called as the Balıkpazarı Street (Figure 3.15b). The 
                                                                            
119 Esin and Etöz, 2015. 

120 According to Dinçer, it is prepared by the Map Department of National Defense (Müdafaa-i Milliye Harita Dairesi). See: 
Dinçer, 2014, p. 42. 

121 Dinçer, 2014, pp. 42-43. 
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second part of the Anafartalar Street started with its intersection with the Posta Street and 

continued to the intersection of the Denizciler Street. This part was called the Yeğenbey 

Street, as being on the northeast of the Yeğenbey Neighborhood (Figure 3.17). The third part 

of the street started from its intersection with the Denizciler (Bahriyeliler) Street and 

continued to the Samanpazarı District, including the Courthouse and the Children's 

Protection Agency as important public buildings. This part was called the Çocuk Sarayı 

(Children's Palace) Street. As the Anafartalar Street became one of the important commercial 

axes within the Old City, the first apartments of Ankara, after the Karaoğlan District, were 

built on this street.122 

 

The Balıkpazarı Street was the richer part of the Old City. Many shops and restaurants were 

opened in the ground floors of new apartments and upper floors were used for residential 

purposes. The Balıkpazarı Street was connected with the Hisar Street, the main street leading 

to the Citadel. The Hisar Street developed as a luxurious entertainment street as many 

restaurants and coffeehouses opened there from the Hisar Street towards the Çankırı 

Street.123 Next to a number of single houses built there, two or three storey apartments of the 

period can be seen as well such as the apartment known as the Büyük Apartment, built 

before 1927 (Figure 3.14).124 

 

 

 
Figure 3.14: The Büyük Apartment (later known as the Koç Apartment) on the Hisar Street. Photograph date: 

2015. 

                                                                            
122 Tunçer, 2011, p. 45; Tunçer, 2014, p. 28. 

123 Aydın, et al., 2005, p. 408. 

124 Later, it was bought by the Koç family. In the facade drawings provided by the Department of Cultural and Natural Assets of 
Ankara Municipality, the apartment is referred to as the "Koç" Apartment. See: The photograph in Işın, Ekrem (editor). Ankara: 
Kara Kalpaklı Kent 1923-1938 / Ankara: City of the Black Calpac 1923-1938. İstanbul: İstanbul Araştırmaları Enstitüsü; 2009, 
p. 204. 
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At the connection of the Hisar and Anafartalar Streets, the İhsan Bey Apartment was located 

facing both the Hisar and Balıkpazarı Streets. Its ground floor was used as the office of 

Cooperative for Civil Servants (Memurlar Kooperatifi) (Figure 3.15a).125 A block from it, 

three apartments were built in 1925-26, lined along the Balıkpazarı Street, across the road 

from traditional buildings built prior to the 1920s (Figure 3.16). As Dinçer states, the 

constructions on the Hisarönü side of Balıkpazarı Street were completely finished before 

1927.126 There were a few single houses on the Anafartalar Street as well (Figure 3.17). 

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.15: (a) On left, the İhsan Bey Apartment can be seen, and at the ground floor of the apartment, the 

office of the Cooperative of the Civil Servants which functioned during the 1920s.127 This apartment is currently 

demolished. Photograph date: 1930.128 Source: VEKAM Archives. Inventory No: 2498, (b) The Balıkpazarı 

(Anafartalar) Street. Photograph date: 1928. Source: VEKAM Archives. Inventory No: 0246. 
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.16: (a) On the left, the İhsan Bey Apartment. Marked: The Apartment on the Anafartalar Street at No: 

27. Photograph date: 1926-27. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 869, (b) Marked: The Apartment on the 

Anafartalar Street at No: 29. On the right edge, an Apartment built before 1926, now demolished. Photograph 

date: unknown.129 Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 2463.  
                                                                            
125 Dinçer, 2014, p. 45. 

126 Dinçer, 2014, p. 44. 

127 Işın, 2009, p. 207. 

128 Işın, 2009, p. 207. 

129 Even though it says date unknown at VEKAM Archives, the postcard is actually before 1928, since the towered house on the 
corner (at the intersection of the Anafartalar St. No:31 and the Hekimler St. No:2 [1928]), next to the marked one is not yet 
built. The defined apartment can be seen on a postcard of 1928. 
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The Işıklar Street cuts the Balıkpazarı Street vertically before it transforms into the 

Yeğenbey Street as the second part of the Anafartalar Street. From there, 1916 Fire area can 

be reached. The new blocks in this area, forming one large triangular settlement area 

between the Anafartalar Street, the Çıkrıkçılar Slope, the İpek and Hisar (Hisarparkı) Streets, 

i.e. the burnt area in the 1916 Fire, is the area defined as the Hisarönü Quarter or the Işıklar 

Quarter (Table 3.1). The Işıklar Street is its main artery and its surroundings developed as a 

residential area while the Hisar, Hükümet and Çankırı Streets developed both as residential 

and entertainment areas. Many apartments and single houses were built in the Hisarönü 

Quarter, forming new blocks and new streets. It became the most available area for new 

constructions and especially for new housing production within the Old City in the 1920s 

due to its complete destruction after the fire.130  
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.17: (a) One of the Single Houses on the Yeğenbey (Anafartalar) Street at No: 36. Photograph date: 

2015, (b) Another one in the Çocuk Sarayı (Anafartalar) Street at No: 89. Photograph date: 2018. 
 

 

The Işıklar Street (vertical to the Anafartalar Street) and the Konya Street (parallel to the 

Anafartalar and Çıkrıkçılar Streets and vertical to the Işıklar Street) are the main two streets 

of this District. One of the significant apartments of the period was constructed in the Işıklar 

Street, known as the Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment (designed by Koyunoğlu131), Işıklar 

Street, No:27, and another was built across the street, Işıklar Street, No:22 (architect 

unknown) (Figure 3.18a).  

                                                                            
130 Tunçer, 2011, p.45; Tunçer, 2014, p. 27. 

131 Kuruyazıcı, Hasan. Osmanlı'dan Cumhuriyet'e Bir Mimar: Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. Anılar, Yazılar, Mektuplar, Belgeler. 
İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 2008, p. 45. 



108 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.18: (a) The Hisarönü Quarter. In the middle of the photograph, the apartment on the Işıklar Street at 

No:27 and on the right the apartment on the Işıklar Street at No:22 can be seen. Photograph date: 1930.132 Source: 

VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1284, (b) The Apartment on the Mevsim Street at No: 6, 8, 8a, built in 1924. 

Photograph date: 2015. 
 

 

(a)   (b)   (c)  
Figure 3.19: (a) The Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment. Işıklar Street, No:27. Photograph date: 2015, (b) The 

Apartment on the Işıklar Street at No:22. Photograph date: 2015, (c) The Hatay Apartment (Hasan Pehlivanlı 

İşhanı) on the Hekimler Street at No:4. Photograph date: 2017. 
 

 

In the Hisarönü Quarter, many single houses of the period also existed among apartments 

(Figure 3.19) on the Hekimler, Konya, Mevsim, Firuzağa, Nilüfer, Alataş and Karakuş 

Streets and towards the Çıkrıkçılar Slope (Figure 3.20). One of the other significant 

apartments of the period (built in 1924133) was constructed on the Mevsim Street, connecting 

the Konya and Anafartalar Streets (Figure 3.18b). Another known apartment within the area 

is on the Hekimler Street; vertical to the Anafartalar, and parallel to the Hisar Streets, the 

                                                                            
132 Even though it says 1930 at the VEKAM Archives, the postcard is actually before 1927, as the apartment on the left is in the 
construction process, and from other postcards, it is known that the apartment was finished before 1928. 

133 Kefu, Gamze. A Study on Anafartalar Street - Ankara and a Group of Apartment Houses Defining it as a Problem of 
Conservation. Thesis for the degree of Master of Science in the Department of Architecture. Supervisor: Inst. Dr. Nimet 
Özgönül. Ankara: METU, 2001, pp. 150-156, p. 150. 
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Hatay Apartment, also known as the Hasan Pehlivanlı Office-Building (İş Hanı), was built 

before 1927 (Figure 3.19c).134 
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.20: (a) One of the Single Houses on the Konya-Kahraman Streets. The Hisarönü Quarter. Photograph 

date: 2018, (b) One of the Single Houses on the Kocalar Street at No:1. The Hisarönü Quarter. Photograph date: 

2015. 
 

 

The Karaoğlan-Balıkpazarı axis diverged into the Yeğenbey Street from the Posta Street. 

From there until the Denizciler Street, the Balıkpazarı-Yeğenbey axis continued. On both 

sides of the street, mostly apartments as well as some single houses were built in the 1920s 

(Figure 3.21). Apartments and houses built by private initiatives could only be constructed 

on available empty lots within the already crowded Old City; eventually almost all turned 

out to be small and narrow, adjacent to or semi-detached from other buildings. They were at 

most three to five storey high with ground floors used as shops, such as the towered-

apartments of the Yeğenbey Street, built before 1928: the apartments on the Anafartalar 

Street at No:42 and No:60 (Figure 3.21, 3.22). On this street, two other distinguished 

apartments of the period can be seen: One of them is known as the Sakarya Apartment, built 

in 1923 (initiated by Nuri Conker, politician and deputy135), and the other built before 1925-

26 (Figure 3.23a).136 

                                                                            
134 Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı 1923-1938. (First edition: 1980, third edition: 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010, p. 267. 

135 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 462. 

136 The Sakarya Apartment still stands today, and the one next to it also remains but due to many renovations and a floor 
addition, it is almost unrecognizable. 
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Figure 3.21: The apartments and the single houses on the Yeğenbey (Anafartalar) Street. Marked: Two Towered 

Apartments. On left, at the far end, the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment on the Çocuk Sarayı (Anafartalar) Street 

can be seen. Photograph date: 1928. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 0250. 
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.22: Two of the Apartments on the Yeğenbey (Anafartalar) Street marked in the previous inventory: (a) 

The Apartment on the Anafartalar Street at No:42, (b) The Apartment on the Anafartalar Street at No:60.  

Photograph date: a) 2015, b) 2018. 
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.23: (a) Two Apartments of the 1920s on the Yeğenbey (Anafartalar) Street.  

The one in the back is known as the Sakarya Apartment (Anafartalar Street, No:50). The other is unrecognizable 

due to renovations (Anafartalar Street, No:52.) Photograph date: 1925-26. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory 

No: 0947, (b) The Children's Protection Agency and Its Rental Apartment on the Çocuk Sarayı (Anafartalar) 

Street. Photograph date: 1929. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 0875. 



111 

Where the Yeğenbey Street diverges into the Denizciler Street, the third part of the 

Anafartalar Street begins, defined then as the Çocuk Sarayı Street.137 Next to the Children's 

Protection Agency (Himaye-i Eftal: Çocuk Esirgeme Kurumu), the institution's tenement 

apartment (designed by Koyunoğlu, 1926138) was built (Figure 3.23b). It is one of the 

apartment complexes that are authentic to Ulus, i.e. large apartments which housed many 

flats, constituted different facilities and formed small communities within themselves.  

 

One of the other well known apartments of the period, the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment 

(constructed before 1926139, initiated by Hasan Fehmi Ataç, Minister of Finance140), later 

known as the Büyük Hotel, is at the intersection of the Yeğenbey - Çocuk Sarayı Streets 

(Anafartalar Street) with the Denizciler Street (Figure 3.24a). Towards Samanpazarı, on the 

Çocuk Sarayı Street, there is an apartment of the 1920s defined as the "Cooperative 

Apartment" in one of the plans of the Old City (the area known as the Jewish [İstiklal] 

Neighborhood141) prepared by Jansen in the 1930s. (Figure 3.24b, 3.25).142 

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.24: (a) The Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment on the Çocuk Sarayı (Anafartalar) Street. 

Photograph date: 1925. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1285, (b) The Cooperative Apartment in 

Jansen's Plan on the Çocuk Sarayı Street, in the Samanpazarı District. 

Photograph date: the 1920s. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 2756. 

                                                                            
137 In 1924-26, two schools were built across the Children's Protection Agency, on the Çocuk Sarayı Street, the Gazi Mustafa 
Kemal and Latife Schools (designed by Kemalettin Bey). Next to those, the Courthouse Building (designed by Tahsin Bey), 
was constructed in 1925-26. See: Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 137-138 and 162. 

138 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 383. 

139 As seen from the dates on the postcards, it was built before the Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment. 

140 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 271-273. 

141 The area which covered the Hacı Sehab, Hacı Musa Muslim, Hacı Musa Non-Muslim, Leblebici and Öksüzce 
Neighborhoods of the late Ottoman Ankara. 

142 It still stands today. 
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Figure 3.25: Jansen's Plan of the Old City, Between the Çocuk Sarayı (Anafartalar), Bahriye (Denizciler), 

Station-Samanpazarı (the Talatpaşa Boulevard) Streets. Date: 1933.  

(http://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de/index.php?p=79&Daten=156617143) 
 

 

In the north of the Hacı Sehab, Hoca Hindi Non-Muslim and Hoca Hindi Muslim 

Neighborhoods144, the Yeğenbey Neighborhood was also burnt in the 1916 Fire.145 The area 

was re-planned in the 1920s, shaping the surroundings of the Children's Protection Agency 

and the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment. The road dividing the traditional neighborhoods from 

these new blocks was named the Acıçeşme Street, leading to the historic Şengül Bath (of the 

sixteenth century) from the Denizciler Street. The new apartments and houses of the 1920s 

were also constructed in these new blocks, such as the apartment on the Acıçeşme Street and 

the house on the Denizciler Street (No:13), constructed in the "First National Architectural 

Style" (Figure 3.26).  

 

 

                                                                            
143 Last visited: December, 2017. 

144 This area is currently known as the İstiklal Neighborhood. See: Avcı Hosanlı, Deniz; Bilgin Altınöz, Ayşe Güliz. "Ankara 
İstiklal (Yahudi) Mahallesi: Tarihi, Dokusu ve Konutları" in TÜBA-KED - Türkiye Bilimler Akademisi Kültür Envanteri 
Dergisi, 2016, pp. 71-104. 

145 This is why a part of the Anafartalar Street was named as the Yeğenbey Street during the 1920s, as it passed through the 
western part of the neighborhood. 
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(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.26: (a) The Apartment on the Acıçeşme Street. Photograph date: 2015, (b) The House on the Denizciler 

Street at No:13. Currently known as the Aydos Hotel. Photograph date: 2015. 
 

 

New blocks also appeared at the southeast part of the city, towards the railroad, to the east of 

the Hamamönü Quarter, at the south of the Talatpaşa Boulevard. The area became to be 

known as the Gündoğdu Neighborhood, also known as the Dumlupınar Quarter.146 It was the 

area of previous cemeteries in the southeast direction of the Hamamönü-Hamamarkası 

District. In the 1920s, the District became part of the expropriated lands for construction. 

Two-storey modest and simple, single family houses in gardens, designed specifically for 

officer families, were constructed in the Gündoğdu Neighborhood.147 Five houses, also 

known as the Hamamönü Foundation (Evkaf/Vakıf) Houses, designed by Giulio Mongeri, 

were constructed in this district (1924-25148) (Figure 3.27). Apart from those, private housing 

projects also took place within the area as examples of single houses built in neo-classical 

style, such as the single houses on the Gündoğdu, Dumlupınar and Karacabey Streets (Figure 

3.28). 

 

 

                                                                            
146 Due to the name of its main artery: the Dumlupınar Street. 

147 Şenyapılı, 2004 cited in Poyraz and Gündoğan, 2014, p. 77. 

148 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 30. 
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(a) (b)  
Figure 3.27: (a) The Hamamönü Foundation Houses designed by Giulio Mongeri149, (b) One of the Hamamönü 

Foundation Houses still stands today. Source: Google Maps Street View 2016. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.28: A Single House on the Gündoğdu Street No:1. Now Demolished. 

Photograph date: unknown. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: TKV0107. 

 

 

Public buildings for the social and cultural facilities, banks, schools, ministries and 

institutions were also constructed in the area along the Ulus-Samanpazarı axis (ending in the 

İtfaiye Square).150 One of the most active commercial / business streets of the Old City was 

an axis that started from the Taşhan Square and connected to the Talatpaşa Boulevard. This 

axis was named the Bankalar Street.151 Starting from the Taşhan Square, many public 

buildings were lined alongside the street.152 These were all constructed in the first decade of 
                                                                            
149 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 378. 

150 Dinçer, 2014, p. 38. 

151 Later, it was considered as the starting point of the Atatürk (Gazi Mustafa Kemal) Boulevard as it was towards and through 
Yenişehir, and became part of it. 

152 The Buildings of Taşhan, Agriculture Bank (Mongeri, 1926), Ottoman Bank (Mongeri, 1926), İş Bank (Mongeri, 1929), the 
Ministry of Education Building (Maarif Vekaleti, Koyunoğlu, 1927), the Building of General Directorate of Post and Telegraph 
(Büyük Postane, built in 1925) and the Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (Mongeri, 1928). 
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the Republic and the Bankalar Street became the business center of the capital city. Among 

the public buildings lined on the Bankalar Street, only the Tekel Directories had residential 

function within as its lodgings were considered inside the office building (Figure 3.29a).  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.29: (a) The Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories. Photograph date: 2018, (b) The Building 

and Lodgings of the State Railways Administration. Photograph date: 2015. 
 

 

With its development towards the Train Station, the Old City spread beyond the Bankalar 

Street. New construction areas, new blocks, were formed by the drying of the swamps 

between the Station Square, the Bankalar Street and the Talatpaşa Boulevard.153 Both sides 

of the Station Street were reorganized for new constructions.154 At the area between the 

Station, İstiklal and Bankalar Streets155, a new triangular block was formed (as proposed by 

Lörcher). Within this triangular block, the Foundation Apartments (Kemalettin Bey, 1926-

28) and the Foundation Houses (Kemalettin Bey and Koyunoğlu, 1923-24) were built 

(Figure 3.30) close to the newly built banks and Ankara Palas (Vedat Tek and Kemalettin 

Bey, 1924-28).  

                                                                            
153 Part of this district was later transformed into the Youth's Park (Gençlik Parkı). See: Tunçer, 2014, pp. 32-33. 

154 Öymen, 2012, pp. 74-75. 

155 The area at the north of the Youth's Park. 



116 

(a)  

 

 

(b)  
Figure 3.30: (a) The Foundation Houses, the First Foundation Apartment (Belvü Palas) and the Second 

Foundation Apartment.156 Photograph date: 1928. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1007, (b) The 

Second Foundation Apartment on the İstiklal Street. Photograph date: 2015. 

 

 

The foundation houses (designed by Kemalettin Bey and Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and 

initiated by the Ministry of Foundations, 1924)157 were built for civil servants. There were 

four modest houses closer to the Station Street, and seven larger houses around the First 

Foundation Apartment (Kemalettin Bey, 1926)158. The foundation apartments were 

supported both by the Municipality and by the Ministry of Foundations.159 The First 

Foundation Apartment later became to be known as Belvü Palas, and it was converted into a 

                                                                            
156 View from the current Youth's Park, Ulus. 

157 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 379-380. 

158 Mimar Kemaleddin: Tarihin Dönüm Noktalarında Bir Yaşam (1870-1927), TMMOB Mimarlar Odası; n.d. 

159 Cengizkan, 2004, "Document 7" in "Belgeler", p. 144 and Cengizkan, 2009, p. 30. 
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hotel soon after its construction (Figure 3.31).160 The Second Foundation Apartment 

(Kemalettin Bey, 1928-30)161 was built within this triangular block as well, being one of the 

most comprehensive productions of the decade. The Foundation Apartments are examples of 

apartment-complexes. Other examples to those are the Children's Protection Agency Rental 

Apartment (also known as Third Foundation Apartment)162 mentioned previously, and the 

Building and Lodgings of the State Railways (Devlet Demiryolları İdare-i Ummumiyesi, 

Kemalettin Bey, 1928)163, built near the Train Station (Figure 3.29b). 

 

 

 
Figure 3.31: The First Foundation Apartment (Belvü Palas). Its Extension Project prepared by Hermann Jansen 

in 1938. (http://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de/index.php?p=79&Daten=158388164) 
 

 

Ankara's first German ambassador Rudolf Nadolny tells about the new construction areas 

within the Old City, underestimating the development:  

 
...on the other side of the swamp, four small-houses that belong to the Ministry of 
Foundations, which resemble our laborer houses, wave at us. These houses are alleged to be 
the beginning of construction and housing initiations, which they are so proud. From the 

                                                                            
160 Later it was extended by new building additions and this extension project was prepared by Jansen in 1938. 

161 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 381-382. 

162 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "1923-1928 Ankara'sında Konut Sorunu ve Konut Gelişmesi" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz 
(editor). (First edition: 1981). Ankara; TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 233-253. 

163 Mimar Kemaleddin: Tarihin Dönüm Noktalarında Bir Yaşam (1870-1927); n.d. 

164 Last visited: December, 2017. 
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houses that were planned to be constructed within this year, firstly 280, later 40 houses, only 
4 had started. The rest of the constructions are halted.165 
 

However, the Turkish citizens were very proud of the development. Altan Öymen, in his 

memoirs, talks about his childhood in the newly developed parts of the Old City:  

 
Among small number of buildings in Ulus, many new buildings were constructed around 
them. Many of them carried signs of a style called "National" that was influenced by 
Ottoman-Seljuk Architecture. For example, the Second Parliament Building, to the garden of 
which my grandmother took me, and Ankara Palas on the opposite... Like the buildings of İş 
Bank, Agriculture Bank, Ottoman Bank... Like the building of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (current Ministry of Culture), People's House (current Art and Sculpture Museum) 
and the Museum of Ethnography that were lined on the boulevard from Ulus to Kızılay.166 
 

As can be seen, with the establishment of the main artery as the Anafartalar Street, and with 

the emergence of new apartments and houses on these streets, the area and its surroundings 

enlivened and started to develop according to the contemporary modernization agenda that 

introduced new social aspects in the housing neighborhoods. The efforts continued to 

transform the Old City into an ideal Republican and modern capital city; however, the Old 

City became insufficient to meet the housing requirements of the increasing population as 

well as the ideological requirements of the founders. The ideological perspectives could not 

be represented to the fullest within the Old City, as the life in the historic neighborhoods 

continued as before; and apart from the ideological reasons, the Old City started to become 

too crowded and the housing crisis could still not be solved there.  

  

Instead, the idea of a new city was considered, a city which would be built from an empty 

canvas, and with pre-planning. This new city could represent the ideologies of the 

modernization agenda set by the founders, and with the construction of the new city, the 

housing crisis would be finally solved. Accordingly, while the development of the Old City 

continued, a New City started to appear simultaneously, envisioned as a manifestation of a 

capital city that was worthy of a new and modern nation. In the next part, the idea and the 

development of the New City, Yenişehir, will be discussed. 

 

 

                                                                            
165 Nadolny is cited in "Almanya'nın İlk Ankara Büyükelçisi Rudolf Nadolny'nin Gözüyle Başkent Ankara", Tarih ve Toplum, 
Sayı 42, Haziran, translator Gülayşe Koçak, pp.61-63 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 385-386 (translation by the author). 

166 Öymen continues:  "Among these buildings, examples of a newer style were also formed. These represented the modern 
movement of the Western architecture." See: Öymen, 2012, p. 57 (translation by the author). 
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3.1.3. The Construction of a New City: Yenişehir 

 
New Ankara was developing very fast. The construction areas from Taşhan to Samanpazarı, 
from Samanpazarı to Cebeci, from Cebeci to Yenişehir and from Yenişehir to Kavaklıdere 
were filled with apartments, houses, public buildings, as if they all gushed from ground.167 
 

According to Akcan, ideas and theories travel like people and objects.168 The theory of the 

"Garden City", one of the theories that frequently traveled in the twentieth century, was 

originated in England. It was constantly reborn with different names of Gartenstadt, Cita 

Jardin, Cuidad Jardin, Tuinstadt, and as Akcan states, "every translation had its own 

authentic approach".169 The new residential zones in Ankara were planned according to this 

concept in the late 1920s, about a quarter of a century after the theory's birth.170 

 

The continuous increase in the population proved that Ankara should expand beyond the 

boundaries of the Old City. Therefore, before the completion of Lörcher's plan, an expansion 

towards the south of the city, to the empty lands and plantation fields, occurred with the law 

on the expropriation of lands. It was decided by the government that the new housing and 

management facilities of the city would be established in this new district called Yenişehir. 

 

This newly developed part of the city, or a completely new city within itself, was planned to 

include a new parliament, a state-district of ministries and institutions, and most importantly, 

a housing district for employees and for higher social classes.171 Spacious Yenişehir, as 

developed based on the Garden City concept, would have large public spaces that formed 

avenues, public squares, and parks. 

 

Lörcher prepared a sample neighborhood-project, a low-intensity neighborhood of one to 

two storey high modest houses. In this project, every house was designed within a large 

garden, and these houses with gardens were planned in wide and green public areas.172 
                                                                            
167 The development of Yenişehir. Karaosmanoğlu, 2015, p. 127 (translation by the author). 

168 Akcan, Esra. "Gezgin Kuram: Londra'dan Ankara'ya Bahçeşehir Kuramı" in Çeviride Modern Olan, Şehir ve Konutta Türk-
Alman İlişkileri. İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 2009, pp. 41-86, p. 41. 

169 Akcan, 2009, p. 41. 

170 The ideological meanings behind this translation project include the lifestyle choices of people, their housing, how much of 
their previous lifestyle they can adapt or change, the neighborhoods they settled and whom they can bond with, what path they 
should follow from home to work, from public appearance to the indiviudality, everything was decided for them. See: Akcan, 
2009, p. 41. 

171 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 36. 

172 With this project, Lörcher had initiated the main agenda of planning and urbanization of Ankara in following decades. See: 
Akcan, 2009, p. 44. 
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Besides modest houses of Lörcher's project, villa type houses emerged as well, built by the 

owners of the speculated lands of Yenişehir, and by private initiatives. 

 

In 1926-1927, a new axis was established connecting the Taşhan Square to Yenişehir, to the 

Havuzbaşı (Yenişehir, Kızılay) Square, defined as the Gazi Mustafa Kemal (Atatürk) 

Boulevard.173 It was designed in a way that manifested the transformation of Ankara under 

the Republican project of modernity.174 The city gained a modern appearance with the 

Atatürk Boulevard with its newly constructed buildings.175  

 

The Atatürk Boulevard was planned with its roots in the historic past, i.e. the Hakimiyet-i 

Milliye (Taşhan, Millet, Ulus) Square near the historic city center, and its extension carried 

on to the future in the new settlement area throughout Yenişehir to Çankaya. It became a 

symbolic axis as well by connecting the old with the new and by emphasizing the continuity 

of history.176 It was designed as a "green band" with large squares and parks to house cultural 

activities of Ankara, with plantation alongside the pedestrian and vehicular streets. It was 

foreseen as an axis that would go straight through the center of the city and help it to breathe 

(Figure 3.32).177 

 

 

                                                                            
173 The direction of the boulevard is on the path of the "Third Walls" of the historic Old City. See: Tunçer, 2014, p. 32. 

174 Al, Meltem. "Kentte Bellek Yıkımı ve Kimlik İnşası-Palimpsest: Ankara Atatürk Bulvarı Bağlamında Bir İnceleme" in 
Ankara, İdeal Kent- Kent Araştırmaları Dergisi, Sayı 4, Eylül 2011, pp. 22-36, p. 31. 

175 Al, 2011, p. 32. 

176 Uğuz, E. Transformation of Collective Memory in the Case of Ankara Atatürk Boulevard. Yüksek Lisans Tezi. Ankara: 
ODTÜ; 2008 cited in Al, 2011, p. 32. 

177 With the political changes, the identity of the boulevard that defined a Republican city was forced to be forgotten in the 
current decade. This, although a passive forgetting, tried to establish a proper ground for a new identity that had been recently 
created. See: Al, 2011, p. 33-34. 
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Figure 3.32: The Atatürk (Gazi Mustafa Kemal) Boulevard and the Cemil Uybadin Mansion (later Italian 

Embassy). Photograph date: 1930. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1516. 
 

 

Öymen, in his memoirs, talks about the development of Yenişehir:  

 
The city was like a big construction field. Construction employees worked everywhere. On 
one side, new buildings were constructed within and around the Old Ankara, covering also 
the Ulus Square. On the other hand, in the empty fields on both sides of the road leading to 
Çankaya, a new city was being constructed, called Yenişehir.178  
...Yenişehir, far from the Old Ankara where we resided, or seemed far for me, was a brand-
new city...In an anthem.. the part that goes "The first city built from out of nothing", fits the 
Yenişehir area of Ankara.179  
 

Many public buildings and private single houses of the 1920s were built on both sides of the 

Atatürk Boulevard, starting from the Old City. In the area between the Old City and the New 

City, from the Opera Square to the Sıhhıye District, the most ostentatious public buildings of 

the period were constructed. These included the Turkish Hearth Building (designed by Arif 

Hikmet Koyunoğlu, 1927-30)180 and the Ethnography Museum (designed by Arif Hikmet 

Koyunoğlu, contractor Nafiz Bey, 1925-27)181 constructed in the area known as the 

Namazgah Hill. Behind those, there was already the Gureba Hospital, later known as the 

Numune Hospital.182 From the Sıhhıye Square to the Kızılay Square, many single houses 
                                                                            
178 Öymen, 2012, pp. 19-20. 

179 Öymen, 2012, p. 75. Öymen continues: "The private houses and apartments would also have gardens and their owners were 
required to plant in their gardens... Other than these, large areas were arranged for gardens and parks open to the public." See: 
Öymen, 2012, p. 77 (translation by the author). 

180 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 194-196. 

181 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 200-201. 

182 The hospital started working in 1924, then in 1927 due to demand, it expanded and turned into the Refik [Saydam] Pavilion. 
In 1933, it took its last shape after the design of Robert Örley, and was called the Numune Hospital or the İsmetpaşa Pavilion. 
See: Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 211-213. 
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were constructed as the first housing productions of Yenişehir. The Fevzi Paşa Mansion 

(Figure 3.48a) and the Mustafa Fahri Bey House (Figure 3.33), both designed by Koyunoğlu, 

are assumed to be among them; however, their exact locations in the area are unknown. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.33: The House of Mustafa Fahri Bey. Yenişehir, Ankara.183 

 

 

The Havuzbaşı Square (Figure 3.38) and the Cebeci Road, which was later named as the 

Ziya Gökalp (Kazım Paşa or Kazım Özalp) Street, were constructed in 1927. On both sides 

of this street, many houses were constructed, and defined as the Houses of the Ziya Gökalp 

Street (Figure 3.30).184 

 

 

(a) (b)  
Figure 3.34: (a) The Houses on the Kazım Özalp (Kazım Paşa, Ziya Gökalp) Street. (The third one from the left 

is the House on the Ziya Gökalp Street at No:13) Photograph date: 1920s. Source: unknown, (b) The House on 

the Ziya Gökalp Street, No:13 (Currently, one of the MADO restaurants). Photograph date: 2018. 
 

 

                                                                            
183 Arif Hikmet. Müh. Mustafa Fahri Bey Evi. ARKİTEKT. 1931/1931-5, p. 154. 

184 Only one of them still stands today, and it is currently used as one of the MADO restaurants. The building is on the Ziya 
Gökalp Street, No: 13. 
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Even though the architects of the many single houses of the 1920s in Yenişehir are singularly 

unknown, it is assumed that Arif Hikmet and Kemalettin Bey worked on some of them 

together, assigned by the Municipality, the Ministry of Foundations or other public 

institutions such as the Ministry of Health. Cengizkan states that the Ministry of Foundations 

was the pioneer in the construction projects of Yenişehir by expropriating lands and 

providing housing trusts by the Real Estate and Orphan Bank (Emlak ve Eytam Bankası ).185 

In addition, the architecture office Türk İnşaat Evi186 and other private construction firms, as 

well as the Agriculture Bank (Ziraat Bankası) provided financial support in the realization of 

the project of the houses of the Ziya Gökalp Street in Yenişehir.187 However, the 

Municipality was behind all the organization by fostering the private firms, banks, and 

individual entrepreneurs, and organizing the work of architects. Arif Hikmet defined this 

project as an example for the construction of "sample houses" for the future housing 

projects.188 

 

Yenişehir housed one-twelfth of the population of Ankara soon, and in ten years, 2000 single 

houses were constructed according to the plan.189 As told in the Hakimiyet-i Milliye 

newspaper, published on September 24, 1927, application method and style differences 

could be observed between the housing production in Yenişehir and the housing production 

in the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood in the Old City. For instance, in Yenişehir, house and 

apartment constructions had to be in relation with buildings around in terms of height and 

style; on the other hand, in the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood, against large apartments, small 

houses were also constructed.190 

 

Yakup Kadri talks critically about the uniformity of the Yenişehir houses: 

 
Their style, shape, and color changed according to the taste of the builder; however, when 
analyzed with a careful eye, it is seen that they were all in exotique architectural style. For 
example, it was impossible to come across a house without eaves from Yenişehir to Çankaya. 

                                                                            
185 Cengizkan, 2002, pp. 37-61, p. 49. 

186 The architect Arif Hikmet (Koyunoğlu) had signed two contracts with the Municipality and started working in his office the 
Türk İnşaat Evi Firm in a building facing Taşhan, Ulus. See: Cengizkan, Ali. "Ankara 1924-25 Lörcher Planı: Bir Başkenti 
Tasarlamak ve Sonrası" in Modernin Saati: 20. Yüzyılda Modernleşme ve Demokratikleşme Pratiğinde Mimarlar, Kamusal 
Mekan ve Konut Mimarlığı. Ankara: Mimarlar Derneği, Boyut Yayın Grubu; 2002, pp. 37-61, p. 49. 

187 Cengizkan, 2002, p. 49. 

188 Cengizkan, 2002, p. 49. 

189 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 441. 

190 "Yenişehir Parlak Bir Atiye Namzettir", Hakimiyet-i Milliye, 24 Eylül, 1927 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 446. 
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Copied from each other, as if all were designed by the same architect, these houses with 
towers and wide eaves, seemed like feudal castles in the midst of ditches.191 

 

The housing projects of public institutions, initiated especially for their staff, were also 

realized in the New City. The Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank (designed by Mongeri, 

1925-1926192) were built in Yenişehir, on the Adakale Street. There were five single houses 

with three different types, all with basement floors and two storeys above. One of the 

lodgings was a small apartment, called "Altılı Tip" and had six separate blocks (Figure 

3.35).193  

 

Some of the known private houses around Yenişehir are known by their owners' names. 

Parallel to the Adakale Street, on the Mithatpaşa (İsmetpaşa) Street, the House of Necati 

Uğural194 was built before 1927 (Figure 3.36).195 

 

 

 
Figure 3.35: The Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank (Ziraat Bankası). The Apartment known as the Altılı Tip (Six 

Block Type). Photograph date: 2018. 

 

 

                                                                            
191 Karaosmanoğlu, 2015, p. 127 (translation by the author). 

192 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 385-387. 

193 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 385-387. 

194 Commonly known as the Sait Bektimur House, probably both were owners. 

195 Later it was used as the Afghan Embassy, and still stands today and is known as the Necati Uğural Culture House. Also see: 
Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 307. 
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(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.36: (a) The Necati Uğural or the Sait Bektimur House, on the Mithatpaşa (İsmetpaşa) Street. Later 

Afghan Embassy. Photograph date: 1932. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 2933, (b) The Mithatpaşa 

(İsmetpaşa) Street. Photograph date: 1930. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 0181. 

 

 

Other known houses include the houses on the opposite direction of the Ziya Gökalp Street, 

across the Havuzbaşı Square, on the Necatibey Street. It was one of three main streets of 

Yenişehir (the other two: the Atatürk Boulevard196 and the Ziya Gökalp Street). The 

Necatibey Street, the Gazi Mustafa Kemal Boulevard, and the Ziya Gökalp Street connected 

at the Havuzbaşı Square. At the northeastern corner of the square, the Cemil Uybadin House 

was erected (Figure 3.32).197 On the Necatibey Street, two large villas, similar in terms of 

appearance, mass and style to the Cemil Uybadin House, were constructed (Figure 3.37).198 

Other than these three mansions, many single private houses were constructed on the 

Necatibey Street and on its intersection with the Milli Müdafaa Street.199 Many single houses 

in wide courtyards can be seen from the postcards and the photographs of these streets 

(Figure 3.36b, 3.39a). The known ones include the house on the Necatibey (Gazi Mustafa 

Kemal) Street at No:9 (Figure 3.47a) and the house on  the Milli Müdafaa Street at No: 4 

(Figure 3.39b)200, both being quite close and having visual perception of the Havuzbaşı 

Square. The other three houses on the Milli Müdafaa Street can also be recognized from the 

postcards, next to the house on the Milli Müdafaa Street at No:4, stands the houses numbered 

No:2, No:6 and No:8 (Figure 3.39a). 

 

 
                                                                            
196 Later, this street was named the Gazi Mustafa Kemal Street as the Boulevard was re-named as the Atatürk Boulevard. 

197 It is now demolished. 

198 The Uybadin House and the one on the right side of the Necatibey Street when entered from the Havuzbaşı Square, were 
later used as embassies (Italian, Hungarian). Two of the houses on the Necatibey Street, still stand today, and one of them is 
used as a branch of Burger King (2015), later unoccupied (2018) and the other as an additional service building of a public 
institution of the Land Registry and Cadastre Administration (Tapu ve Kadastro Genel Müdürlüğü). 

199 All currently demolished. 

200 Both currently demolished. 
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(a) (b)  
Figure 3.37: (a) A Mansion on the Necatibey Street (later Hungarian Embassy), (b) A Mansion on the Necatibey 

Street. Photograph date: 2018. 
 

 

 
Figure 3.38: Looking towards the Necatibey Street from the Havuzbaşı Square. 

Photograph date: 1930. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 1891. 

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.39: (a) The Houses on the Milli Müdafaa Street (facing the Havuzbaşı Square) and the Necatibey Street. 

The one marked is the House on the Milli Müdafaa Street at No:4. Photograph date: the 1920s. Source: unknown, 

(b) The House on the Milli Müdafaa Street at No:4. Source: Aslanoğlu, 1980.201 

 
                                                                            
201 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 305. 



127 

With the expropriation of lands towards the south of the Old City, and according to the 

"garden city" concept, Yenişehir was actually built from out of nothing. The Atatürk 

Boulevard was established as a green band, connecting the historic city with the new, 

forming a sentimental connection as well as physical. Due to the garden city concept, the 

new city was planned with large and green avenues, parks and squares. Among these public 

areas, single detached houses emerged, which were also designed with gardens. Lörcher 

envisioned two-storey high modest houses for Yenişehir; nevertheless, with the speculations 

in the Assembly, villa type houses also emerged in Yenişehir. The main public square of 

Yenişehir, the Havuzbaşı Square, connected the three important streets shaping Yenişehir, 

i.e. the Atatürk Boulevard, the Ziya Gökalp Street, and the Necatibey Street, all filled with 

single houses, thus forming the residential character of Yenişehir. Many private houses and 

some public lodgings were constructed, spreading from Sıhhıye towards Çankaya, shaping 

the area defined as the New City, meeting the housing requirements of the Republican 

leaders, intellectuals, and participants of the establishment of the new Republic.  

 

In regard with the developing residential zones, new housing types emerged in the 1920s' 

Ankara, in direct relation with the characteristics of these settlement zones. This relationship 

between settlement zones and housing types was in accordance with the topographical 

characteristics, availability at construction sites, as well as the desired characteristics of 

certain regions. The different housing types that emerged in Ankara during the 1920s will be 

discussed in the following part. 

 

3.2. The Housing Types 

 

Different types of residential production could be seen in the 1920s' Ankara, varying 

according to the neighborhoods and districts. The earliest official data found about the 

buildings in the city (houses, apartments, workplaces, and governmental buildings) dates to 

the mid-1930s, as listed in the Statistical Yearbook of 1935-36 prepared by the General 

Directorate of Statistics or State Statistical Institute (Başvekalet İstatistik Umum Müdürlüğü, 

İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36).202 The data about the buildings constructed from 1923 to 1935 

provided this study203, listed the functional distribution of buildings in different districts of 

Ankara. As seen from the data (Table 3.2), the Old City still had the majority of settlement in 

the city in the mid-1930s, with 80% of housing (12.558/17.372), 80% of workplaces 

                                                                            
202 Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 438-440.  

203 Table XII-1, XII-2, XII-3 in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 438-440. 
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(3484/4373) and 49% of public buildings (568/1163). The New City, Yenişehir, in 1935, 

only had 6% of housing (1030/17.372), 5% of workplaces (214/4373) and 9% of public 

buildings (109/1163). The workplaces and public buildings were still very few in the 1930s' 

Yenişehir, which can be considered normal for the region considering it was originally 

designed for residential purposes, and the houses in "wide courtyards and gardens" might 

have slowed down the development of Yenişehir to some extent. 

 

The Cebeci Region started to develop with shed-houses in the 1920s, and was included in the 

planned zones of the New City in the 1930s. In 1935, Cebeci had 6% of housing 

(980/17.372), 2% of workplaces (103/4373) and 5% of public buildings (57/1163). It can be 

seen that Cebeci developed almost as much as Yenişehir in terms of housing, the "unplanned 

development" almost surpassing the "planned development". 

 

The vineyards (in the Etlik, Keçiören, Dikmen, Çankaya and Esat Regions), as seen from the 

data, transformed from seasonal housing zones into permanent settlement areas, with 16% of 

housing (2804/17.372), 13% of workplaces (572/4373) and 37% of public buildings 

(429/1163). Probably, for all the different public functions, abandoned traditional vineyard 

houses were used in these regions instead of new constructions. 

 

 
Table 3.2: Functional Distribution of Buildings in Districts of Ankara (Başvekalet İstatistik Umum Müdürlüğü, 

İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36)204, the Distribution of Housing Highlighted. 

 
 

 

As seen from the distribution of accommodation in Ankara in the Statistical Yearbook of 

1935-36 (Table 3.3), there were 11.402 single houses (including traditional residential 

buildings) and 182 apartments in the Old City; 338 single houses and 136 apartments in 

Yenişehir; 943 single houses and 12 apartments in Cebeci; 2696 houses (including 

traditional vineyard houses) and only one apartment in the vineyards. In total, there were 

                                                                            
204 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 440. 
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15.879 single houses and 351 apartments in Ankara in 1935. The Old City (Ulus) and the 

vineyards as the old/historic settlements included the traditional architecture as well and, 

Yenişehir and Cebeci only had new buildings as the districts newly developed after 1923. 

 

In terms of housing types, 72% of single houses were in the Old City (11.402/15.879), 

including traditional houses; 2% of them were in Yenişehir (338/15.879), all new houses; 6% 

of single houses were in Cebeci (943/15.789), including shed-houses; and 17% of single 

houses were in the vineyards (2696/15.879), including traditional vineyard houses. As seen 

from the data, 52% of apartments were located in the Old City (182/351), 39% in Yenişehir 

(136/351), 4% in Cebeci (12/351). 

 

 
Table 3.3: Distribution of Types of Accommodation in Districts of Ankara (Başvekalet İstatistik Umum 

Müdürlüğü, İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36)205, the Single House and Apartment Types of Accommodation 

Highlighted. 

 
 

 

The fast development of residential buildings started with the 1920s and this decade set the 

housing types that shaped Ankara's construction process in the following decade (as seen 

from the data of 1935). Several housing types could be seen in the 1920s' Ankara, which 

could be divided into two main groups as the "Traditional Houses" and the "New Housing", 

both having different formations within themselves. Additionally, the "Shed-Houses", or 

baraka as they were called, also started to appear around the Old City at the time, at the 

outer zones of Ulus, and around the Akköprü, Cebeci and Bağlar regions.206 Although not yet 

many in number at the time, these eventually would form squatter neighborhoods 

                                                                            
205 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 439. 

206 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 438. 
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(gecekondu) in the following decades (Table 3.4), whereas Cebeci would become part of the 

planned Ankara, a buffer zone between the Old and the New Cities at the end of the 1920s.  

 

The evaluation of the building-lot and street relation in this study concerns the new houses 

and apartments built in the Old City and the New City during the 1920s, as will be discussed 

in detail below after an introductory examination of the existing condition of traditional 

residential houses at the time that led to the need of new housing in the city. 

 

3.2.1. Traditional Houses in the Old City and the Vineyards 

 

The urban planning of Ankara, in both Lörcher's and Jansen's plans, had left the Old City and 

traditional fabric untouched. Within and around the citadel and in the surroundings of the 

Old City, the traditional way of life continued; as "the tradition of the guilds, the closed 

economy..., and the morals of contentment207". From the Old City, its dwellers followed the 

rise of the modern Ankara from afar.208 

 

Altan Öymen, mentions about his first "home" in Ankara as follows:  

 
In one of the neighborhoods close to the Ulus Square in Ankara, the house was in a narrow 
street. It was an old timber house. Two storeys high. Behind, there was a small garden 
(courtyard) but the front was adjacent to the street... Like the similar others around the Ulus 
Square, now, both the street and the house do not exist. They are replaced with large 
buildings, office-blocks. At the ground floor, there was a half-storage/half-kitchen space, 
which could be used as a living room during days...In the evenings, we moved to the guest-
room in the upper floor where there was a radio. The dining room and the bedrooms were in 
the upper floor...209 

 

Nusret Uzgören210, who lived and was educated in Europe in the Lausanne and Zürich 

Universities, had a very disappointing experience in the old neighborhoods of Ankara:  

 
...the timber houses overlapping each other, unplanned neighborhoods, caged houses facing 
narrow and dirty streets, riddled rooms letting various bugs, insecticides, scorpions, even 

                                                                            
207 Işın, 2009, p. 13. 

208 Işın, 2009, p. 13. 

209 Öymen, 2012, pp. 13-14 (translation by the author). 

210 The founder of the Bahçelievler Cooperative. See: Akcan, 2009, p. 140. 
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snakes to beds, palled a man's life. Fires that emerged in neighborhoods at every night pulled 
families apart and made life miserable.211 
 

The spaces within the old neighborhoods changed with new constructions on empty areas. 

The traditional houses, even though majorly untouched, were affected by such changes 

surrounding them. The transformation of traditional houses began within themselves. The 

spaces in traditional houses started to change as their owners tried to find solutions in 

creating new spaces for renting, either by converting parts of houses into rental flats or rental 

rooms, or dividing their houses vertically or horizontally.  

 

Behice Boran talks about the transformation of traditional houses:  

 
The local families of the Old Ankara, either by selling their houses or renting them, are 
leaving the (traditional) neighborhoods. Some are moving to the backsides of Ankara, to 
Cebeci, some are moving to Yenişehir, and some have immigrated to other Anatolian cities 
after selling their property. In this area, small traders, and laborer families, and in some parts 
of the area poorer officer families have settled. Even though the exteriors of the traditional 
houses remain the same, according to the changing lifestyle, the interiors have started to 
change. The first and second floors are rented separately and to each floor, a kitchen and such 
spaces are added... The rents within these neighborhoods are considerably more expensive 
than similar neighborhoods in other cities (last year, a floor with two stuffy and dark rooms 
within narrow streets rented for 25 liras)...212 

 

In the Hakimiyet-i Milliye (1928) journal, it is written that a traditional house in the citadel 

neighborhood that was rented for 20 kuruş in 1917 cost 3000 kuruş in 1928.213 The same 

journal documented the rent expenses in 1928 according to the neighborhoods. According to 

this document, Yenişehir single houses were rented for 100 liras, the houses and apartments 

in Karaoğlan and its surroundings for 60-100 liras, the İsmet Paşa single houses for 50 liras, 

the new and old houses in Samanpazarı and its surroundings for 40-50 liras, and the 

accommodation, either traditional, shed-houses or some new housing production in the 

Hamamönü and Cebeci Neighborhoods for 35 liras. 214  

 

                                                                            
211 Uzgören, Nusret. "Ucuz Otru Kooperatifleri ve Şehircilik", Belediyeler Dergisi, Sayı 21, 1935; cited in Aydın et al., 2005, 
p.493 (translation by the author). Also see: Tekeli and İlkin, Bahçelievlerin Öyküsü, 1984, pp. 33-34.  

212 Boran, Behice. "Modern Şehir Örneği". Yurt Ve Dünya. Haziran, Sayı 6, 1941, pp. 9-17, p. 15; cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 
501 (translation by the author). 

213 "Ankara'mızda Mesken Fiyatları", Hakimiyet-i Milliye, 25 Eylül 1928 cited in Aydın et al, p. 455. 

214 See.Table XII-9 in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 455. Original Source: "Ankara'mızda Mesken Fiyatları", Hakimiyet-i Milliye, 25 
Eylül 1928; cited in Aydın et al, p. 455. 



132 

The abandoned vineyard houses of the non-Muslims provided housing for new comers to 

Ankara.215 Even though far from the center, they temporarily solved the accommodation 

problem partially. In her memoirs, the daughter of Necmettin Sahir of the Republican 

bureaucrats, Şen Sahir Sılan, gives a detailed depiction of Ankara before and after the 

Republic: When they first arrived in Ankara and her father was working in the Grand 

National Assembly as the Chief Officer of Documents and Correspondence Clerk (Evrak ve 

Tahrirat Memuru), they could only find shelter in an old and neglected vineyard house. She 

tells the sufferings and efforts of her mother to fix the house up and transform the vineyard 

house into something more luxurious, in the image of their previous lifestyle in İstanbul 

before moving to Ankara:    

 
Around that time, Ankara was defined as a desert where "poverty" was experienced. My 
mother had refused my father's proposal to rent a house around the Ulus Square in the city, 
because with her small children she preferred to live in a vineyard house in the openness. 
During the period, my father was the Chief Officer of Documents and Correspondence Clerk 
in the Great Assembly. My mother sold the rest of her jewelry to fix-up the vineyard house. 
In the end, she even had to sell the heirloom of her family... By cutting the "atlas" curtains 
she had brought from İstanbul, and covering the [sugar] stands with pillows and covers, she 
prepared couches [sedir] and chairs. Meanwhile, my father was trying to provide means for 
the needs of the family with his small salary... The [living area of the] vineyard house was 
reached with a stair from the outside. The ground floor was used as a stable. The house had 
no running water. My mother would draw water from a well in the garden with a force pump. 
This was how the water was provided to the house. The laundry would be washed at the 
İncesu River, with the village women. Obviously, there was no electricity within the house as 
well. Every morning, gas lamps would be cleaned, the candlewicks controlled, and the 
reduced gas re-filled and prepared for the night...216 
 
 

The "Traditional Houses" can be categorized in three types (Table 3.4):  

1) Existent traditional residential architecture of the historic city; 

2) Vineyard houses and; 

                                                                            
215 Ortaylı describes some of the currently known vineyard houses that represent the previous lifestyle before and a decade after 
the establishment of Republic: "On the upper skirts of Etlik, to the north, in the current Lise bus-stop, one of the vineyard 
houses, bought by the İş Bank, is currently being restored (2014). Towards up north, around the Institute of Veterinary 
Bacteriology, in the Ahmet Şefik Kolaylı Street, stone masonry house and a pink-colored masonry house in the İkinci Street are 
the last examples of vineyard houses in Ankara. These are surrounded by gardens. Around the Keçiören Nursery, in the 
Kızlarpınarı Street, some old Ankara vineyard houses are the examples of a more contemporary comfortable living style... 
Around the nursery, in the Ardahan Street, a vineyard house with two floors of stone and upper floors of masonry belongs to the 
Orbays. The stone artistry of the door and its courtyard in ruins shows that it belonged to rich merchants of the period. The 
fountain and the stoop are now missing... Around the same house, there is a vineyard house still in use, of merchant Mehmet Ali 
Çarhoğlu, it is a mansion in garden which shows that a comfortable, and peaceful lifestyle could be established with 
architecture. The house, numbered 34, between the Aksaray Street and the Asya Street, belonged to Vehbi Koç. Around it there 
was and still is a wide vineyard. It is one of the few examples conserved with its surroundings and it gives clues about vineyard 
houses and the use of their surroundings." See: Ortaylı, 2014, pp. 114-115 (translation by the author). 

216 Sahir Sılan, Şen. Pişman Değilim. (First edition: 2002, 13th edition: 2010). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2010, p. 26 
(translation by the author). 
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3) New buildings constructed in the traditional style (in terms of formal characteristics, 

materials, usage scheme, etc.);  

 

The first type, the traditional residential architecture, formed the organic urban fabric in the 

Old City, i.e. in and around the Citadel. The second type is formed of the existent vineyard 

houses at the moors around the city in the Keçiöğren, Etlik, Dikmen, Esat and Çankaya 

regions. The third type is formed of the new additions made in the traditional style for the 

increasing population within the Old City, either by dividing the lots or using the empty 

areas in traditional neighborhoods. The traditional residential fabric of the Old City consisted 

of a mixture of detached, semi-detached, and attached traditional houses in lots; and vineyard 

houses were all located detached as built in large gardens. 

 

  
Table 3.4: The Housing Types (or Types of Houses) in the 1920s' Ankara217

 
 

 

As can be seen, the old neighborhoods of the historic city were deprivation areas. The life 

continued in these areas as it had always been prior to Ankara's transformation into the 

capital city. The life standards of modernization could only be achieved with maintenance 

and alterations to the traditional residential architecture; however, this required a 

considerable resource of finances. As a result, new houses and apartments were constructed 

in the available areas within the Old City and the newly developing districts in the New City. 

In the following parts, these will be discussed. 

 

                                                                            
217 The following parts will reference to the study in the Table as well. 
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3.2.2. New Housing in the Old City 

 

Due to limited construction sites, steep lands and property problems within the Old City, the 

types of single houses and apartments showed variety in terms of types and building-lot and 

street relations. 

 

The "New Housing in the Old City (Ulus)" can be analyzed in two types (Table 3.4): 

1) Single Houses: These can be a) adjacent, attached on multiple sides, b) semi-detached, 

attached on one side, and c) detached (housing type B1); 

2) Apartments (three-four storeys): These can also be a) adjacent, attached on multiple sides, 

b) semi-detached, attached on one side, and c) detached. Additionally another type is seen in 

Ulus (but not in Yenişehir), defined as d) apartment-complexes (four-six storeys) (housing 

type B2). 

 

As can be seen with the Tables 3.4 and 3.5, analyzing the housing types and building-lot and 

street relations; the types of lots determined the position of housing production in relation to 

their surroundings: In semi-detached corner lots (lot type 2), semi-detached houses and 

apartments of the Old City were constructed (house type B1b, B2b). In adjacent lots (lot type 

3), adjacent houses and apartments were constructed as attached on at least two sides to other 

buildings (housing type B1a and B2a).  

 

From here on, the single houses and the apartments are analyzed separately. In the analysis 

of the single houses of the Old City with the type of lots, it can be seen that the ones 

constructed in corner lots and with courtyards (lot type X2a), are found towards the 

periphery zones of the central commercial regions such as the Hisarönü Quarter and the 

southwest of the Anafartalar Quarter  (Table 3.5, plan b6-b9). The houses of the Old City 

that were constructed in corner lots without courtyards (lot type X2b), can be found within 

the commercial centers as well, close to the Karaoğlan Quarter and in the Hisarönü Quarter 

(Table 3.5, plan b10, b11, b12). 

 



135 

Table 3.5: Building - Lot Characteristics and Street Relation218

 
                                                                            
218 The plan used for this Table is the Base-Plan used by UTTA Architecture for "Ankara Ulus Historic City Center Urban Site 
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The houses that are attached to neighboring houses (house type B1a) and in adjacent lots (lot 

type X3a) are only found within the Old City. If they have larger courtyards, they are 

positioned towards the north of the old settlement areas such as the Hacıbayram, İsmet Paşa, 

and Hisarönü Quarters, and towards the Hamamönü Neighborhood, all slightly distant from 

the central main streets (Table 3.5, plan b13, 14, 16-18). However, with very small 

courtyards, they can be seen on main streets as well (Table 3.5, plan 15). All adjacent houses 

in adjacent lots had courtyards (lot type X3b); even those adjacent houses in central areas 

have courtyards although they are very small (the same situation could also be observed for 

the apartments in the Old City). 

 

To sum up new single houses of Ulus, it can be said that the semi-detached and attached 

single houses of the Old City were the houses constructed within the crowded regions or 

within the traditional neighborhoods, in the available areas provided by the division of lots in 

the twentieth century. The detached houses could only be constructed in unsettled, newly 

developing regions.  

 

The apartments were considered great luxury during the 1920s and those in the Old City 

were pioneers of this luxurious lifestyle in Ankara. Moving to and settling in apartments 

were considered a great step to modernization. Öymen, in his memoirs, states that the year of 

their relocating from a timber house to an apartment in Ulus, the Yağcıoğlu Apartment on 

the Posta Street, was a leap in their life. He says that moving to an apartment was like 

moving to the upper class:  

 
The apartments of Ankara were constructed after the Republic. They were "modern" 
compared to the old timber houses. They had ordered entrances and stairs, and they were a 
little ornamented in line with to the architectural style of the period. They had much higher 
rents compared to timber houses.219 
 

Even though considered luxury, due to limited construction sites, these apartments were 

narrow, dark, and stuffy. Öymen states that he would prefer the traditional house to those 

apartments as they were separate and private, had high ceilings and wooden floors. The 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Survey", studied in 2010. The image details in this Table is from Ankara Plan of 1940 found in the İnönü Encyclopedia 
prepared by the National Education Printing Press (Milli Eğitim Basımevi). See: Appendix A, for more information on the 
housing production. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In 
the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: b1-a14, b2-a12, b3-a91, b4-a89, b5-a104 to a120, b6- a37 and 
a38, b7- 54, b8-a84, b9-a42 and a43, b10-a10, b11-a50, b12-a8, b13-a13, b14-a40, b15-a81, b16-a7, b17-a34, b18-a88, b19-
a79, b20-a101, b21-a98, b22-a78, b23-a100, b24-a120, b25-a103, b26-a36, b27-a41, b28-a22, b29-a83, b30-a35, b31-a46, b32-
a68, b33-a24, b34-a25, b35-a51, b36-a49, b37-a30, b38-a45, b39-a39, b40-a61,b41-a16, b42-a82, b43-a20, b44-a71, b45-a72, 
b46-a47, b47-a61, b48-a23, b49-a31, b50-a85. 

219 Öymen, 2012, p. 65 (translation by the author). 
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apartment they moved in Ulus was small with "three rooms and a hall", had a low ceiling and 

stone floors. Unlike wooden floors, the stone floors were cold and stove lit in one room 

could not warm the other rooms.220 

 

In the analysis of apartments of the Old City with lot types, it can be seen that, in the 

crowded and central regions, they are either adjacent to other buildings or partially detached, 

and towards the more available areas, they become completely detached. This situation is 

also valid for the building-lot and street relations of these buildings: The apartments of the 

Old City that were constructed in corner lots with courtyards (lot type Y2a), can be seen in 

the Karaoğlan, Işıklar and Anafartalar Quarters (Table 3.5, plans b26-29). The apartments 

that were constructed in corner lots without courtyards (lot type Y2b) are found only in the 

most crowded central areas within the commercial regions (Table 3.5, plans b30-37). Since 

facing both streets, these can be without courtyards, and their living spaces are open to the 

street and service spaces are located around ventilation shafts. 

 

Due to limited construction sites, there are many adjacent apartments (housing type B2a) in 

the Old City in adjacent lots (lot type Y3). These could also be with courtyards (lot type 

Y3a) (Table 3.5, plans b38- 45). Usually, these apartments are located on the street sides of 

the lots, with main facades facing the street, and courtyards at the back. Some apartments of 

the Old City are without courtyards; however, this is debatable since courtyards might have 

been filled later on with new buildings. There is also a probability that they actually were 

designed without courtyards as some of their spaces (especially service spaces) had 

ventilation shafts. The examples to those are again at the most crowded regions of the city 

such as the Karaoğlan, Anafartalar and Işıklar Quarters. 

 

As can be seen, most of the new apartments in the Old City were either semi-detached or 

attached on both sides to neighboring buildings because of the shortage of spaces to grow. 

Nusret Uzgören, while criticizing the condition of traditional houses of the Old City in the 

1920s, also criticizes the narrow, dense apartment blocks constructed in the skirts of the 

citadel in the first modernization attempts and the high rental prices of those "new but 

gloomy" apartments of Ulus.221 Adalet Ağaoğlu talks about her astonishment of how her 

mother preferred the small, and narrow flat with a low ceiling within the city to the wide and 

spacious house in the village:  

                                                                            
220 Öymen, 2012, p. 65. 

221 Uzgören, 1935 and Tekeli and İlkin, 1935 cited in Akcan, 2009, p. 140. 
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Father took us to a house in the upper floor of a [old?] building between here [the Hergele 
Square] and the skirts of Anafartalar and he told us: "The best houses are given to the civil 
servants. It is impossible to find rental houses for families with multiple children. For now, 
we are staying here, and then we will look for a new house". The house had two rooms, one 
without windows. It had no bathroom or kitchen. The space used as kitchen was shared with 
a family residing in only one room within the same floor... My mother, on the other hand, 
was happy as if she had not left behind wide sofas, bright rooms, storages, and kitchens. She 
got rid of the coat and scarf that she had to wear in the village. She and my aunt, who was 
living in a fine apartment on the Çıkrıkçılar Slope, would go to chic shops on the Anafartalar 
Street and to the New Cinema [Yeni Sinema] in Ulus.222 

 

The preference of the new houses and apartments in the city center must have been directly 

related with the modern amenities they provided. The "separate" spaces for restrooms, 

bathrooms, and kitchens provided apartments with a luxurious quality. Being close to the 

center, accessibility of shops, education services and easy transportation made moving to 

apartments more preferable than living in traditional timber houses in spite of the large 

courtyards and wide spaces the latter provided.223  

 

There were ostentatious apartments of the Old City as well (housing type B2c) which were 

detached, could be in block lots and with outer courtyards (lot type Y1c), but these were 

exceptionally few (Table 3.5, plan b22). 

 

In the Old City, a different apartment-type could also be observed, defined as the 

"apartment-complexes", which are separated from their surroundings, could accommodate 

large numbers of dwelling units, and included entertainment facilities within themselves as 

well as shops for entertainment and commercial purposes at the ground floors. Only the two 

of the apartment complexes, the Second Foundation Apartment and the Children's Protection 

Agency Rental Apartment, were constructed in block lots and additionally they have inner 

courtyards (lot type Y1b) (Table 3.5, plans b19, 20). The rest of these apartment-complexes 

such as the First Foundation Apartment [Belvü Palas], and the Lodgings of the Tekel 

Directories and the State Railways have block lots with outer courtyards surrounding the 

apartments and they have no inner courtyards like the former two (lot type Y1c) (Table 3.5, 

plans b21, 23, 25). 

 

                                                                            
222 Ağaoğlu, Adalet. "Aşkım ve Başkaldırım: Ankara" in Karşılaşmalar. Second edition:  İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Y.; 1993, pp. 55-
56 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 494 (translation by the author). 

223 The moving process to apartments from traditional houses occurred not only in Ankara but also all over Anatolia. See: Aydın 
et al., 2005, p. 494. 
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The Second Foundation Apartment, built in the Opera (İtfaiye) Square is one of the greatest 

productions of housing during the first decade of Republican Ankara. Being six stories high, 

it was defined as "a small city, a realm within itself" in the contemporary newspapers of the 

period.224 This complex all together became the "oasis in the desert" for the bureaucrats of 

the new state and their families. These answered the "civil needs" of the newcomers to the 

city, such as "the need of artistic activities without counter-parting with native and old 

citizens of Ankara".225 One of the new citizens, German E. B. Hanım, who lived in the 

Second Foundation Apartment in the 1920s, says that this building had an important place in 

Ankara during the period. She states that the building provided for every need of her when 

her husband was at work, as her neighbors and the facilities of the apartment helped her to 

adjust to the Turkish culture and to Ankara.226  

 

It seems that even the bureaucrat families had class differences among themselves. Those in 

the lowest hierarchical place within the newcomers settled and stayed in Ulus due to 

financial problems. The wealthier families would finally move to Yenişehir, as can be 

followed in the following section.227 

 

3.2.3. New Housing in the New City 

 

Mustafa Kemal, in one of his speeches, states: "Every place that has been a house for the 

Turkish nation is the place of hygiene, health, beauty, and modern culture".228 Cantek argues 

in that connection that only modernized and contemporary minds make cities, housing, and 

spaces that are experienced by the Western norms.229 The planned New City of Ankara 

presents a good example of such a spatial experience. According to Işın, Yenişehir was an 

urban utopia.230 As it became the most prestigious zone, after the move of the ministries and 

                                                                            
224 Şenol-Cantek, L. Funda. "Yaban"lar ve Yerliler. Başkent Olma Sürecinde Ankara. (First edition: 2003, Second edition: 
2011). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2011, p. 109. 

225 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 109. 

226 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, pp. 109-110. 

227  Altan Öymen, even though belonging to a bureaucrat family, lived in the Old City and only saw Yenişehir when "his mother 
took him there for a visit." See: Öymen, 2002, p. 75. 

228 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p.103; Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 39. 

229 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 39. 

230 Işın, 2009, p. 14. 
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embassies to the area, a new life was formed here according to the rules of contemporary 

living, and thus the residential areas in Yenişehir were born.231  

 

Ahmet Hamdi defines Yenişehir houses as follows:  

 
This was a period in which a new city was being built with small middle-class neighborhoods 
and villas, each different from the next and predominantly copied from architectural 
magazines. It was possible to see the houses and pavilions of the French Riviera, 
Switzerland, Sweden, Bavaria and the Abdülhamid-era İstanbul on the same street...232 

 
The prototypical housing production of the period in the New City was the independent, 

single houses in large gardens, which were designed for single families.233 Yenişehir was 

built up with these houses with the exception of a few tenement apartment buildings and 

lodgings owned by institutions in the area.234 

 

The "New Housing in the New City" can be analyzed in two types (Table 3.4): 

1) Single Houses in Yenişehir: All are detached, garden-houses; and can be a) modest, small, 

one-two storeys high, or b) villa-type houses, two-three storeys high (housing type B3); 

2) Apartments (three-four storeys) in Yenişehir: All are detached and in large gardens 

(housing type B4).  

 

Öymen defines Yenişehir from his bus-visits: "From Ulus, there were buses to Yenişehir. 

After the Sıhhıye stop, the bus traveled to the residential zone."235 He also defines the types 

of housing there: one type was detached houses in gardens, two, maximum three storeys 

high; the other type was four-five storeys high apartments.  

 

The single-detached houses in Yenişehir were influenced by the garden-house236 concept of 

the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. The two kinds of single-houses in Yenişehir 

                                                                            
231 Işın, 2009, p. 15. 

232 Tanpınar, Ahmet Hamdi. Beş Şehir. Ankara; 1960, pp. 6-7 cited in Tanyer, 2009, p. 135. Also see: Aydın et al., 2005, p. 434. 

233 Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 71. 

234 In time, the small houses set in gardens, developed as proposed by the plans that envisioned a "Garden City" for Yenişehir, 
would become economically obsolete for a number of reasons. As the city expanded to the south, after the relocation of the 
embassies towards Çankaya (they were previously moved from İstanbul to Ankara as it became the sole capital), the center of 
the city shifted from Ulus to Yenişehir. Eventually, these houses would be demolished and replaced by apartments in later 
decades. See: Cengizkan, 2009, p. 44 

235 Öymen, 2012, p. 76. 

236 Benevolo, Leonardo. "The teaching of Camillo Sitte" and "The garden city movement" in "Section four: European avant-
garde movements from 1890 to 1914; Part eleven: Experiments in town-planning from 1890 to 1914" in the History of Modern 
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were the more widespread, modest one or two storey houses, some in asymmetrical mass, 

also with towers, arches, and ornamentations; and pavilion-like, large houses with polygonal 

towers like chateaus.237 These houses became markedly distinct from the traditional 

residential architecture in terms of form and layout; however, this change was hidden by 

their facades. The first type of, one-two storeys high simpler houses, was built by the 

Municipality and the second type was built by the richer, who could afford ostentations 

houses, generally according to the designs of known architects or master-builders of the 

period. One to two storeys high modest or two to three storeys high villa type single 

detached garden houses in block lots could be seen along the Gazi Mustafa Kemal 

Boulevard, from Sıhhıye to the Kazım Özalp (Ziya Gökalp) Street, from the Kazım Özalp 

Street to the street currently known as the Meşrutiyet Street and towards the Çankaya 

vineyards. All the new in Yenişehir were built in block lots with large gardens (housing type 

B3, lot type X1c) (Table 3.5, plan b5). Yakup Kadri was not impressed with these houses in 

Yenişehir:   

 
The houses in Yenişehir are like "self" and "self-representation" castles. The houses that are 
separate from each other and almost 40-50 meters far are surrounded by garden walls; they 
seem like houses of egoism. It is clear that no community or a neighborhood could be 
achieved there. Every family is closed within its ivory tower. This is why Yenişehir is always 
quiet...238 

 

At first, living in the apartments of Ulus was considered as a sign of power and urban 

culture; yet in time, this perception was replaced with owning a villa in Yenişehir, and then 

at the end of the 1920s, owning a flat in one of the modern apartments of Yenişehir became 

the sole desire. The lifestyle of the Sılan family changed as they moved from the vineyard 

house to a new house in Yenişehir. The house where Şen Sahir Sılan was born, had all the 

modern amenities.239  

 
The Republic had then been declared and Ankara had become the capital city. Meanwhile, 
my father became the Chief Executive Assistant240 firstly to the prime minister Fethi Okyar 
Bey and then to İsmet Paşa who replaced him. Ankara was slowly becoming the capital city 
and various constructions were carried out... Eventually, my father bought lands on the İsmet 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Architecture. (First edition: Italian, 1960). Cambridge, Massachusetts: M.I.T. Press, 1971, pp. 343-368, pp. 348-358. Also see: 
Akcan, 2009, pp. 41-82.  

237 Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 71. 

238 Karaosmanoğlu, 2015, p. 149 (translation by the author). 

239 Sahir Sılan, 2010, pp. 28-29. According to Şenol-Cantek, the ones most to suffer for the establishment of the Republic was 
the first to enjoy the possibilities of development. See: Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 105. 

240 Kalem-i Mahsus: Özel Kalem. 
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Paşa Street and started building a two-storey house on it. One day, while passing with a car, 
Mustafa Kemal Paşa stopped by when he recognized my father, and asked "Whose house is 
this?"; and my father replied: "God willing it will be mine, Paşam". Paşa says: "you are a 
clever man because here there will be a large boulevard and Yenişehir will be built here, 
happy living." Eventually, within this house, with the address of "İsmet Paşa Street No:27", I 
was born... In my birth house, there were all the modern amenities required, such as a modern 
bathroom, a European type (alafranga) restroom, running water and radiators.241 

 

Apartments built in Yenişehir were modest, smaller and more refined in ornamentations 

when compared to the ones in Ulus. The difference between the apartments in Ulus and 

Yenişehir was that the Yenişehir apartments had large gardens, whereas the ones in Ulus did 

not. Almost all apartments of Yenişehir (housing type B4) were also designed in block lots 

with courtyards and large gardens (lot type Y1c) (Table 3.5, plan b24).  

 

Öymen says that their move from Ulus to Yenişehir was a constant discussion issue for their 

guests who thought that life would be harder far from the center (Ulus) and more expensive 

in Yenişehir. Nevertheless, they eventually moved to the Özyörük Apartment in the Okula 

Street in the New City.242  
 

The Hakimiyet-i Milliye journal (1929) is very precise and strict on the construction of 

facades of houses and apartments in Yenişehir. There, it is stated that everyone could design 

the interiors as they liked but such a free taste should not be reflected on the exteriors.243 As 

can be seen in the urban and social agenda at the end of the 1920s, the exteriors belonged to 

the urban public view. Yakup Kadri criticized the exteriors of the housing production when 

the "First National Architectural Style" fell out of fashion:  

 
The apartments, public buildings within the city, are like Indian palaces. Some have pointed 
arched windows, and with green golden eaves, they seem like the degenerated continuity of 
Ottoman period's medreses and architecture workhouses.244 
 

In a regulation of 1931, published in Hakimiyet-i Milliye, a housing-plan was prepared by 

Directorate of Housing and Development (İmar Müdürlüğü), which would be distributed to 

those who wanted to construct an apartment or a house.245 Şenol-Cantek states that this 

                                                                            
241 Sahir Sılan, 2010, pp. 28-29 (translated by the author). 

242 The current Bayındır Street. See: Öymen, 2012, pp. 126-128. 

243 Dated 1.7.1929 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 435. 

244 Karaosmanoğlu, 2015, p. 127 (translated by the author). 

245 Hakimiyet-i Milliye, 20 Teşrinisani 1931; cited in Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 121. 
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regulation, even though having advantages in hindering the development of non-uniform 

settlements, also incorporated stereotyping and controlling of the masses.246 

 

Overall, as can be seen in the Old City, due to limited construction sites but high demands in 

housing, both houses and apartments could be in attached or semi-detached lots, causing 

unhealthy settlement areas with narrow, stuffy, and dark apartments, either without 

courtyards or with small courtyards that could only function as light and ventilation shafts. 

This situation gradually gets better towards the periphery of central commercial regions of 

the Karaoğlan, Anafartalar and Işıklar Quarters; towards Hisarönü, the north of the 

Hacıbayram and İsmet Paşa Quarters, the Hamamönü and Gündoğdu Quarters and the 

triangular block of the Youth's Park Quarter. On the other hand, in the New City, Yenişehir, 

the houses and apartments were all designed in large block lots and they had wide 

courtyards, not accessed directly from the street. The process of wider and larger housing 

develops from the north to the south even within the Old City and eventually towards 

Yenişehir. 

 

In order to understand the housing production in the 1920s' Ankara, it is not enough to 

understand where and how they were formed, but it is necessary to examine who were 

influential in this production process by financially supporting, designing and constructing 

these houses and apartments as well as living in them. In the following part, the role of 

investors, architects and builders in the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara will be 

analyzed in detail. 

 

3.3. The New Housing Production 

 

The transformation of Ankara during the 1920s especially in terms of housing was 

experienced by different actors who were involved in the production and use of the housing 

production. These included the investors, i.e. public and private initiatives, who financially 

supported constructions; the architects and builders who realized them. The analysis to be 

undertaken in this part of the study aims to provide an account of the role of these different 

actors in the process of the new housing production in order to evaluate the resultant 

character of contemporary houses and apartments in the city.  

 

                                                                            
246 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 121. 
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3.3.1. Investors  

 

In order to solve the housing crisis for the constantly increasing population and the 

settlement of the newcomers to Ankara, the government tried to control the problem by 

setting laws, establishing and upgrading the Municipality, the expropriation of lands, 

supporting public institutions and private initiatives and supporting banks to provide loans. 

Private individuals and firms also contributed to the development of Ankara by investing in 

lands and building their own houses (mostly single family houses), and some (the wealthier) 

contributed to the city by constructing apartments. Many foreign firms were invited to 

Ankara to help the construction process. 

 

The buildings constructed by the support of public institutions were usually defined with the 

intuitions' names as their houses, tenement apartments, or lodgings. The Municipality of 

Ankara largely contributed to the housing projects until the end of the 1920s, when 

eventually the constructions became a budget problem and the Municipality abandoned the 

project. Another major contributor was the Ministry / Directorate of Pious Foundations, 

which supported many individual housing projects and the construction of apartments. 

 

Usually, public institutions or private individuals/entrepreneurs consulted and worked with 

known architects, mostly with Kemalettin Bey, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and Giulio Mongeri. 

The buildings of these architects became to be well known and commemorated with their 

names.247  

 

The information about some of the private supporters/contractors can be seen from the 

documents or from the memoirs of the architects or politicians. Sometimes, the politicians 

initiated the construction of their apartments that were built to support the housing 

development in the city and help in solving the housing crisis. In the memoirs related to the 

construction of Ankara, many referred Reşit İvaz (contractor/entrepreneur), Erzurumlu Nafiz 

Bey (contractor), Hasan Fehmi Ataç (Minister of Finance), and Nuri Conker (politician and 

deputy) as contractors of some of the productions. Some of the apartments they initiated for 

construction were commemorated with their names. It is seen again from the documents that 

a German and a Swedish private company worked on the construction of housing in Ankara 

and the German Company had Hungarian workers, as will be discussed in the further parts of 

this chapter. 

                                                                            
247 By means of them, some of the housing production of the decade could survive to the current day and even the ones which 
were demolished are well documented. 
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Many single houses and apartments were built by private supporters, and even though many 

of them are unknown as they were demolished after the 1930s, some still survived to this 

day, especially in Ulus. The richer/privileged class, deputies or officers in higher positions, 

built their own houses, some in Ulus and many in Yenişehir, and these houses are 

remembered with their owners' names, such as the houses of İzzet Ulvi Aykurt, Necati 

Uğural, Sait Bektimur, Cemil Uybadin, Mustafa Fahri Bey, Fevzi Paşa, Celal Paşa, etc. 

Some of the houses that were built in Ulus and some in Yenişehir in a certain style, are 

authentic to the production of Hungarian craftsmen, and they are attributed to them. In the 

following part, the production of housing by public and private initiatives will be discussed 

in separate parts and in more detail. 

 

 3.3.1.1. Public Building Initiatives 

 

The government had to focus on the production of housing for the development of the capital 

city, not only for the formation of the ideological appearance of a "modern" city but also for 

the solution to the urgent accommodation problem of the increasing population. With the 

encouragement from the government, the Municipality and the Ministry/Directorate of 

Foundations became the main public institutions in providing support for the housing 

constructions in the Old City and in Yenişehir. Apart from them, other public institutions 

also contributed to the housing development by building their own lodgings, houses and 

apartments. These include the Children's Protection Agency, the State Railways 

Administration, the Tekel Directories, the Agriculture Bank and the Ministry of Health. 

Additionally, the Real Estate and Orphan Bank (Emlak ve Eytam Bankası) was established to 

provide financial support for housing projects. 

 

The construction of housing production required support either directly from the budget of 

the Municipality or with loan from public institutions.248 The Directorate of Foundations 

undertook a great work and support in allocating lands and providing financial support for 

constructions.249 One of the decisions discussed in the document of the Ministry of 

Population, Exchange, Public Works and Housing was the instant application of housing.250 

The Directorate of Foundations could start the production of housing with a budget of five-

                                                                            
248 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 29-30. 

249 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 40. 

250 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 17; "Document 9" in "Belgeler", pp. 158-161. 
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hundred thousand liras if the Tepebaşı Garden was sold.251 Reşit İyaz (Reşit Ayvaz [Abbas] / 

İyaz252, contractor and entrepreneur) and his partners would provide private support with one 

and a half million liras to this housing project.253 This support was investigated by the 

Ministry of Finance as 85% of the construction site had to be provided by the Ministry of 

Foundations.254   

 

There was foreign financial support from French and Italian investors as well; however, 

these were disregarded due to their high interests of financial gain from productions.255 

Nonetheless, a proposal of a Swedish company to construct a neighborhood is known to have 

been positively approached and investigated by the Ministry of Public Works and the 

Ministry of Foundations.256 

 

In 1924, the Ministry of Health initiated a project of accommodation. Due to financial 

problems, this project was later assigned to the Directorate of Foundations. As Vedat Tek 

abandoned the project, it was finished by Kemalettin Bey. The project was transformed into 

a hotel project by him and became Ankara Palas (1924-28257), opened on April 17, 1928.258 

 

Many apartments and single houses were built with the support of the Directorate of 

Foundations after 1924. Documents, dated to 1923 and 1924259, show the intentions of the 

contractor Reşit İyaz and his partners to construct houses around the National Assembly. 

These dwellings comprised eleven houses (four small and seven larger foundation houses), 

that were built before on the site around the First Foundation Apartment (Belvü Palas) 

(Figure 3.40a) and the Second Foundation Apartment (Figure 3.30b).260 They accommodated 

                                                                            
251 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 18.  

252 His name is uncertain, Cengizkan uses Ayvaz / Abbas in 2002, 2004 respectively; however, in the document from the 
General Directorate of State Archives, the document refers to him as İyaz. 

253 In here, Cengizkan uses the name Abbas. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 18. 

254 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 18. 

255 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 18. 

256 Cengizkan, 2004, "Document 5" in "Belgeler", p. 138. 

257 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 268-270. 

258 Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 400-401. 

259 Cengizkan, 2004, "Document 7" in "Belgeler", p. 144. 

260 The First Foundation Apartment (later Belvü Palas) and the Second Foundation Apartment (1928-30) were the final designs 
of the Chief Architect of the Directorate of Foundations, Kemalettin Bey. They were also the last products of the "First National 
Architectural Style". As the final works of the style, they had increasingly simplified facades. See: Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 71. 
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around twenty housing units of single or double dwellings.261 The Directorate of Foundations 

assigned Kemalettin Bey and Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu to design seven of them at the site 

around Belvü Palas, and four others close to the Station Street were built by the support of 

the Municipality. These would be the first examples of garden houses prior to the ones in 

Yenişehir.262 Other than those, the Directorate of Foundations supported the construction of 

five single houses in the Hamamönü district between 1924-25 (designed by Mongeri) 

(Figure 3.27, See Map: Figure 3.3).263 

 

 

(a) (b)  
Figure 3.40: (a) the First Foundation Apartment (Belvü Palas)264, (b) The Construction of the Houses in 

Yenişehir in the 1920s. Photograph: Cemal Işıksel.265 

  

 

The Municipality of Ankara controlled all housing projects during the 1920s. To support the 

development direction of Yenişehir, the Municipality constructed 405 houses in Sıhhıye in 

1925-26 (Figure 3.3).266 In 1925, the Ministry of Health constructed 198 houses on the 

Kazım Özalp (Ziya Gökalp) Street in Yenişehir (Figure 3.40b, Table 3.2). These houses were 

single storey high and had three or four rooms. They cost 4,500-5,000 liras and they were 

sold to civil servants for 50 liras per month for eight years.267  

 

In 1926, the Real Estate and Orphan Bank was established with the regulation dated May 22, 

1926 and number 844 to provide financial support for housing projects, especially those for 

                                                                            
261 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 30. 

262 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 401. 

263 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 30. 

264 Mimar Kemaleddin: Tarihin Dönüm Noktalarında Bir Yaşam (1870-1927); n.d. 

265 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 405. 

266 Dinçer, 2014, pp. 39-40. 

267 This payment period expanded to twenty years later. See: Tankut, Gönül. Bir Başkentin İmarı: Ankara 1929-39. Ankara: 
ODTÜ; 1993, p. 53 and Aydın et al., 2005, p. 389. 
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civil servants.268 In 1927, 291 houses planned under supervision, supported by the bank and 

the Municipality were built both in the Cebeci District to the south of the railways, and in the 

İsmet Paşa Region to the north of Karaoğlan (Figure 3.3, Table 3.2). 269   

 

After the Municipality, the Directorate of Foundations was the second largest public 

institution to support the construction of every part of the city. In Ankara Vilayeti by 

Kandemir270, there is a document showing the financial expenditure of the Directorate in the 

1920s. According to this document, for the First Foundation Apartment, 200,000 liras, and 

for the Second Foundation Apartment, 1,200,000 liras were spent. The other expenses were 

as listed: Four houses cost 50,000, nine houses cost 450,000 and two houses cost 50,000 

liras. These were all constructed on the İstiklal Street (Figure 3.3.).271 The new apartments 

and shops in the Karaoğlan District cost 30,000. The Third Foundation Apartment (The 

Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment) cost 35,000 liras. There were 17 houses 

built for the civil servants/officers in the Erzurum Neighborhood, which cost 75.000 liras. 

Three houses around the Numune Hospital cost 15,000, and six houses in the same area cost 

30,000 liras (Table 3.6). 272 

 

In the same report, it is seen that the Directorate of Foundations supported the construction 

of 269 more houses in 1928 after the 291 houses built in the Cebeci and İsmet Paşa 

Neighborhoods in 1927. With these, apart from the constructions in the Cebeci and İsmet 

Paşa Neighborhoods, houses were constructed in the Atıf Bey Neighborhood as well.273 The 

bases of the current Atıf Bey, İsmet Paşa and Cebeci Neighborhoods started to form with 

these projects (Table 3.6, Figure 3.3).  

 

 

                                                                            
268 Tankut, 1993, p. 53; Aydın et al., 2005, p. 389. 

269 Şenol-Cantek and Zırh, 2014, p. 148. 

270 Kandemir, Seyyah. Ankara Vilayeti, Türkiye Seyahatnamesi No:1. Ankara: Başvekalet Müdevvenat Matbaası, 1932 cited in 
Aydın et al., 2005, p. 401. 

271 At the empty blocks around Ankara Palas, at the north of the Youth's Park. 

272 Kandemir, 1932 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 401-402. 

273 Kandemir, 1932 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 401-402. 
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Table 3.6: The Housing Production in the 1920s' Ankara by Public Initiatives

 
 

 

The construction and allocation of lodgings for state officers was also a common practice of 

related public institutions. Centralized and local administrations looked for generating rental 

housing for their staff. With housing production, public institutions aimed to contribute in 

the development of the city outside the (public) institutions' lands and via dwellings and 

lodgings, these areas could become parts of the city.274 Initiated in 1925, public institutions 

endeavored to develop a budget for housing production and the large lands required for these 

projects were provided by the government.275  

 

The Directorate of National Railways (1928) built its own lodgings, close to the Train 

Station (Figure 3.3). Designed by Mimar Kemalettin Bey276, it was a multi-storey and 

multiple-blocked apartment, each floor having four residential units (Figure 3.29b).277 

Another example is the Office Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories designed by 

Mongeri (1928) (Figure 3.29a). Incorporating offices and lodgings, this building is an 

                                                                            
274 Cengizkan, 2009, pp. 45-46. 

275 Later, this effort would be conceptualized as a "state district" in the 1940s. See: Cengizkan, 2009, p. 46. 

276 Mimar Kemaleddin: Tarihin Dönüm Noktalarında Bir Yaşam (1870-1927); n.d. 

277 According to Yavuz, even though the building was designed as an apartment, it was directly used as as the General 
Management Building before it was used for accommodation/housing functions. See: Yavuz, 2000, p. 238. 
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example of solving residential units within ostentatious apartments, while representing the 

power of public institutions. Corporations such as the Agriculture Bank also contributed to 

the development of housing.278 It initiated the construction of its own accommodation 

facilities in a quite large site in Yenişehir, known as the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank. 

This project was also designed by Giulio Mongeri (1925-26), and five houses and one 

apartment were constructed around the Adakale Street (Yenişehir) (Figure 3.35, Figure 

3.3).279  

 

The Children's Protection Agency also built its own Rental Apartment on the Anafartalar 

Street, not only for the workers of the institution, but rental purposes as well as financially 

supporting the agency. The apartment was built both by the support of the Children's 

Protection Agency and the Directorate of Foundations, so it is also known as the Third 

Foundation Apartment (Figure 3.23b).280  

 

Apart from the lodgings of public instructions and the foundation houses/apartments built by 

the Directorate of Foundations in the Old City with the support of Arif Hikmet and Mimar 

Kemalettin in 1925281, other housing projects were also supported by the Municipality in 

Yenişehir. The Municipality, with the support of the Directorate of Foundations, started to 

construct 34 houses on the Ziya Gökalp Street in 1924-25, working with Arif Hikmet 

Koyunoğlu as the architect (Figure 3.3).282 The Mayor Asaf Bey, when appointed in 1926283, 

indicated that 30 houses were completed out of the planned 60 buildings that had started to 

be constructed prior to his appointment (Table 3.6). He also stressed that housing 

construction was a large financial burden for the Municipality.284  

 

Koyunoğlu talks about the projects in Yenişehir as follows:  

 
In Yenişehir, around the current Ministry of Health, 30 houses [probably the 30 houses that 
the Mayor Asaf Bey indicated in 1926] that the Municipality had assigned me, were 

                                                                            
278 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 40. 

279 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 385-387. 

280 Aslanoğlu, 2009, p. 71. 

281 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 237; Yavuz, 1981, p. 21. 

282 Tarih ve Toplum IV, 1986-87, p. 49. 

283 After the Şehremini Ali Haydar Bey (1924-1926). See: Sarıoğlu, Mehmet."Ankara Şehremini", Kebikeç / Sayı 9, 1999. 

284 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 30. 
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implemented. The payments of the works that I finished was controlled and signed by the 
Municipality Committee. When I needed money, I mostly borrowed from the İş Bank. I 
owned them a lot. I went to the Municipality for payment. The mayor Haydar Bey told me 
that they could not pay me and I was shocked to hear that the Municipality was on the verge 
of bankruptcy. I went back to the bank right away. Celal Bey [the manager] said that he 
would talk to the attendants of the Municipality [Haydar Bey]. Haydar Bey had said the same 
thing to him. Then he visited Prime Minister İsmet Paşa, he said that the payments could only 
be given in five years. Within this situation, I could no longer work on constructions and left 
four buildings unfinished.285 

 

At the end of the 1920s, while the housing crisis continued to be one of the biggest problems, 

with the construction of public buildings and fast urbanization, the Municipality could no 

longer financially cope with the housing production for the increasing population. The 

housing target set in Mayor Haydar Bey's period (1924-1926), even though not fully 

completed, was partially finished in the Mayor Mehmet Ali Bey's period (the third mayor); 

but after this experience of housing construction in the first decade of the Republic, the 

Municipality abandoned housing projects.286 

 

The government also provided great financial support for the renovation and additional 

construction of the President's House in Çankaya (Figure 3.41). Being the presidential 

mansion, the house went through major renovations in 1923 and 1924, designed by architect 

Vedat Tek. As Yavuz informs, the fine works of the house started in 1924; thus, it may be 

suggested that Vedat Bey finished the constructions towards the middle of 1924, maybe in 

the autumn when Latife Hanım and Atatürk started residing in the house.287 Due to the 

disagreements during the application process, Vedat Tek abandoned the project and Mustafa 

Kemal asked Arif Hikmet to finish the work.288 Within the same decade, deterioration in 

materials and structural deformations in the additions of Vedat Tek occurred; hence, the 

building was repaired and reconstructed by the Holzmann Firm after 1926.289 The Çankaya 

Mansion became one of the significant housing productions of the period that set the 

luxurious living standards with many technical facilities and provided an example of 

planning with the most efficient usage of defined spaces. 
                                                                            
285 Tarih ve Toplum IV, 1986-87, p. 49 cited in Aydın et. al., 2005, pp. 459-460 (translation by the author). 

286 Aydın et al, p. 389, also see: Cengizkan, 2002, p. 43. 

287 According to the projects of Vedat Bey, an additional building was added on the southern side of the original building. See: 
Yavuz, 2001, p.348. The two-storey additional building was 6.5 meters in length, consisting of a kitchen and a dining hall. A 
tower that has an octagonal plan was added on the southeastern corner of this addition, becoming part of the dinner-hall. 
Another addition was a service mass on the eastern side of the house connecting to the upper floor at one side (because of the 
slope) and at the other, to the slope of the hill. See: Atay, 2003, pp. 201-202. 

288 Evren, 1998, p. 190 cited in Batur, 2003, p. 206. 

289 Batur, 2003, pp. 192-215. 
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(a) (b)  
Figure 3.41: (a) The Çankaya Mansion, 1924. The Photogrammetric Documentation of the North Facade. 

Prepared by: Y. Yavuz- İ. Özkeresteci290, (b) The Çankaya Mansion, the President's House in Ankara. The 

additional tower on the western corner of the original vineyard house. From the Archives of Afife Batur.291 
 

 

As can be seen, public institutions and governmental offices such as the Municipality, the 

Directorate of Foundations, the Real Estate and Orphan Bank and Ministry of Health helped 

the development of housing in Ankara during the 1920s significantly. The construction 

industry was very active in the capital city from 1923 to 1928 in realizing housing 

production according to the designs of the known architects of the period such as Giulio 

Mongeri, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and Kemalettin Bey. From the collected data (Table 3.6), 

it can be seen that in total 1235 houses were constructed in the capital city from 1923 to 

1928. Among these, the apartments and lodgings of the public institutions are not even 

included. This data shows the determination and desire to achieve the capital city that a 

modern nation-state requires and the development of the city in the short period of a decade. 

With these efforts, new blocks within the Old City and a new city could be established with 

the desired ideological representation. Apart from the public initiatives, due to housing crisis, 

individuals also invested in the construction of housing, firstly for themselves and secondly 

for the income and speculation, as defined in the following part. 

 

3.3.1.2. Private Building Initiatives 

 

Apart from the public institutions' housing projects through public funds, initiatives of 

civilians to create urban settlement patterns in Ankara were also supported in the early years 

of the Republic. As Cengizkan states: "The establishment of incorporated yet equitable 

                                                                            
290  URL: http://www.mimarlikmuzesi.org/Gallery/DisplayPhoto.aspx?ID=37&DetailID=4&ExhibitionID=12, Last visited: 
27.11.2014.  

291 URL:  http://www.mimarlikmuzesi.org/Gallery/DisplayPhoto.aspx?ID=29&DetailID=4&ExhibitionID=12, Last visited: 
27.11.2014. 
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enterprises was a natural and important part of this intention292". The release of the Ankara 

Housing Development Regulations (Ankara İmar Yönetmeliği) by the newly founded Ankara 

Directorate of Development (Ankara İmar Müdürlüğü) was one of the most important 

indicators of the government's support for private initiatives.293 By encouraging the 

participation of citizens in the construction of the new capital, the sense of ownership and 

belonging was created in the community. 

 

Construction firms (such as the local firm of Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, Türk İnşaat Evi) and 

many private individuals, with the support of the known architects of the period, contributed 

to the development of the city and the housing production. Individuals with more-than-

moderate financial situation constructed their own houses or apartments in Yenişehir and 

Ulus (generally houses in Yenişehir and apartments in Ulus), either working with architects 

or with local (usually Non-Muslim) or foreign (Hungarian, Italian, German) craftsmen.  

 

Some of the private housing projects, especially the apartments in the Old City, were 

initiated by private contractors such as Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey, Nuri Conker, Hasan Fehmi 

Ataç; and from the written correspondences with the government, it is known that Reşit İvaz 

offered the construction of some of the housing projects if supported by the Municipality.294 

It might as well be that he initiated some other projects of the period. One of the private 

apartments in the Hisarönü Quarter, around the Işıklar Street, Ulus was initiated by the 

contractor Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey and it was designed by Koyunoğlu. The apartment, 

previously named as the Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment, is at the intersection of the Işıklar 

and Alataş Streets, just below the citadel, in the Hisarönü district, the area that had been 

burnt in the fire of 1916 (Figure 3.19a, 3.42 and Figure 3.3). It was a specially designed 

apartment for Nafiz Bey, an entrepreneur, a building contractor and a close friend of 

Koyunoğlu as seen in his memoirs.295 In her interview with Koyunoğlu, Leyla Baydar also 

mentions the architect of the building as Koyunoğlu based on the documents found in the 

archives of the Ankara Municipality. 296 
                                                                            
292 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 37. 

293 Cengizkan, 2009, p. 37. 

294 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 17; "Document 9" in "Belgeler", pp. 158-161. 

295 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 45. 

296 Kuruyazıcı states that, in an interview with the current owner of the apartment, Birsen Olgaç, he learned that the plate on the 
apartment, stating its name as "the Apartment of Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey, 1922", was currently lost. However, two years earlier 
(from her interview with Kuruyazıcı, 2006) they could no longer find the documents. Kuruyazıcı states that, even though the 
apartment might be designed by Koyunoğlu, the date 1922 is questionable as the style shows the characteristics of the late 
1920s. See: Kuruyazıcı, 2008, pp. 45, 46. However, in many postcards of the 1920s, especially ones dated before 1925-26, the 
building can be clearly seen. 
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It is known that Nafiz Bey supported the constructions of many private apartments in the Old 

City, along with the Children's Protection Agency Office Building and the Ethnography 

Museum.297 It might also be suggested that he supported many other private housing 

constructions in Yenişehir as well as Ulus during those years. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.42: The Houses and Apartments of the Hisarönü Quarter. Marked: The Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment 

designed by Koyunoğlu on the Işıklar Street. Photograph date: 1925-26. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory 

No: 2140. 
 

 

During the first decade after the establishment of the Turkish Republic, foreign experts of 

construction industry, engineers, artisans and workers were invited to Ankara to rebuild the 

city. Many foreign master-builders and craftsmen came to help the construction of the capital 

city and among these experts, there were many Hungarian craftsmen.298  

  

Foreign private firms also contributed to the construction of the city. There was a private 

German company, Holzmann, for which many foreign, mostly European and especially 

Hungarian craftsmen worked. Uğurlu Tunalı299, born in Ankara in 1925, writes in his 

memories that: 

  
The ostentatious buildings designed and constructed by Hungarian and Italian master-
builders were supported and built by the German Holzmann Company. The manager of this 
company was Herr Zaggerber.300 

                                                                            
297 Kuruyazıcı, 2008. 

298 Atabay, M. Atatürk’ün Ankara’ya davet ettiği Macar Profesör Antal Rethly’nin Türkiye’deki çalışmaları. Ankara 
Üniversitesi Türk İnkılâp Tarihi Enstitüsü Atatürk Yolu Dergisi, 2002, pp. 29-30, p. 1-14 cited in Çügen et al., 2013. 

299 The son of famous Young-Turk [Jön Türk], Kastamonu deputy Tunalı Hilmi Bey. See: Bağlum, Kemal. Beşbin Yılda 
Nereden Nereye Ankara. Ankara; 1992, pp. 139-40 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 460. 

300 According to Tunalı's memoirs, Hungarian and Italian craftsmen constantly left their post in holidays for a visit to their 
countries, Herr Zaggerber soon found out that the main reason behind those visits was to meet their wine requirements. To solve 
this problem, Zaggerber decided to produce wine within Ankara. He sought someone who knew about wine production among 
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The houses that were constructed during the 1920s in the Hacı Bayram Neighborhood, 

towards the Bent Stream, around the Çamlıca, Gülbaba and Taşpınar Streets301 in Ulus, are 

attributed to these Hungarian craftsmen (Figure 3.3). There are five other houses identified in 

the area other than the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House (Figure 3.5)302, which could be defined as 

"the Twin Hungarian Houses" and "the Three Hungarian Houses" due to their similar plans 

and appearances (Figure 3.43, 3.44).  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.43: (a-b) The Twin Hungarian Houses on the Gaziantep (Çamlıca) Street, in the Hacı Bayram Veli 

Quarter. Photograph date: a) 2015, b) 2018. 
 

 

These and some other examples at the skirts of the Ankara Castle show characteristic similar 

to the Erzurum Hotel (the apartment on Alsancak Street, No:15) in Ulus, which is known to 

be built by the Hungarian craftsmen (1916-1917/1920) (Figure 3.45a).303 The building next 

to it is known as the Avrupa Hotel; and as it was built simultaneously with the Erzurum 

Hotel, it might have been built by the Hungarian craftsmen as well. The apartment next to 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
the Hungarian craftsmen. He met Master Balaj, he send him to Germany for three months to learn about wine production. The 
first wine production, initiated by Zaggerber, started within the vault of the Agriculture Bank (Ziraat Bankası) building, which 
was still in construction. With the produce, Herr Zaggerber hindered the constant visit of Hungarian and Italian craftsmen to 
their countries and plus he started to earn money. When the construction of the building had finished, the production 
headquarters moved to a wine-house in the place of the current American Embassy. With this information, it is clearly seen that, 
a German private firm had worked on the housing production and there were Italian and Hungarian craftsmen working on those 
constructions. Later Hungarian Master Balaj met Cenap Bey and this led to the establishment of the Kavaklıdere Winery in 
1929. See: Bağlum, 1992, pp. 139-40 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 460. 

301 Later known as the Gaziantep, Yayık Streets and the extension of the Hacı Bayram Veli Street, respectively. 

302 The house is at the Taşpınar Street, No: 1, close to the Hacıbayram Mosque-Augustus Temple complex. The construction of 
the house was initiated by the deputy from the second-seventh period İzzet Ulvi Aykurt. The construction of the house started in 
1924 and continued until 1931. The family moved to the house in 1926 and the construction continued while they resided. 
Today, it is a registered cultural heritage at the site of the Ulus Historic City Center Conservation Plan (bought by Ankara 
Metropolitan Municipality in 1992). See: Yavuz, 2001, pp. 289-290. 

303 Çügen et al., 2013. 
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the Avrupa Hotel was built in the same style as an extension to it towards the end of the 

1920s, so it is also attributed to the them (Figure 3.45b).304  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.44: (a-b) The Three Hungarian Houses on the Yayık (Gülbaba) Street, in the Hacı Bayram Veli Quarter. 

Photograph date: a) 2015, b) 2018. 
 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.45: (a) The Erzurum Hotel (Alsancak Street, No:15), the Avrupa Hotel (Susam Street, No:8), and an 

additional Apartment of the Avrupa Hotel (Susam and Tahtakale Streets). View from the Hal Square. Photograph 

date: 2015, (b) The Avrupa Hotel and its extension in the 1920s (Susam and Tahtakale Streets). Photograph date: 

2015. 
 

 

Many private-apartments were built during the 1920s in the Old City, and some of these 

were converted to offices (iş hanı) later on. For example Nuri Conker initiated the 

construction of the Sakarya Apartment in 1923 (Figure 3.46), and Eyüp Sabri Tuncer was 

                                                                            
304 All three were designed as apartments first, but later were converted into hotels. Information gathered from the survey sheets 
prepared by General Directorate of Cultural Assets and Museums, (Kültür Varlıkları ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü) (previously 
known as General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums [Eski Eserler ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü] in 1996 surveys), also 
known as General Directorate of Monuments (Anıtlar Genel Müdürlüğü). Prepared both in 1996 and later in 2010, there are in-
total forty-seven residential buildings of the 1920s within the survey of Inventory of Natural and Cultural Heritage Protection 
(Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları Koruma Envanteri - D.K.V.K.E.). 
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one of the first renters of the apartment.305 Other examples of apartments built by private 

initiatives include the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment306 (1925-26), whose construction was 

initiated by the Minister of Finance, Hasan Fehmi Bey, and the Hatay Apartment (Hasan 

Pehlivanlı İşhanı, built before 1927307), both in the Anafartalar Quarter. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.46: The Sakarya Apartment (1923) on the Anafartalar Street. Initiated by Nuri Conker. 

Photograph date: 2015. 
 

 

The housing production built by private initiatives contributed to the development of 

Yenişehir as well. In the 1920s, the majority of flat lands of Yenişehir belonged to Ankaralı 

Hacı Ziya Bey. Additionally, an imam called Kabaların İbrahim, Kanbur Mustafa Efendi and 

Tuz Nazırı Asım Bey all had plantation fields in the area. The lands from the current Kolej to 

Kurtuluş districts were owned by Şadiye Arısoy, and some other parts of the same area were 

owned by Ekrem Engür. Three-quarters of their lands were sold to308 and later sold by the 

Municipality during the construction of Yenişehir, and the other one-quarter was sold by 

their owners.309 

 

                                                                            
305 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 462. 

306 The apartment is later known as the Büyük Hotel and later as the Çamlı Office Building. See: Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 271-273. 

307 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 267. 

308 One of the other developed areas within Yenişehir in the following years, probably the 1930s, was the current Kurtuluş Park. 
In the Ottoman Period, the Kurtuluş Area belonged to the state-lands. These lands, in the first years of the Republic were owned 
by Sadiye Arısoy and one of the prior governors Ekrem Engür. In Ankara Accounting-Financial Documents (Muhasebe-i 
Hususiyesi), dated to 1931, the owners sold these lands for 25 kuruş per meter squares to the City Administration (İl Özel 
İdaresi) to transform into a plantation area by the Directorate of Agriculture. This plantation area covered the current Kurtuluş 
Park and the lands between the Ziya Gökalp (Kazım Özalp) Street and the Servi Street. See: İmga, 2014, p. 176. 

309 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 403. 
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The lands in Yenişehir were valued because of their marketing value as well as the urgent 

crisis of housing. The wealthier could buy lands and construct their houses for themselves 

and families, who suffered in the old houses of Ankara during the war period and the early 

years of the Republic. Falih Rıfkı states that the Yenişehir lands were under speculation and 

theft.310 Individuals bought lands from Yenişehir only to sell later when they would gain 

value. He says that it was because of inexperience that speculation could not be hindered; but 

according to him, this could have been overcome by legal regulations311: 

 
When we bought large lands, we could not think to add an additional article to the regulation: 
these lands should only be sold to the ones who would construct new buildings within the 
same year according to the needs. We directly focused on speculation. Everyone had the 
ambition to own a land now and sell it later.312 

 

As Falih Rıfkı also observes, the locals were unaware of the eligible demand on their lands 

and did not think that owning a small land would make them rich.313 Eventually, the lands in 

Yenişehir would be owned by speculators from İstanbul, the deputies, and bureaucrats who 

knew about the developments within the Assembly.314 A few number of known-local 

families of Ankara also owned lands in Yenişehir such as Vehbi Koç, Ali Nazmi, Naşit 

Toygar, and the largest lands were sold to the Army Officers' Club (Orduevi) and Kütahya 

deputy Ragıp Soysal.315  

 

The first house of the Yenişehir area belonged to Director of Parliamentary Documents 

(Meclis Evrak Kalem Müdürü) and Bingöl deputy Necmettin Sahir Sılan. According to 

Şapolyo, Atatürk congratulated Sılan for his foresight in building his house there before the 

actual construction of Yenişehir, saying that the plan of the New City was going to be in that 

area.316 The first house constructed in the Havuzbaşı Square and its surroundings was the 

                                                                            
310 Atay, 1998, pp. 420-21 (Çankaya) cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 393-394. 

311 In relation with the trading of lands, the local citizens of Ankara were worried about Ankara's transformation as the new 
capital. Falih Rıfkı states that they thought life would be more expensive and they would eventually fade away amongst the 
newcomers and become poor. The result eventually turned out as they foresaw and physical and social rupture occurred within 
the Old Ankara and the New. 

312 Atay, 1998, pp. 420-21 (Çankaya) cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 393-394 (translation by the author). 

313 Atay, 1998, p. 353 (Çankaya) cited in Aydın et al., 2005, pp. 393-394. 

314 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 395. 

315 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 395. 

316 Şapolyo, Enver Behnan. Atatürk ve Seymen Alayı. Ankara: Ankara Kulübü Y.; 1971, p. 71 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 404. 
Şenyapılı lists the landowners in Yenişehir towards the end of the 1920s as deputies, bureaucrats and free-lance workers: 
Eskişehir deputy Emin Sazak, Konya deputy Kazım Rüştü Güven, Ankara Şehremini Asaf İlbay, Kütahya deputy Ragıp Soysal, 
Ankara deputy Mümtaz Bey, Tekirdağ deputy Faik Öztrak, Rize deputy Hasan Cavit, Siirt deputy Mahmut Bey, previous 
Ankara deputy Talat Sönmez, Yozgat deputy Süleyman Sırrı, Diyarbakır deputy Kazım Paşa, Trabzon deputy Hasan Saka, 
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towered house of Minister of Internal Affairs Cemil Uybadin (1880-1957) (Figure 3.32).317 

Two other houses similar in the image of the Cemil Uybadin House were constructed on the 

Necatibey Street (Figure 3.3). All three of these are assumed to be the works of Hungarian 

craftsmen.318 The first house on the İsmetpaşa (Mithatpaşa) Street was a masonry house that 

belonged to Aydın deputy Tahsin Bey (Figure 3.3).319 The first apartment in Yenişehir was 

owned by Kütahya deputy Ragıp Soysal. Next to it, the apartment of Mayor Asaf Vardar Bey 

was constructed.320  

 

 

(a)  (b)  
Figure 3.47: (a) The House on the Gazi Mustafa Kemal Boulevard at No:9, Yenişehir, Ankara. Photograph date 

unknown. Source: Aslanoğlu, 1980321, (b) The Atatürk Boulevard and the Fevzi Paşa Mansion (marked). 

Photograph date: 1928 as read on the postcard. Source: VEKAM Archives, Inventory No: 2480. 

 

 

Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu designed many private houses in Yenişehir apart from the 30 or 34 

houses that he built for the Municipality. Among these were the Celal Bayar House (1925-

30) (Figure 3.48b), the Falih Rıfkı Atay House (1925-30), the Mithat Alam House (1925-30, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Çankırı deputy Abdülhalik Renda, Minister of Interior Affairs Cemil Uybadin, Bingöl deputy Necmettin Sahir Sılan, the 
minister of Emlak ve Eytam Bankası (Meclis-i İdare azası) Cemal Bey, Financial worker (müeyyiz) İsmail Bey, Director of 
Province Sabri Bey, Director of Self-Defence (Milli Müdafaa Vekalet Dairesi) Hayri Bey, Consul of Varna Hayri Bey, Second 
Director of 'Divanı Muhasbat' Alim Bey, External Affairs Chief Celalettin Bey, former undersecretary of finance Ali Rıza Bey, 
governor Muhittin Üstündağ, Director of Appellate Court (Temyiz Mahkemeleri) Niyazi Bey, gunpowder factory manager 
Nurettin Bey, engineer Derviş Bey, architect Bedri Bey, engineer-architect Hadi Bey, architect Bedrettin Tümay, engineer 
Kemal Bey, engineer Mustafa Cemal Bey, Dr. Hüseyin Ertuğrul Bey, Dr. Hakkı Şinasi Bey, Dr. Abdurrahman Bey, Dr. Hamit 
Osman Bey, Third Army inspector I. Ferik Ali Sait Paşa. See: Şenyapılı, Tansı. Ankara Kentinde Gecekondu Gelişimi (1923-
1960). Ankara: Kent-Koop Yayınları; nd., pp.23-24 also cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 395. 

317 Şapolyo, 1971, p. 71 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 404. 

318 Çügen et al., 2013. 

319 Şapolyo, 1971, p. 72 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 404. 

320 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 404. 

321 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 306. 
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later Israel Embassy) and the Ruşen Eşref Ünaydın House (1925-30, later Lebanese 

Embassy).322 In his memoirs, Koyunoğlu defines those years as follows:  

 
There were no private architectural or construction firm other than mine. Therefore, I had a 
chance to design and construct houses and mansions of some political leaders. Among those 
constructions were the mansions of Falih Rıfkı, Ruşen Eşref, Maraş deputy Mithat (Alam) 
and Celal Bayar.323 
 

 

(a) (b)  
Figure 3.48: (a) The Fevzi Paşa Mansion, Yenişehir, designed by Koyunoğlu. Photograph date and source 

unknown, (b) The Celal Bayar Mansion, Yenişehir, designed by Koyunoğlu. Photograph date: 2017. 

 

 

Representative of the development in the new parts of the city, Yenişehir houses of the 

1920s built by private initiatives, as gathered from the primary and secondary sources, 

photographs and postcards, include the House on Milli Müdafaa Street (No:4) (Figure 

3.39b), the House on Gazi Mustafa Paşa Boulevard (No:9) (Figure 3.47a), the House on Ziya 

Gökalp Street (No:13) (Figure 3.34b), the House of Sait Bektimur (on Mithatpaşa St.) 

(Figure 3.36a), the Cemil Uybadin House (Figure 3.32), the two houses on the Necatibey 

Street (Figure 3.37), the House of Mustafa Fahri Bey (Figure 3.33), the Fevzi Paşa Mansion 

(Figure 3.47b, 3.48a) and the Celal Bayar Mansion (the last three are designed by 

Koyunoğlu) (Figure 3.48b).324 The list of the owners show how the leading actors of the 

period, such as deputies or bureaucrats, took the lead in the construction of the new city in 

Ankara, naturally profiting from the speedy increase in land values. 
                                                                            
322 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 457. 

323 Tarih ve Toplum IV, 1986-87, p. 47 (translation by the author). 

324 Among these, the house of Sait Bektimur, the house on the Ziya Gökalp Street and two houses on the Necatibey Street and 
the Celal Bayar House still stand today. The Celal Bayar House is used as a museum (1995-2011). 
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Overall, it is clear that the government encouraged private initiatives to participate in the 

development of the city via housing as seen with the Ankara Housing Development 

Regulations set by the Ankara Directorate of Development established after the Republic 

especially for the development of housing. The financially available participants contributed 

to the housing project by building their own houses and apartments in the Old City, and their 

own houses in Yenişehir, after those lands were speculated between the government officers, 

deputies, and executives who knew the decisions about the developments to take place. By 

any means, the new blocks of the Old City enlivened with their houses and apartments, the 

apartments which also provided housing for others, and Yenişehir spread towards Çankaya 

with new houses. From the contributions of known politicians and intellectuals of the period, 

their houses and apartments could be documented. These individuals worked with and 

consulted the famous contemporary architects and worked with Hungarian craftsmen as seen 

from the memoirs and the documented data, thus showing that their housing production was 

not arbitrary. It can be said that Yenişehir was shaped with the desires and tastes of the 

politicians in the Assembly. 

 

As can be seen in this part, the building initiatives worked with architects and master-

builders who provided the designs of the housing productions. In some of these projects, the 

well-known architects of the period worked, especially for those of the public initiatives; 

some of these architects and master-builders also worked for the housing production of 

private initiatives. In the next part, these and other actors of building production will be 

examined in detail.  

 

3.3.2. Architects and Builders  

 

In the 1920s' Ankara, the housing production was realized according to the designs of 

architects and master-builders (usta), and realized by the work of craftsmen and asistant-

masters (kalfa). The understanding, knowledge as well as the identity of these affected the 

resultant character of the houses and apartments of the period, shaping the newly constructed 

built environment of the city. Among these, architects seem to have a leading role; 

nonetheless, taking into consideration the possible means of professional education and the 

number of professionals themselves in the context of hardships at the end of the Ottoman 

Empire and the start of the Turkish Republic, other actors in the field of housing production 

similarly affected the final production in the field.   
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Architects of the "First National Architectural Style" had generally been trained in Europe in 

the classical understanding, and influenced by the nationalist ideology of the period. These 

architects were the last Ottoman and first Turkish architects carrying the Ottoman revivalism 

into the "First National Architectural Style". They were the ones to shape the built 

environment of the new state. Besides architects, many foreign and local master-builders 

also contributed to the building of the cities of the Turkish Republic, and especially Ankara, 

the capital city. 

 

The modernization and westernization of architectural and engineering schools started at the 

second half of the nineteenth century, when the traditional institution to train Ottoman 

architects (Hassa Mimarları Ocağı) was abolished. As Cerasi explains, "the government 

preferred to establish the Imperial Intendancy for Building when the hass atelier was 

abolished, giving free hand to foreign and foreign-trained Ottoman architects."325 In 1883, an 

institution initiated by Osman Hamdi Bey, the Royal School of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefis 

Mekteb-i Alisi), continued education of arts and architecture. One year later, the Engineering 

School (Hendese-i Mülkiye Mektebi) was established and architecture education started there 

as well.326 The Royal School of Fine Arts had four main faculties of education: Architecture, 

art (painting & drawing), sculpture, and calligraphy.  

 

From the fall of Hass architects up until the beginning of the twentieth century, architecture 

had been taught by foreign architects such as Alexandre Vallaury and August Jasmund. Both 

had designed important buildings in İstanbul in eclectic and oriental style, referring to the 

Ottoman and the Islamic architecture, such as the Public Debt Administration Building 

(Düyun-u Umumiye) (Vallaury, 1897) (Figure 3.49) and the Sirkeci Train Station (Jasmund, 

1880-1890) (Figure 3.50).327  

 

 

                                                                            
325 Cerasi, Maurice. "Late-Ottoman Architects and Master Builders" in Muqarnas, vol.5, pp. 87-102, p. 88. 

326 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 41. 

327 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 41. 
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(a)  (b)  

Figure 3.49: Public Debt Administration Building, designed by Alexandre Vallaury, 1897 
(a) Main Entrance / Front Door, (b) Detail, Entrance Eave 

(Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984, p.25). 

 

 

 
Figure 3.50: Sirkeci Train Station, designed by August Jasmund, 1880-1890 

(Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984, p.21). 

 

 

The professions of engineering and architecture were generally discredited by Muslim and 

Turkish majority and had stayed under the monopoly of the minorities for long periods. With 

the establishment of the Engineering School (Hendese-i Mülkiye) in 1884, this apprehension 

started to change when thirteen "Turkish" architects graduated from this school in 1888, who 

were later placed in important positions.328 

 

After the 1908 Constitutionalism, when the "First National Architectural Style" became 

official architectural style of the Young Turks movement, the Royal School of Fine Arts had 
                                                                            
328 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Mimar Kemalettin Bey (1870-1927)". ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Dergisi. Cilt 7, Sayı 1, Bahar 1981, pp.  
53-76, p. 56. Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu (1888-1982), one of the leading architects of the "First National Architectural Style", 
stated himself that, when he entered the academy in 1908, architecture was not a respectable profession among the Turkish-
Muslim families, the profession was generally considered as stonework, and associated with Armenians, Rums (Greeks), Jewish 
and Levantines. See: "Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu: Sıradışı Bir Yaşam Öyküsü." Arkitekt, 1991, p. 37 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 
46. 
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important changes in administration. One of these changes was the introduction of Turkish-

Muslim architects and artisans into the profession instead of the Ottoman minorities or 

foreign/European architects. To "purify" the education at the school from foreign influences, 

for example, French professor of the school, Alexandre Vallaury, was replaced with Vedat 

Bey as the head of the architecture studios although Italian originated architect Giulio 

Mongeri also started teaching with him. In the Engineering School, the engineering classes 

taught by German architect August Jasmund were also taken over by Kemalettin Bey. The 

art studios of the academy were similarly taken over by Turkish-Muslim artists, educated in 

Europe, replacing Levantine and European educators.329  

 

In 1908, the Ottoman Society of Engineers and Architects (Osmanlı Mühendis ve Mimar 

Cemiyeti) was established and functioned until 1922.330 It is clear that Turkish-Muslim 

architects rose in numbers after 1908, during the Young Turks' reign, and more after the 

Independence War. The architects educated in this generation, from 1908 to 1918, were all 

committed to saving the unity of the Ottoman Empire331, and they easily embraced "neo-

classicist" and "Ottoman revivalist" aspects of the style to represent the unified Ottoman 

identity. Many foreign (European) and Ottoman architects contributed to the development 

and application of the style as well.332 

 

During the first years of the Republic, all architects remained faithful to the "First National 

Architectural Style". One of the reasons of their dedication was the education system of their 

institutions, i.e. the Royal School of Fine Arts and the Engineering School.333 The foreign 

and local educators of the period, all based their education on the neo-classical style and 

Ottoman revivalism. One of the inspiring books of the period was "Usul-ü Mimari-i 

                                                                            
329 Vallaury and Jasmund were the teachers of Vedat Bey and Kemalettin Bey. The replacement of foreign educators with their 
students shows the continuity/sustainability of the "ecclectic" education system, collated with the local traditions and 
contemporary techniques. See: Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 41, 43. 

330 In 1908, Architect Kemalettin Bey invited the architects and engineers circle by an advertisement he gave to the newspaper 
Tanin. The gathering circle decided to establish the Ottoman Engineers and Architects Society. They gathered on August 28, 
1908 at the İstasyon Park and established a committee. The committee called the first meeting to gather in a building at the 
Taksim Park on September 18, 1908. The objectives of the society were to protect the rights and privileges of the Ottoman 
architects and engineers. The Society also published a monthly journal named "Ottoman Engineer and Architect Society 
Magazine" between October 1909 and September 1910. In 1921, the Society had reached to 242 members. According to 
Ünalın, there are no records on the shutting down of the Society, however, there are records of a "Turkish Engineers and 
Archtiects Society" after 1925. Probably the word "Ottoman" was changed with the word "Turkish", and the Society might have 
tried to continue its activities. See: Ünalın, Çetin. Cumhuriyet Mimarlığının Kuruluşu ve Kurumlaşması Sürecinde Türk 
Mimarlar Cemiyeti'nden Mimarlar Derneği 1927'ye. Ankara: Mimarlar Derneği, 2002, pp. 288-289. 

331 The concept of the "nation" at the time represented the cosmopolite and heterogenic population of the empire. See: 
Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 46. 

332 Barillari, Diana; Godoli, Ezio. Istanbul 1900: Art Nouveau Architecture and Interiors, 1996 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 47. 

333 Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984, pp. 28-29. 
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Osmani334" which was prepared by Montani Efendi and his friends for the Vienna Exhibition 

in 1873.335 The Ottoman revivalism of the last decades of the Ottoman Empire slowly 

transformed into the Turkish nationalist ideology during the First World War. In time, the 

"student-architects" of 1908-1918, such as Kemalettin Bey, Vedat Bey, Giulio Mongeri and 

others, accepted the Ottoman revivalism as the "Turkish National Style" rather than a 

representation of the Ottoman/Islamic culture. The ideology of Ottoman revivalism was 

applied as the "Turkish National Style" by the same architects after the establishment of the 

Turkish Republic. 

 

The two most important Turkish-Muslim architects of the period were Kemalettin Bey and 

Vedat Bey.336 Vallaury and Jasmund had been the teachers of Vedat Bey and Kemalettin Bey 

respectively and later they were criticized by their students. Celal Esad Arseven said that 

almost all other architects of the period followed Vedat Bey and Kemalettin Bey.337   

 

The decade of the 1920s was mainly shaped by the pioneering architects of the period, i.e. 

the four known architects who contributed to the development of the "First National 

Architectural Style": Kemalettin Bey, Vedat Tek, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and Giulio 

Mongeri. They tried to create an architectural environment and to institutionalize and 

introduce the profession within the country.338  

 

Ahmet Kemalettin Bey (1870-1927) was born in the years when imperialism was most 

powerful, lived during the collapse of the Ottoman Empire under Western influence, within a 

complex international community based on different cultural backgrounds. Throughout his 

                                                                            
334 Ersoy says that: "On a scholarly level, the novel endeavor to define and articulate the artistic/architectural patrimony of the 
"Ottoman nation" emerges in the wake of modernizing Tanzimat reforms, with the publication of the Usul-i Mimari-i Osmani 
(Fundamentals of Ottoman Architecture) or L'architecture Ottomane (Istanbul, 1873), the earliest comprehensive study on the 
history and theory of Ottoman architecture. The Usul-i Mimari-i Osmani was an elaborate attempt to redefine the Ottoman 
dynastic building tradition according to the standards of modern art-historical scholarship. Rendered in analytical terms, the 
"Ottoman style" in architecture was also promoted by the authors as a rational, open ended and universally applicable system of 
building that was subject to continuous change and innovation... The authors propose to derive the "fundamental" principles of 
Ottoman architecture, thus providing the necessary guidelines for the Ottoman architect in his new revivalist task." See: Ersoy, 
Ahmet. "Architecture and the Search for Ottoman Origins in Tanzimat Period" in Muqarnas, Vol. 24, History and Ideology: 
Architectural Heritage of the "Lands of Rum" (2007), pp. 117-139. 

335 189 plates were prepared showing examples of Ottoman Architecture. Cited in Sözen, 1984, p. 29. 

336 Bozdoğan, 2012, pp. 41-42. 

337 Arseven, Celal Esat. Türk Sanatı Tarihi. İstanbul: Milli Eğitim Vekaleti; first edition: 1928 cited in Sözen, 1984, p.29-30. 

338 In the 1910s, Vedat Bey replaced Vallaury as the head of architectural studios. One of the most important architects of the 
"national style", Giulio Mongeri (1873-1953), an Italian architect educated in Milan, started to work with Vedat Bey in 
architectural studios. Jasmund was replaced with Kemalettin Bey to educate engineering students in architecture in the 
Enginerring School (Hendese-i Mülkiye Mektebi). See: Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 43. 
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life, he contributed to the building of Turkish nationalism with his masterpieces.339 

Kemalettin Bey entered the Engineering School (Hendese-i Mülkiye Mektebi) in 1887.340 He 

worked at the Construction and Repair Scientific Committee of the Ministry of Foundation 

(Evkaf Nezareti İnşaat ve Tamirat Heyet-i Fenniyesi)341 as the chief architect in İstanbul. 

This was the most productive period of Kemalettin Bey when he had the full authority in 

executing his ideals on "national" architecture.342 

 

Kemalettin Bey moved to Ankara in 1925 to finish the construction of Ankara Palas, 

abandoned by Vedat Bey due to his disagreements with the government.343 From his letters, 

it is seen that, other than his known works, he was working on a library for the city, a 

farmhouse in Gazi Çiftliği and houses for the Ministry of Foundations.344 He contributed to 

the construction of Ankara, by finishing Ankara Palas (Ankara Palas Hotel, 1924-28) 

(Figure 3.51) and designing the Foundation Houses (1924) with Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, 

Belvü Palas (the First Foundation Apartment, 1926-30), the Second Foundation Apartment 

(1926-28) and the Lodgings for the State Railways (1925-28). 

 

Vedat Bey (1873-1942) was educated in Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris. He returned in 1898 

and worked for Postal and Telegraph Services of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Posta ve 

Telgraf Harbiye Nezaretleri) and the Municipality (Şehremaneti).345 During the reign of 

Sultan Mehmet Reşat (1909-1918), under the influence of the Young Turks, he became the 

chief architect of the palace and built some of the public buildings of İstanbul. In the early 

years of the Republic, he moved to the capital city of Ankara and helped the construction of 

                                                                            
339 Yavuz, 1981, p. 74. 

340 By the care and collaboration of Jasmund, Kemalettin Bey went to Berlin for post-graduate studies in architecture at 
Charlottenburg Technisches Hochschule in 1895. Yavuz, 1981, pp. 56 and 74. 

341 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 42. 

342 Yavuz, 1981, p.74. His knowledge in historical architectural works of the early Ottoman period developed while he worked 
on the restoration projects in the ministry. This office also functioned as an institution and many students were educated there 
under his leadership. The educated engineers, architects, and craftsmen there would spread the "national style" to the far corners 
of Anatolia. See: Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 42. 

343  From his letters, it is clear that Kemalettin Bey was in good relations with important people in the government such as the 
then prime Minister İsmet Paşa, Minister of Public Works Behiç Bey and Minister of Education Mustafa Necati Bey and also 
the founder of the new state Mustafa Kemal with whom he had conversations on architecture. See: Yavuz, 1981, p. 71. 

344 The houses were built around the Youth's Park (Gençlik Parkı), but the projects of the library and the farmhouse were not 
applied. See: Yavuz, 1981, p. 71. 

345 When he opened his architecture office in İstanbul (after 1898), he had difficulty in adapting to the environment of the 
profession since, in that era, architectural profession was controlled by the non-Muslim Ottoman and foreign master-builders. 
To destroy this provision, Vedat Bey's personal efforts were successful. See: Özkan, Süha. "Mimar Vedat Tek (1873-1942)." 
Mimarlık, Sayı 11-12, Kasım-Aralık 1973, pp. 45-51, p. 47. 
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the city.346 He contributed to the construction of Ankara by designing the Building of the 

Second Grand National Assembly (II. Büyük Millet Meclisi Binası, 1924) and designing the 

first project of Ankara Palas (1924-28) (Figure 3.51). 

 

 

 
Figure 3.51: Ankara Palas, the Station Street. Designed by Vedat Bey, finished by Kemalettin Bey between 

1924-28. Photograph date: 1933-35 (VEKAM Digital Archives). 

 

Robert Giulio Mongeri (1873-1893) was born in İstanbul but educated mostly in Milan, 

eventually entering in the Brerea Fine Arts Academy. In 1892, he entered the Architecture 

Academy of Milan, where he was educated by Professor Ferraio and Camillo Boito (1836-

1914).347 In 1898, he returned to İstanbul and worked as a freelance architect for a while.348 

In 1907, he was chosen as the head architect of the Italian Embassy of the Ottoman Empire, 

and in 1911, he became the official architect of the Ottoman Bank.349 Mongeri entered the 

Royal School of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi) as an educator in 1909 when Osman 

Hamdi Bey was the director of the institution.350 

 

                                                                            
346 Vedat Bey, also being active in schools, passed on his mission to future generations. See: Özkan, 1973, p. 46. 

347 Can, C. İstanbul’da 19. yüzyıl Batılı ve Levanten mimarların yapıları ve koruma sorunları. Yayımlanmamış Doktora Tezi. 
İstanbul: Yıldız Teknik Üniversitesi, 1993 cited in Çinici, Damla. "Başkent Ankara’nın İnşasında Etkin Bir Mimar: Giulio 
Mongeri ve Yaşam Öyküsü" in Ankara Araştırmaları Dergisi 2015, 3(1), 13-41, p. 18. 

348 Can, C. "İstanbul’da Gayrimüslim Mimarlar: Levantenler, Ermeniler". Arredamento Dekorasyon, 6, 92-97, 1995, p. 96 cited 
in Çinici, 2015, p. 20. 

349 Tanyeli, U. Mimarlığın aktörleri, Türkiye 1900-2000. İstanbul: Garanti Galeri, 2007, p. 374 cited in Çinici, 2015, p. 23. 

350 Cezar, M. "Güzel Sanatlar Akademisi'nden 100. Yılda Mimar Sinan Üniversitesi'ne" in Güzel Sanatlar Eğitiminde 100 Yıl. 
Zeki Sönmez (editor). İstanbul: Mimar Sinan Basımevi; 1983, pp. 5-84, p. 68 cited in Çinici, 2015, pp. 23-25. Mongeri 
followed the Beaux Arts principles set by Alexandre Vallaury, his teacher. Mongeri's designs of the 1910s' İstanbul show that 
he was following the "First National Architectural Style", such as his buildings (apartments) of Bulgur Palas (1912), Nurettin 
Bey Pavyonu (1912-1924) and Bozlu Holding (1920s). He inspired the next generation of architects as Sedad Hakkı Eldem, 
Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, Şevki Balmumcu, Macit Rüştü Kural, Hüsnü Tümer. See: Çinici, 2015, pp. 23-25, 32. 
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Along with the other leading architects of the period, Mongeri contributed to the 

construction of Ankara when it became the capital city. He especially worked on the 

construction of the Bankalar Street with the construction of the buildings of Osmanlı Bankası 

(1926), Ziraat Bankası (1926-1929), the Lodgings and Building of the Tekel Directories 

(1928), and İş Bankası (1929).351 He also built houses in the Old City area (the Hamamönü 

Foundation Houses) and Yenişehir (the Lodgings of Ziraat Bankası, 1925-1926) in the 

1920s. During the time he spent in Ankara, he was excused from his status from the Royal 

School of Fine Arts.352 In 1930, Mongeri worked as the Hungarian Government Architect 

Consultant.353 Along with Vedat Tek, he managed ateliers of the school from 1909 to 

1930.354 One of his students, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, would also become active in the 

construction of Ankara with the many public buildings he designed, such as the Ethnography 

Museum (1925-1927), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs building (Hariciye Vekaleti) (1927) 

and the People's House (Halkevi Binası) (1927-1930).355 

  

Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu (1888-1982) was born in İstanbul.356 He attended the Royal School 

of Fine Arts, became the student of Giulio Mongeri and graduated in 1914.357 During the 

Independence War, he moved to Ankara and started working as an architect in the Scientific 

Committee (Fen Heyeti) of the Ministry of Foundations. In 1923, he opened an architecture 

office in Ankara, across Taşhan, called Türk İnşaat Evi (Turkish Construction House), and 

worked as a freelance architect.358 During those years, architecture was a difficult profession 

as construction materials were hardly found so he initiated the opening of small factories in 

Ankara as well, which produced bricks, tiles, mosaics and clay tiles (künk).359  

 

                                                                            
351 Akşit, Ş. S. Ulusalcı mimarlık ve başkentte finans merkezi: Ankara İş Bankası Genel Müdürlüğü. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek 
Lisans Tezi. Ankara: Gazi Üniversitesi; 2010, p. 80 cited in Çinici, 2015, p. 26. 

352 Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı Fonu, 86.416.6, BCA cited in Çinici, 2015, p. 29. 

353 "Münakasa ilanı", 1930, p. 7, see: Çinici, 2015, p. 23. 

354 Çinici, 2015, p. 32. 

355 Çinici, 2015, p. 29. 

356 When his father was kadı (Muslim judge) of Gebze, he met Osman Hamdi Bey, and with his influence, he started his 
education in arts and architecture. See: Gündüz, Özcan. "Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu ve Yaşamı" in Mimarlık 82/7, pp. 5-7. 

357 With Mongeri, he worked on several projects such as the Beyoğlu Saint Antoine Church. See: Gündüz, Özcan. "Arif Hikmet 
Koyunoğlu ve Yaşamı" in Mimarlık 82/7, pp. 5-7. 

358 Gündüz,  Mimarlık 82/7, pp. 5-7. 

359 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 223. 
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Koyunoğlu helped the construction of Ankara with public and residential buildings. His 

known works include the Ministry of Foreign Affairs building (1926-27)360, the Turkish 

Hearth building, which was later used as the People's House (1927-30) and the Ethnography 

Museum (1925-27).361 The Children's Protection Agency Building was also designed by him 

(1925-27)362, and its tenement apartment is attributed to him as well (1926). He built the 

foundation houses (1924) with Kemalettin Bey in the Old City363 and many private villas in 

Yenişehir. 

 

A. Kemalettin Bey, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, Giulio Mongeri and Vedat Tek were the most 

significant architects of the 1920s with reference to the number of works they undertook; 

nonetheless, many other architects could also be identified by scanning the documents, 

projects and by interviewing witnesses. With these architects, the "national style" was 

refined and "Turkified", and its ideological approach was carried into the Republican period 

of Ankara and other cities in Turkey.364 Some of the other architects of the period were all 

graduates of the Royal School of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefis Mekteb-i Alisi), including Tahsin 

Sermen graduated in 1909, Necmettin Emre graduated in 1913, and Sedad Çetintaş 

graduated in 1918. Sözen enlarged the list of the architects who contributed to the 

application of the "First National Architectural Style" throughout the Republican Turkey in 

the first decade as follows:  

 
Ahmet Burhanettin Tamcı, Alaettin Özaktaş, Ali Talat, Aram Hanciyan, Cemil, Denari, 
Ekrem Hakkı Ayverdi, Falih Ülkü, Galip, Hafi, İbrahim Beykozlu, İrfan, J.D'Armi, 
Kavafyan, Kiryakidis, Küçük Kemal, Kemal Altan, Leon Güreğyan, M.D. Çurvidas, Mehmet 
Fesçi, Mesut Özok, Mehmet Nihat Nigizberk, Mukbil Kemal, Muzaffer, Nafilyan, Necmettin 
Emre, Nesim Sisa, Nuri Nafiz, Pappa, Peçilas, Rafael Rus, Şefik, Tahsin Sermet, Tanaş 
Yamas, Taşcıyan, Terziyan, U.Ferrari, Yahya Ahmet, Vangel, Yorgiadis, Ziya, Zühtü 
Başar.365 

 

Other than the architects, many foreign and Ottoman minority master-builders (usta), 

craftsmen and asistant-masters (kalfa) worked on the construction of many new public 

buildings and the housing production. Among those names, some were indeed master-

                                                                            
360 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 36. 

361 Aslanoğlu, 2010, pp. 298-299. 

362 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 31. 

363 Aslanoğlu, 2010, p. 402. 

364 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 47. 

365 Sözen, 1984, p. 33. 
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builders, who, together with craftsmen, were among the significant actors of the late 

Ottoman architecture as well as the (re)construction of the new capital city during the early 

Republican period. Due to deaths because of wars and struggle years and immigration of the 

minorities after the establishment of the Turkish Republic, few of the Ottoman master-

builders and craftsmen had remained. As it became difficult to find craftsmen and artisans to 

work on the new constructions, it became indispensable to find another workforce, thus, 

foreign architects, master-builders and artisans were sought and invited especially by 

Atatürk, and many European experts and workforce came to Ankara. 

 

Atatürk invited German, Hungarian, Soviet, French, Italian and Dutch experts to Turkey to 

work on many fields.366 With Atatürk's attempt, many Hungarian experts came to Turkey. 

They helped the construction of the new Turkish Republic and worked in cities such as 

Adana, Konya, Bursa, İzmir, Uşak, Edirne, Antalya, Diyarbakır, İstanbul, and Ankara.367  

 

Hungarian craftsmen had an important role to play at the construction of the capital city and 

many other Anatolian cities, as there were good relations with Hungary that had already 

started in the period of the Ottoman Empire.368 There were frequent contacts with Hungary 

after the establishment of the Turkish Republic as well solidified by treaties between the two 

countries.369 The Turkish Republic had formed good relations and cooperation with Hungary 

after the Treaty of Lausanne.370 The good relations were possibly connected with easy 

                                                                            
366 Atabay, Mithat. "Atatürk'ün Ankara'ya Davet Ettiği Macar Profesör Antal Rethly'nin Türkiye'deki Çalışmaları" in Ankara 
Üniversitesi Türk İnkılâp Tarihi Enstitüsü Atatürk Yolu Dergisi, no: 29-30, Mayıs-Kasım 2002, pp. 1-14, p. 1. 

367 Çolak, Melek. Türk Meteorolojisinin Kuruluşu, Aksakallı Havabakan Antal Bey. İstanbul: Yapı kredi Yayınları; 2012, pp. 
20-21. 

368 Particularly during the Tanzimat period, senior officials and artists from the Ottoman Empire went to official visits to 
Austria-Hungary, and met with Hungarian academics and officials. See: Cemal Kutay, Avrupa’da Sultan Aziz, Sile Matbaası, 
1970, p. 84 cited in Saral, Emre. Atatürk ve Macarlar. Unpublished article, n.d. Apart from these, the Turanian movement, 
which rose within the Hungarian intellectuals from the beginning of the twentieth century, supported the movement of the 
Union and Progress (İttihat ve Terakki). In 1917, with the alliance brought by the war environment, a Hungarian institute was 
established in İstanbul to spread the Hungarian culture and promote it. This institution which had been operating for a year, 
continued to work under the coordination of Proffessor Antal Hekler, who generally studied İstanbul. Later it was abolished 
following the end of the war. See: Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi c.V, Kültür Bakanlığı – Türkiye Ekonomik ve 
Toplumsal Tarih Vakfı, 1993, p. 234. cited in Saral, n.d. 

369 Among those were the important treaties such as Friendship Treaty (12/18/1923, Dostluk Antlaşması), Residence Treaty 
(08.12.1925, İkamet Antlaşması), and the Arbitration, Conciliation and Neutrality Treaty (05.01.1929, Hakemlik, Uzlaşma ve 
Tarafsızlık Antlaşması). See: Saral, Emre. Atatürk ve Macarlar. Unpublished article, n.d. 

370 Çolak, Melek. "Bir Macar Çocuğun Anılarında Atatürk" in Muğla Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi (İLKE) 
Atatürk’ün Doğumunun 125. Yılı ve Cumhuriyetimizin 83. Yılı Özel Sayısı. Muğla; 2006, pp. 95-105. Melek Çolak 
recommends these sources for more information on the subject:  
1) Jószef Kerekesházy. Atatürk, Az Igazi Kemál, Egy Köztársaság Születése. Budapest: Terebess Kiado; 2000, pp. 205-206  
2) Mikusch von Dagobert. Kamál Atatürk, Gázi Musztafa Kemál fél Évszázad Törökország Történelmeből, Budapest; 1937, pp. 
194-196  
3) Melek Çolak. 
- "Atatürk Döneminde Kültürel, Siyasi ve Ekonomik Bakımdan Türk Macar İlişkileri 1919-1938" in Muğla Üniversitesi, Sosyal 
Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, cilt:1, sayı:2, Güz 2000, pp. 61-72;  
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transportation with Hungary; the Orient Express constantly made way between İstanbul and 

Budapest.371 Another reason is based on Atatürk's interest in the Hungarians, as he fought 

alongside them in the First World War, and found similarities between their and Turkish 

culture.372 Another remarkable point showing Atatürk's interest in Hungary is the exchange 

of many experts between the two countries.373 Additionally, the Hungarian government had 

followed the Independence War and the establishment of the new Turkish regime very 

closely. With this mutual interest, Hungarian experts contributed to the construction of the 

new Turkey in many fields, especially the construction of Ankara.374 

 

In 1924, various communications and correspondences occurred between Darülfünun and 

the Hungarian universities.375 Thus, a strong relation between Hungarian and Turkish 

academies was formed. Within these correspondences, a trip organized by Hungarian 

professors to Turkey in 1924, had an important meaning. A team of twenty-nine 

academicians came to İstanbul on July 8, 1924. The Turkish media was very interested in 

this event and followed the developments.376  

 

It is known that the Hungarians worked as workers in the construction of public buildings 

and designed and constructed some residential buildings themselves. Many of the housing 

production of the 1920s' Ankara are attributed to the Hungarian craftsmen. Máthe János, who 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
- "Atatürk Döneminde Türkiye-Macaristan İlişkileri 1923-1938" in Atatürk Haftası Armağanı 10 Kasım 2004, Genelkurmay 
Askeri Tarih ve Stratejik Etüd Başkanlığı Yayınları, Ankara 2004, pp. 87-93;  
- "Cumhuriyetin Kuruluş Yıllarında Türk Eğitim Yaşamında Macar Eğitimcilerinin Yeri" in Atatürk Araştırma Merkezi Dergisi, 
cilt:XX, sayı:58, Mart 2004, pp. 231-243;  
- "Türkiye Cumhuriyetinin Kuruluş Yıllarında Türk-Macar Ekonomik İlişkileri" in Atatürk Araştırma Merkezi Dergisi, cilt:XX, 
sayı:59, Temmuz 2004, pp. 413-428;  
- "Türk İnkılabının Macaristandaki Yankıları 1923-1938" in Arayışlar İnsan Bilimleri Araştırmaları Dergisi, Yıl:4, sayı:7-89, 
Isparta, 2002, pp. 153-159. 
371 Çolak, 2006, p. 96. 

372 Mikush von Dagobert stated that, during the first Republican years, seven to eight hundred workers came to work in sugar 
industry, and in total four to five thousand workers in total came to Turkey to work. See: Çolak, 2012, pp. 20-21. 

373 Atatürk appointed ambassadors to Budapest whom he often worked closely with, whom he trusted and considered 
experienced: Enis Behiç (Koryürek) served as a consul in Budapest during the period of national struggle and then Hüsrev 
(Gerede), Vasıf (Çınar), Behiç (Erkin) were appointed as ambassadors to Hungary. See: Vecdet Erkun. Budapeşte’den 
Ankara’ya. Ankara: Türk-Macar Dostluk Derneği Yayınları; 1999, p. 43 cited in Saral, n.d. 

374 Çolak, 2006, p. 95. 

375 Malkoç, Eminalp."Türk-Macar Akademik İlişkilerinde Erken Cumhuriyet Döneminden Bir Kesit: Macar Profesörlerin 1924 
Türkiye Gezisi" in Macar-Türk İlişkileri Üzerine Makaleler: Macar Kardeşler. Yeliz Okay (editor). İstanbul: Doğu Kitabevi; 
2012, pp. 81-91, pp. 82-83. 

376 "Macar Misafirlerimiz", Cumhuriyet, 10 Temmuz 1924, pp. 1-2 cited in Malkoç, 2012, pp. 82-83. It might be assumed that 
the Turkish people formed an interest and affinity towards the Hungarian people due to such visits. Professor Kokler (the 
director of Peşte Ticaret Mekteb-i Alisi), one of the twenty-nine, stated himself that the reason that they were in Turkey was to 
develop the relations of two countries. He said that they were working on an organization that twenty students per year would 
be exchanged. The Hungarian professors talked about this with İsmail Hakkı Bey and they agreed on a number of principles, so 
that the exchange program could start in 1924. Ignacz Kunos, with a group of other Hungarian professors, gave conferences in 
İstanbul and Ankara in 1925, these conferences continued until 1935. See: Malkoç, 2012, pp. 84-89. 
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Atatürk commissioned for designing greenery areas and parks in Ankara, states during his 

conversations377 that Atatürk had said that there were many Hungarian experts in Ankara, 

and that he knew Hungarians well and liked them.378 In addition, to compete in the 

construction of the Victory Monument in Ankara, a Hungarian sculptor came to Ankara.379 

 

There were many Hungarians in Ankara at the end of the 1920s, and when the Hungarian 

Prime Minister Gyula Gömbös came to Ankara in 1933, he met a major Hungarian colony.380 

Peter Moricz in his article states that only Ankara had at least 600 Hungarian qualified 

workers, some working in public institutions, some in factories, and others in private 

sectors.381  

 

At the end of the 1920s, the ateliers of Vedat Bey supporting the Turkish/Ottoman 

historicism and the atelier of Giulio Mongeri supporting the European/neo-classical 

historicism were closed at the Royal School of Fine Arts.382 Mongeri's post was given to 

Swiss architect Ernst Egli (1893- 1974).383 Mongeri's and Tek's students were transferred to 

Egli's atelier, later on.384 At the end of the 1920s, Mongeri's project of the Gazi Kiosk (Gazi 

Köşkü) was rejected and replaced with Clemens Holzmeister's (1886-1983) "modern" project 

of the Presidential Kiosk (Cumhurbaşkanlığı Köşkü).385 The replacement of both Vedat Tek 

and Mongeri indicated that government would no longer support the "First National 

Architectural Style" and instead assimilated a more modernist approach that would lead to 

the dominance of the so-called "First International Style" in architecture during the 1930s.386 

 
                                                                            
377 János Máthé, Egy Világjáro Kertjei, Mezögazdasági Kiadó, Budapest 1987, pp. 158-160 cited in Çolak, 2006, p. 96. 

378 Known names Hungarian experts inlude Gyula Meszaros (Hungarian language teacher-Darülfünun), Lajos Loczy (expert in 
geology and animal breeding-Ankara Yüksek Ziraat Enstitüsü), Oszkar Welmann, Janos György (engineer-Ankara Gazi Osman 
Çiftliği), Antal Rethly (meteorologist) and Janos Mathe (landscapist). See: Çolak, 2012, pp. 20-21. 

379 "Gazi Paşa'nın Heykeli Yapılmağa Başlanıyor", Cumhuriyet, 15 Haziran 1925, p. 2 cited in Malkoç, 2012, p. 88. 

380 As told by Kerekeshazy. See: Çolak, Melek. "Macarların Gözü ile Yeni Başkent Ankara (1923-1938)" in Tarihte Ankara 
Uluslararası Sempozyumu Bildiriler, 25-26 Ekim 2011. 2.Cilt. Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-Coğrafya Fakültesi, 
Tarih Bölümü; 2012, pp. 847-870, p. 850. 

381 Peter Moricz, "A mai Törökorszag", Turan, XII. Evfolyam, 1929, p.20 cited in Çolak, 2012, p. 851. 

382 Özkan, 1973, p. 45. 

383 However, there are contradictions of this information, because some sources state that his atelier was closed in 1928 due to 
some renovations in the academy, without any connection to Egli. These sources also emphasize that both architects had ateliers 
at the same time. See: Cezar, 1983, p. 68 cited in Çinici, 2015, p. 31. 

384 Ünsal, B. "İsmet Barutçu ve Nizamettin Doğu’dan anılar" in Arkitekt, 2, 92-93.1968, p. 93 cited in Çinici, 2015, p. 31. 

385 Akcan, pp. 90-92. Also see: Çinici, 2015. 

386 Çinici, 2015, p. 32. 
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As the "international style" began to be the dominant approach in the 1930s, the architects of 

the "national style" were severely criticized by many. For example, Sedad Hakkı Eldem, one 

of the leading architects of modern Turkey, who graduated in 1928, grounded his successful 

career on his decision to break himself from the teachings of Vedat Bey and Giulio Mongeri 

at the beginning of his student years.387 In general, the attitude of the architectural medium of 

the 1930s changed very quickly in favor of the "international style".388  

 

To sum up, the schools of the Royal School of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefisi Mekteb-i Alisi) 

(1883) and the Engineering School (Hendese-i Mülkiye Mektebi) (1884) were the first 

schools where the Ottoman revivalism or the "First National Architectural Style" began to be 

practiced. With these schools, Turkish Ottoman nobles, who had dismissed the profession of 

architecture and construction work, started to be interested in these fields. In 1883, thirteen 

Turkish architects graduated from the Engineering School under the influence of neo-classist 

architects Vallaury and Jasmund. After 1908, the teachers were replaced by their students, 

Vedat Bey and Kemalettin Bey, and the Ottoman Revivalism continued as the "First 

National Architectural Style" under the influence of the Young-Turk ideology.  

 

Four known architects, Vedat (Tek) Bey, Kemalettin Bey, Giulio Mongeri, and Arif Hikmet 

(Koyunoğlu), practiced the "First National Architectural Style" and significantly contributed 

to the construction of cities during the first ten years of the Republican Turkey, especially 

Ankara, the new capital. Vedat Bey and Kemalettin Bey tried to dismantle the impression 

that the architecture profession could not be done by Turkish-Muslim architects. Many other 

practitioners of this profession and graduated architects followed their example and spread 

the ideals of the "national style" across Anatolia. Eventually, at the end of the 1920s, the 

"First National Architectural Style" started to be gradually abandoned and in the 1930s, it 

was replaced with the "international style". Some architects adapted to this change, while 

others struggled and fought for their ideas in the last years of their lives.389 
                                                                            
387 However, the previous generations of Eldem, the productive architects of the "national style", even after adapting to the 
"international style", respectfully commemorated their teachers who taught them Ottoman architecture. Among these architects 
were Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu, who even adapted to the new developments after the 1930s and designed modernist buildings in 
İstanbul; Sedad Çetintaş (1889-1965) who wrote a book called Türk Mimari Anıtları: Osmanlı Devri (İstanbul: TC Milli Eğitim 
ve eski Eserler ve Müzeler Rölöve Bürosu; 1946) and Necmeddin Emre who was the main practitioner of modernist 
architecture in İzmir (designed Gazi İlköğretim (Elementary) School in İzmir (1924)). They were the students of "First National 
Architectural Style" but practiced "international style". See: Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 67. 

388 Özkan, 1973, p. 45. Some architects of the pervious generation such as Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and Vedat Bey could adapt 
to the new developments in time. Vedat Bey, in a 1937 interview, stated that he saw very little contradiction that could not be 
reconciled between the architectural concept of his generation and the "austere simplicity" of the modernist movement. See: 
Interview with Vedat Tek in Kandemir, E. "Mektepli Türk Mimarlarının Piri Mimar Vedat", Yedigün 8, no.205, 1937, p. 16 
cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 67, see: footnote 73. 

389 Like Kemalettin Bey. While Kemalettin Bey was working on Ankara Gazi Educator School (Öğretmen Okulu) in 1927, the 
"national style" was under extreme criticism, and this had upset Kemalettin Bey severely, before his death. As told by Özkan 
and Yavuz, "Finding a National Idiom", 1984, pp. 65-66 cited in Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 60. 
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Besides the investors as well as the architects and builders examined in the previous parts 

who were involved in the production process of houses and apartments in the 1920s' Ankara, 

the actual users, whose lives were shaped with and who in return shaped the housing 

production with their demands, requirements, and choices for settlement zones and housing 

types, also played an important role. In the next section, the impact of the users on the 

housing production will be explained in more detail. 

 

3.4. Inhabiting the Capital City 

 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Ankara was a small town settled in and around the 

citadel and its skirts with the population of approximately 20.000 people.390 Even before 

Ankara was established as the capital city, there was an increase and vitality in trade towards 

the end of nineteenth century. The interest in Ankara by foreign travelers and diplomats 

started in the 1910s as it became the base of the national struggle. With the city's suddenly 

increasing population in the early decades of the twentieth century, a great struggle began to 

meet the sheltering/housing needs of the new comers.391  

 

During the Independence War, the population of İstanbul decreased while Ankara's 

population was increasing as the center of the control mechanism shifted from the first to the 

latter. The need of housing grew even more as many volunteers, patriotic individuals, 

soldiers, government officer candidates, members of the National Forces and job seekers had 

moved and decided to stay permanently in Ankara. By the end of the 1910s, Ankara's 

population had reached its peak with immigration of job seekers, thinking that a new capital 

would eventually provide a large field for construction industry, and additionally, service 

labor (required by "modern lifestyle") would be needed. Accordingly, large amounts of 

newcomers, for employment in these fields of work, emerged in Ankara. All these potentials 

made Ankara a gravitational point of immigration in the midst of Anatolia.392  

 

However, the new comers, especially the ones that left behind comfortable lives, might have 

been disappointed as well. At the 1916 Ankara Fire, rich Armenian, and Greek 

neighborhoods of Ankara, with astonishing traditional residential architecture, were 

destroyed. The housing problem started with the destruction of these neighborhoods, and the 

                                                                            
390 Yavuz, 2000, p. 233. 

391 Yavuz, 2000, p. 233. 

392 Tankut, 1993, pp. 24-25. 
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newcomers to Ankara found poor, dilapidated, and neglected neighborhoods. Falih Rıfkı 

states that, in the 1920s, "whatever there was and was not to reside in, (Ankara) was a burned 

Anatolian city".393 Before the 1916 Ankara Fire394, many newcomers had stayed in the 

houses of non-Muslims as guests or tenants. Falih Rıfkı, himself, states that; 

 
...the rich neighborhoods of Ankara, and well-kept houses belonged to Armenians. We stayed 
at the Armenian Hotel. The name was Santral. It had a good restaurant; the beds were clean 
and comfortable. It must have been demolished during "relocation"... whatever I saw in the 
name of civility in Ankara, we all burned to ashes.395  

 

After the fire, the new comers struggled to find shelter within the city. Some stayed at 

Taşhan, a hotel in the form of an inn (han), and some stayed with local families in old and 

neglected houses within the Old City.396  

 

After the establishment of the Republic, patriotic individuals from different cities also 

gathered to take part in the administrative mechanism of the new state. As Ankara became 

the capital city, the constructions of public buildings for governmental, economic, social, and 

cultural functions of the new government were carried out. While Ankara's construction 

accelerated, the need for shelter and eventually the housing problem gradually increased. 

The general headquarters of the armed forces was already in Ankara. More housing 

problems occurred as the ministries, the general management of companies and embassies all 

moved to Ankara397, bringing workers and their families with them. Because of this social 

gathering, a new social class appeared in Ankara, known as officials or civil servants.398 This 

social happening shaped the formation of Ankara and turned it into a city belonging to 

officers/civil servants399, where eventually its actual dwellers would become and feel like 

foreigners.400 

                                                                            
393 "Oturulabilecek nesi var nesi yoksa yanmış bir Anadolu kasabası." See: Falih Rıfkı Atay, "Ankara'nın İmarı Üzerine", Ulus, 
1950 cited in Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 33. 

394 Esin and Etöz, 2015, pp. 175-189. 

395 Atay, Falih Rıfkı, 1963, p. 46 cited in Esin and Etöz, Zeliha, 2015, p. 211 (translation by the author). 

396 Yavuz, 2000, p. 233. 

397 Sarıoğlu, 2001, p. 33. 

398 Tankut, 1993, p. 24. 

399 Tankut, 1993, p. 36. 

400 Şenol-Cantek, 2011, p. 127. 
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Table 3.7: The Population of Ankara according to Religion and Ethnic Groups from 1881 to 1927-28401 

 
 

 

Ankara witnessed the fastest increase in population percentage during the 1920s.402 Until the 

1920s, the population decreased considerably because of wars and struggle years.403 After 

1920, as Ankara became the capital city, due to immigration of work force in every field, 

Ankara's population increased to a considerable number.404 However, the population of 

minority groups decreased, as they started to emigrate, while, the Muslims, the majority 

group, increased in numbers.405 The statistical data showed that the majority of population 

was not local, workers usually came from outside of the city, and men and women were not 

equally distributed within the population as usually men came for employment opportunities 

(Table 3.7, 3.8).406 
 
                                                                            
401 For the data of 1881 See: Behar, C. Osmanlı İmparatorluğu ve Türkiye'nin Nüfusu 1500-1927, Cilt 1. Ankara: Devlet 
İstatistik Enstitüsü; 1996, p. 34. For the data of 1890 See: Cuinet, V. La Turquie d'asie, Cilt 1. Paris: E. Leroux; 1890, p. 283. 
For the data of 1902 See: Ankara Vilayeti Salnamesi H.1320, Ankara: Vilayet Matbaası; 1902, appendix. These are gathered 
from the studies of Aktüre. See: Aktüre, Sevgi. "1890'dan 1930'a Ankara'da Günlük Yaşam" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 
1998 Seminer Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 35-74, p. 54. For the 
data of 1927-28 See: "İstatistik Yıllığı, 1928" (Statistical Yearbook, 1928) in Aydın et al. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara, 
Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 2005, pp. 450-451. 

402 Ankara's population counted 25.595 in 1881, 27.825 in 1890, 33.768 in 1902. 

403 Just before the 1920s, the population is estimated to be around 18.000 to 20.000. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 47. 

404 In 1926, the population doubled and reached 47.727. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 47. Only in seven years of time, it reached up 
to the count of 74.784 in 1927.In 1928, the total population reached 107.641. See: Aydın et al., 2005, p. 450. 

405 The Orthodox Rums (Greeks) counted 2.329 in 1902, only 517 in 1927, and the Armenians counted 7.828 in 1902, only 678 
in 1927, and the Jewish counted 842 in 1902, 658 in 1927. The Muslim population increased from 22.769 in 1902 to 70.909 in 
1927. According to the yearbook of 1928, 1230 were Catholics, 287 were Protestants, 517 were Orthodox, 678 were 
Armenians, 289 were Christians, and 658 were Jewish. 69 counted as "other" religion and 147 counted as "unknown" religion. 
In the city, 2024 were not Turkish citizens and 3061 were born outside the country. See: Aydın et al., 2015, pp. 450-451. 

406 According to the 1928 Statistical Yearbook, the population of women counted 25,345 and men counted 49,439 in 1928. Of 
the population, 13,641 were under 13 years of age, 58,926 were between the ages of 13-60 and 1986 were over 60 or with 
unknown age. 21,491 men and 7,194 women had literacy, while 27,857 men and 18,011 women, in total 45,868 people, i.e. 
61,5% of the population, were illiterate. The 78,79% of the population were available for work. Apart from the soldiers, 46,8% 
of the population, 29,988 people, were with profession. 16,3% of the population were farmers, 21,9% worked at private sector 
and 8,7% worked at public institutions. 53,1% of the population were unemployed. Only 16% worked at industrial sector, i.e. 
6,775 people. According to the statistical data of 1928, this number decreased to 4243 people, to 14% of the population. See: 
Aydın et al., 2005, p. 451. 
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In short, the population increase gained momentum with the shift of the central control 

mechanism to Ankara during the National Struggle years from the late 1910s onwards. As 

Ankara became the capital city in 1923, soldiers, government officers, patriotic individuals, 

villagers, construction labor, and service labor immigrated to Ankara in large numbers. All 

of the public institutions were carried to Ankara, thus, there was the urgent need to produce 

public buildings in the new capital city. With the construction of central governmental 

offices, ministries, companies and embassies, their workers and their families also started to 

come to Ankara. In time, the growth of the city became a significant problem together with 

the need to accommodate the new public functions and housing for the new comers, and this 

required a development and urbanization plan to transform the Old City and to build a "New 

City". 
 
 

Table 3.8: The Population of Ankara according to Religion and Ethnic Groups, Gender, and Age in 1927-28 

 
 

 

In the 1920s' Ankara, the dwellers of the city were divided into two major groups as 

"foreigners and natives".407 These two groups could not easily be reconciled due to cultural 

and class differences. Apart from these groups, there were also other various subgroups of 

the population. For example, among the natives, there were the "minorities" of the Ottoman 

Empire, who remained in Turkey after the National Struggle, although very few in numbers, 

and continued to live and gradually decrease in number. There were the "exchange 

minorities408", the emigrants, separate from both of the major groups defined above, who 

                                                                            
407 Şenol-Cantek, 2011. 
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emigrated from various lands that previously belonged to the Ottoman Empire.409 The 

exchange emigrants became part of many Anatolian cities, and eventually of Ankara during 

the 1920s as well. 

  

In Ankara, as Cengizkan states, for the immigrants of the Exchange Program, the Ahi Mes'ud 

Sample Village in Etimesgut (outer suburban region of Ankara) was formed in 1928, which 

was successful, and led to the formation of other villages throughout Anatolia during the 

1930s.410 Another issue was the abandoned houses of the emigrated minorities, and they 

were planned to be reused by the exchange immigrants; however, in time, the use of 

abandoned houses for the exchange population stopped.411 Here, it can be assumed that these 

houses had already been settled by others and used by speculators.412 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
408 The definition of minority is to be explained here. The term "minority" was defined by the Treaty of Lausanne for the non-
Muslim population of Turkey. It was a social category, which was new and unfamiliar to the natives of the Ottoman territories. 
The apparent "difference" of lifestyle was necessary for the "minor-itization" and eventually, a lesser category of citizenship 
was defined for these groups after the Republic and their participation in Turkey's public, economic, and cultural life 
diminished conspicuously. See: Kezer, Zeynep. Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the Early Republic. 
Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of Pittsburgh Press; 2015, pp. 118-119. 

409 In the last Ottoman census in 1914 and the first republican census in 1927, it is seen that the population (covering the 
territory of the current Turkey) changed dramatically. In 1914, one in every five people was non-Muslim, and in 1927, only 
one-in-forty was. This drop was due to population movements surrounding the Ottoman territories. Disintegrating the empire 
caused massacres, deportations, and population exchanges, and accordingly, dramatic change in the population census. After the 
Treaty of Lausanne (July 24, 1923), the remaining Orthodox Christians were exchanged with the Muslim population of Greece. 
See: Kezer, 2015, pp. 114-15. The exchange was settled between Greece and Turkey with the "Turkish-Greek Population 
Exchange Agreement and Protocol" signed on January 30, 1923. This exchange was obligatory (exchange obligatorie) and 
started on May 1, 1923. See: Cengizkan, Ali. Mübadele Konut ve Yerleşimleri. Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi & Arkadaş 
Yayıncılık; 2004, p. 18. According to Kezer, this process resulted in the departure of approximately two million Orthodox 
Christians (many of them did not speak Greek), and the arrival of half million Muslims (speakers of mix of Turkish, Greek, 
Albanian, and Macedonian). The country became 98% Muslim, a Muslim country than ever before. The majority of non-
Muslims (previously living in Anatolia) had preferred to live in cities, so the percentage of the urban population dropped from 
25% to 18%. A change, according to Kezer, that would have economic consequences in the long-term. See: Kezer, 2015, p. 
115. 

410 The exchange and settlement problem was so overwhelming and in large scale that on October 23, 1923, Exchange, 
Construction, and Settlement Ministry (Mübadele, İmar ve İskan Vekaleti) was established. In the new settlement regions for the 
exchange immigrants, the concerned issues such as housing, land, terrain, progress payment, and distribution were decided by 
the order/document approved by Council of Ministers, on July 6, 1924: "Document Concerning the Estate, Land and Farmland 
for the Exchange Refugees" (Muhacirlara Emlak, Arazi ve Eşcar-ı Müsmire Tevzi'atına Da'ir Ta'limatname). With this 
document, decisions were made about the permanent settlement of the emigrants. Three main titles were discussed about 
"urgent sheltering", as Cengizkan defines: a) simple and temporary houses, b) Economic Houses (İktisadi Haneler) and new 
settlement areas Sample Villages (Numune Köyler) and c) the Abandoned Properties (Emval-i Metruke). Cengizkan states that 
in July 17, 1923, Anatolia was divided into eight regions for the settlement of exchange immigrants by the Ministerial board 
decision. These were later divided into ten regions, and defined by Exchange, Construction, and Settlement Ministry as the 
regions of:  1.Region: Sinop, Samsun, Ordu, Giresun, Gümüşhane, Trabzon, Amasya, Çorum; 2.Region: Edirne, Tekirdağ, 
Gelibolu, Kırklareli, Çanakkale; 3. Region: Balıkesir; 4.Region: İzmir, Manisa, Aydın, Menteşe, Afyon; 5. Region: Bursa; 6. 
Region: İstanbul, Çatalca, Zonguldak; 7. Region: İzmit, Bolu,  Bilecik, Eskişehir, Kütahya; 8. Region: Antalya, Isparta, Burdur; 
9. Region: Konya, Niğde, Kayseri, Aksaray, Kırşehir; 10. Region: Adana, Mersin, Silifke, Kozan, Gaziantep, Maraş. As can be 
seen Ankara was not one of the settlement zones for the exchange immigrants. For more information see: Cengizkan, Ali. 
"İskan Çalışmasının Planlama ve Mimari Tasarım Örnekleri" in Mübadele Konut ve Yerleşimleri. Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık 
Fakültesi & Arkadaş Yayıncılık; 2004, pp. 27-31. 

411 The main reason of article "c" was that these houses had to be spared for the incoming exchange population emigrating from 
Greece and the abandoned properties (emval-i metruke) should have been distributed to them at the equal amounts of worth as 
their properties they had left behind. See: Cengizkan, 2004, pp.50-51. At the end of 1924, in Ankara, as one of the cities 
struggling with fire damage, there were 234 houses worth 10.389 liras abandoned by the Armenian Ottoman population. 
Suggestively, if each owner had a vineyard house as well along with vineyards, there were 146 houses worth 5.250 liras. Again, 
in Ankara, there were 56 vineyards and vineyard houses worth 5.200 liras and 289 houses worth 52.862 liras abandoned by the 
Rum (Greek) Ottoman population. In total, there were 192 vineyard houses at the outskirts (vineyards) and 523 houses in the 
Old City, abandoned by the Armenian and Greek (Rum) Ottoman population. See: Document dated December 23, 1340 (1924), 
number 226, named "Türkiye dahilindeki Rum emval-i metrukesinin gösterir ayrıntılı cetvel / Detailed chart showing the 
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Usually, a group of people with common characteristics in terms of class, religion, business, 

etc., settles in the same location, and eventually each district has certain common social 

characteristics. Sennett explains that a rising class usually does not have a certain and clear 

idea about itself, and hence, the request of certain rights and the desire of financial power 

might overcome the accustomed behaviors, traditions, and values.413 The rise of class 

consciousness might begin in a group of people who actually have similar characteristics but 

are foreigners to each other. This can explain the differentiation of the leaders of the 

government from the others in the city, forming the upper and middle-upper classes in 

Ankara during the 1920s, even though they shared and suffered the same conditions when 

they had first arrived Ankara. The cities with increasing population solve the problem of 

settling the newcomers by expanding the urban area in size or by compressing a higher 

number of people within the periphery of the existing city limits.414 At first, the latter 

happened in the Old City in Ankara, with the reconstruction of the burnt areas and the spread 

of settlement areas towards the periphery; and then, the former occurred in Yenişehir, by the 

construction of a new city for the newcomers, i.e. "foreigners", who also became the rising 

class. Hence, the differentiation/alienation of foreigners by natives became easier. 

 

As speculation began to dominate the construction field in time415, the housing production 

for the lower-income families became inefficient and contrarily the housing production for 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
abandoned houses of Greek (Rum) population in Turkey" and its Ankara file. TCBCA 272.10/2.13.7(3). See: Cengizkan, 2004, 
pp. 47-50. 

412 In fact, as Cengizkan also states, by 1929, there was a very limited number of abandoned property (emval-i metruke) left at 
the hands of the government. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 51. 

413 Sennett, Richard. Kamusal İnsanın Çöküşü. (The Fall of Public Man. W.W. Norton & Company / 1992, Serpil Durak, 
Abdullah Yılmaz [translators]) (First edition: 1996, second edition: 2002). İstanbul: Ayrıntı Yayınları 2002, pp. 75, 76. 

414 Deilmann, Harald; Bickenbach, Gerhard; Pfeiffer, Herbert. Konut Grupları / Housing Groups / Zones d'Habitat (1982 
Stuttgart, translated by Ahmet Göğüş). Ankara: Ayıntap Yayıncılık; 1994. 

415 In time, the production of housing became the main object of speculation. Profitability started to become the main object of 
building of houses and apartments. The urban planning started to focus on the building of public spaces and buildings, where 
the construction of the houses and apartments was left to private initiatives, and this led to speculation: construction for long-
term income. European examples to this situation also occured: "So it was in Berlin urban building and architecture - where 
abuses appeared in their most extreme form - were regulated until 1853 by a building regulation... A similar development took 
place in English industrial towns around the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth century." See: Deilmann 
et al. (1982), 1994, pp. 6-7. The speculators began to construct in every possible empty land, in the outskirts of the city, on the 
remaining lands within the city. Sometimes, the constructions were so close together, the conditions started to deteriorate, such 
as within the old neighborhoods of the Old City. This resulted in block-building, as defined by Deilmann et al., "is the result of 
the simplest form of development". "This form was most marked in Greek colonial cities as well as in Roman city foundations, 
where building blocks, limited by streets, were made up of one-family houses with a yard." See: Deilmann et al. (1982), 1994, 
p. 7. In time, the housing development within the cities formed new housing groups. For example: "In view of the new 
conditions which corresponded optimally to the hygienic requirements for light, air, and sun, as well as to the criteria of 
industrial production according to the opinions then prevalent, a type of building independent of local conditions, crystallized in 
the form of row and line buildings." See: Deilmann et al. (1982), 1994, p. 9. 
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higher-income families was beyond efficiency.416 These problems suggest a lack of enough 

housing, on the one hand, and the production outcome makes it difficult to identify this 

problem on the other because the production for the rich was mostly sufficient.417 The 

middle, and especially the upper, and sometimes middle-upper classes, mostly the 

newcomers, enjoyed living in and speculating many of the newly constructed houses and 

apartments in the new construction areas in the Old City, and in Yenişehir, while the old 

Ankara continued its previous life standards with lack of enough housing for sheltering the 

constantly increasing poor population. 

 

Additionally, the demographic changes within the city's social environment (the accession of 

foreigners within the society) caused a disintegration of previous hierarchical and social 

organization of the city.418 Sadri Edhem Ertem419 tells that, even though an enormous 

movement had occurred to create a new morality and taste in Ankara, the Old Ankara carried 

on its commitment in traditional living conditions, ignoring the developments of the new part 

of the Old City and the new city of Yenişehir: 

 
There are no words on Ankara, as it was yesterday, it is today ...without taken a step forward, 
trying to prove to history, its commitment. On Ankara's change of form, the ones who suffer 
most are the ones from outside of Ankara... Here, the lifestyle of strangers can be seen, and 
the difference and strangeness between these formations can be easily defined.420 

 

In this context, the different social groups formed in Ankara during the 1920s, examined in 

Table 3.9 and 3.10, could be listed as follows: 

(1) The locals, the native Ankara dwellers; 

(2) The non-Muslim Ottoman minorities: 2a) the ones who left; 2b) the ones who stayed, for 

example, the dwellers of the Jewish neighborhood; 

(3) The exchange (Mübadele) immigrants, Turkish minorities from other countries; 

                                                                            
416 Tekeli, İlhan. Türkiye'de Yaşamda ve Yazında Konutun Öyküsü (1923-1980). İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2012, p. 
11. 

417 To hinder this problem, the industry should consider the requirement of housing for the lower-incomes rather than the 
request/demand on housing by the higher-income groups. The requirement and necessity of housing is directly related with the 
degree of civilization, the traditions and lifestyle habits of a society. See: Tekeli, 2012, p. 11. 

418 As Sennett defines, according to the ideology of an equalitarian society, if people do not have to show their social 
differences, they would not. If both the law and foreignness allows people to impersonate an identity, then the people do not 
have to make efforts to identify who they are. See: Sennett, 2002, p. 98. 

419 (1900-1943), writer and journalist, philisophy and sociology educator, Kütahya deputy (1939-1943). 

420 Ertem, Sadri Edhem. "Ankara'da Mebuslar ve Vekiller Nasıl Eğleniyor", Resimli Ay, 1924, Sayı 10, pp. 32-34 cited in Aydın 
et al., 2005, p. 420 (translation by the author). 
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(4) The management class ("upper class"), defined by the natives as "foreigners/outsiders", 

who were the bureaucrats and the government officers, mostly immigrated from İstanbul to 

take part in the establishment of the new Republican Turkey;  

(5) The civil servants ("middle class"), also outsiders, who came to work in the newly built 

business sector in the capital city such as banks and public institutions.  

(6) The villagers and the working (labor) class, construction workers, and house helpers. 

 

 
Table 3.9: The Housing Types in Ankara and the Preference of the Ankara Dwellers in the 1920s 

 
 

 

The study analyzes the housing preferences of Ankara dwellers at the first and second half of 

the 1920s separately. As can be seen from the Table 3.9, there is a pattern of 

usage/preference in settling in houses and apartments and a relation between the "housing 

types" and the defined identities. At the first half of the 1920s, the most occupied housing 

type was the traditional houses in the Old City and the vineyards, and the new additions to 

the traditional houses in the same plan, structure, and materials. The natives of Ankara and 

the minorities (non-Muslim), who used to live in Ankara during the Ottoman Empire and 
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later stayed, continued to occupy their own traditional houses. The Muslim Ankara natives 

continued to construct new houses for their increasing families in the traditional style in the 

Old City. On the other hand, the minorities stopped constructing new houses and started to 

leave with the Exchange Law, and other political developments.421 

 

As Kezer suggests, after the Republic, the non-Muslim landscapes were redefined with new 

uses and meanings. Abandoned homes, businesses, or religious sites were gradually 

repurposed, depending on demand of urbanization and growth of the cities. The old houses 

usually housed new families, some became warehouses or office buildings, and most 

religious buildings were converted into mosques. In some places, these abandoned buildings 

were literally taken apart to provide materials for the new constructions.422 Many Muslim 

immigrants, who came to Turkish territories, settled in urban centers rather than vernacular 

landscape.423 Predicatively, if immigration occurred to Ankara in the 1920s, the newcomers 

should have settled in the newly developing areas such as the Soğukkuyu, İsmetpaşa and Atıf 

Bey Neighborhoods. They might have stayed in traditional houses as guests, might have 

rented rooms in these houses, or might have built shed houses around the Old City.424 As 

suggested by Cengizkan, they might have also settled in the Etimesgut Quarter in 1928.425 

When the first group of newcomers, the bureaucrats, the government officers, i.e. the upper 

class, arrived at the beginning of the 1920s, they could only find shelter in the few existing 

hotels, and the ones who could not, settled in the traditional houses temporarily, by renting 

or as guests. Some settled in the empty and abandoned vineyard houses. Many of the 
                                                                            
421 "Unable to move without special documentation within their own country, non-Muslims were effectively treated as if they 
were foreigners and their emigration was encouraged. By confining non-Muslims' movements to very small geographies, the 
restrictions acted as extralegal instruments of detention, curtailing their basic freedoms as citizens". See: Kezer, Zeynep. "Of 
Forgotten People and Forgotten Places" in Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the Early Republic. 
Pittsburgh: the University of Pittsburgh Press; 2015, pp. 114-157, p. 120. Also see: Cengizkan, Ali. "İskan Çalışmasının 
Planlama ve Mimari Tasarım Örnekleri" in Mübadele Konut ve Yerleşimleri. Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi & Arkadaş 
Yayıncılık; 2004, pp. 27-31. Also see: The demographical context above Table 3.7 and Table 3.8. 

422 Kezer, 2015, p. 128. Meanwhile, many of the abandoned structures that were not put to new uses or taken apart for materials, 
eventually, faded due to being exposed to climatic conditions and without regular maintenance. See: Kezer, 2015, p. 142. 

423 For example, in the nineteenth century (1878), a special neighborhood (first "gridded" neighborhood of Ankara) was planned 
for the population emigrating from the Balkan peninsula, 5000 of which was transferred to Ankara, settling in the Boşnak 
District, later known as the Sakarya District, close to the Ulucanlar Quarter. See: Denel, Serim. "19. Yüzyılda Ankara'nın 
Kentsel Formu ve Konut Dokusundaki Farklılaşmalar" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 
1984). Ankara: T.B.M.M Basımevi; 2000, pp. 129-153, pp. 136-139. 

424 The concept of shed housing had already started to form in the 1920s' Ankara. According to Cengizkan, the first shed-
housing neighborhoods were formed in the first years of the Republic in Ankara, defined as "the canister houses and 
neighborhoods (teneke evler ve mahalleler)", which eventually turned into permanent stationary settlement zones. For example, 
as Cengizkan suggests, the İsmetpaşa Neighborhood in Ankara, developed as one of the first "installation house (takma ev)" 
projects' area. This region was zoned for the houses that would be carried from İstanbul to Ankara and installed rather than 
being constructed. This was a project planned for the increasing housing problem and specifically for the immigrants. Instead of 
the installation houses, houses developed in the area, and eventually the İsmetpaşa Neighborhood became one of the permanent 
settled neighborhoods within the Old City with new constructions in the "national style". Cengizkan states in a footnote that a 
study related with this topic will be published soon. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 93 and footnote: 169. 

425 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 29-30. 
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abandoned vineyard houses, which were not taken apart, were occupied by them. The 

abandoned properties were acquired from the National Real Estate Office on very 

advantageous terms.426 This process began with the settlement of Mustafa Kemal in an 

Armenian vineyard house in Çankaya (the Çankaya Mansion). On the other hand, the 

abandoned properties within the Old City by the non-Muslims remained on the auction block 

for extended periods.427 Since the owners of the burned districts and houses within the Old 

City and the abandoned vineyard houses had left the country without the possibility of 

returning and claiming their property, the local and central government authorities used these 

for speculation or demolished them for redevelopment.428 Some constructed their own 

houses in the fire area in the Old City, the Hisarönü Quarter. They also constructed new 

houses in the empty lands within traditional neighborhoods, some in the new style of the 

decade, and some in the traditional style. They started to move to the new "modern" 

apartments of Ulus in the commercial areas eventually as soon as they were finished, such as 

the Anafartalar and the Karaoğlan Quarters (Table 3.9). 

 

Also at the first half of the decade, the second group of newcomers, the officers, the civil 

servants, i.e. the middle class, similarly tried to find shelter in hans and hotels at first, then 

tried to settle in traditional houses by renting or settled in the abandoned vineyard houses. 

Some even stayed in sheds when they could not find shelter in the Old City due to the 

expenses and the unavailability of accommodation (Table 3.9). At the same time, the third 

group, the villagers and the laborers, settled in sheds around the Old City, in the Cebeci and 

Akköprü Quarters. Some tried to rent rooms/flats/parts of traditional houses, thus the 

progress of transformation of traditional houses began with divisions and alterations (Table 

3.9). During the first half of the 1920s, the new houses and apartments of Yenişehir were still 

in planning and some in construction phase. 

 

At the second half of the 1920s, the natives of Ankara continued to stay in their traditional 

houses and constructed new houses in the traditional style for their increasing families. Their 

life continued very similarly to the period before the Republic (Table 3.9). The minorities 

who stayed, now fewer in number than the first half of the decade, stayed in their own 

traditional houses within their neighborhoods. The vineyard houses were almost fully 

                                                                            
426 "These developments reconfigured the formal and functional relationships between what had once been the city center and its 
agricultural periphery, redefined socio-spatial hierarchies they sustained, and the patterns of land use and economics associated 
with each." See: Kezer, 2015, p. 131. 

427 Kezer, 2015, p. 133. 

428 Kezer, 2015, p. 133.  
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abandoned. The immigrants, who came with the Exchange Law, mostly stayed in the same 

areas in Ankara as at the beginning of the decade, and some moved to abandoned vineyard 

houses and emptied traditional houses of the minorities who had left (Table 3.9). Later, most 

were moved to villages in Anatolia, especially planned for them, such as the one in the 

Etimesgut Region.429 

 

The first group of newcomers, the bureaucrats (upper class), started to move to the new 

houses and apartments in Yenişehir after 1925. Some stayed in the new modern and highly 

equipped apartments of the period, i.e. the apartment-complexes, in the Old City. The second 

group of newcomers, the civil servants (middle class), started to move to the new houses and 

apartments of the Old City, which were luxurious compared to the old houses of Ankara, but 

not as spacious as the ones in Yenişehir (Table 3.9). The third group of newcomers, the 

villagers and the laborers, either stayed in the traditional houses in more financially available 

neighborhoods and some continued to stay in the sheds around the Old City (Table 3.9).  

 

These groups defined above with their preference of housing types, also followed a pattern 

of settling in certain settlement zones during the 1920s. The study in the Table 3.10 analyzes 

the settlement preferences of Ankara dwellers at the first and second half of the 1920s 

separately. At the first half of the 1920s, in terms of the settlement zones, the natives of 

Ankara resided in the traditional residential neighborhoods such as the Tahtakale, 

Hacıbayram, Samanpazarı and Hamamönü/ Hamamarkası Quarters. The minorities stayed in 

their own houses in traditional neighborhoods. 

 

At the first half of the decade, the first group of newcomers, upper class, stayed all over the 

Old City, at available and preferably more modern and comfortable houses and apartments 

of the area. Some stayed in the abandoned houses of the vineyards in Keçiören, Esat, Etlik, 

Dikmen, and Çankaya. The newly built blocks in and around the Old City were occupied by 

them, such as those at the burnt area of the Hisarönü Quarter and the new blocks on the north 

of the Youths' Park area. The second group of newcomers, the middle class, again stayed all 

over the Old City, at available traditional houses, new houses or apartments. The third group 

of new comers, the villagers and laborers, stayed around the Old City such as the Akköprü 

and Cebeci Quarters (Table 3.10). 

 

                                                                            
429  Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 27-31. 
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At the second half of the 1920s, the native Ankara dwellers continued their life in the 

traditional neighborhoods (the Hacıbayram, Samanpazarı, Hamamönü, Erzurum 

Neighborhoods etc.) in the Old City, and stayed away from the newly built Yenişehir due to 

its sterile appearance and alienating approach of the foreigners. By now, the Karaoğlan, 

Hisarönü, and Anafartalar Quarters were mostly occupied by the first and second groups of 

new comers. The situation was similar with the minorities; the ones who stayed continued 

their life in traditional neighborhoods (Table 3.10). The emigrants started to move to the 

villages of Anatolia.430 

 

The first group of newcomers started to move to Yenişehir, between the Sıhhıye Quarter and 

the Ziya Gökalp Street, and some towards further south to Çankaya. Few continued to stay in 

the contemporary apartments of the Old City. The second group of newcomers stayed in the 

new houses and apartments of the Old City, such as in the Karaoğlan, Hisarönü, 

Hacıbayram, Gündoğdu, Youth's Park Quarters, and the few who improved their financial 

condition started to move to Yenişehir. The third group of new comers continued to stay in 

the sheds. The ones with improved financial situation started to move to the Old City, to the 

neighborhoods of the İsmetpaşa, Soğukkuyu and Gündoğdu Quarters, or some with better 

financial conditions moved to the newly built houses in the Cebeci Region (Table 3.10). 

 

 

                                                                            
430 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 27-31. 
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Table 3.10: Settlement Alternatives and the Preference of the Ankara Dwellers in the 1920s 

 
 

 

As can be seen from the analyses, the city was divided physically and intangibly with the 

social and financial stratification amongst classes and their preferences/necessities affected 

their choices. For these segregated classes, each at its own environment, their homes, and 

their neighborhoods became protective shelters from the others. This caused a cultural break 

within the two parts of the city: the New City, Yenişehir, became a sterilized zone for the 

middle-upper classes, and the traditional neighborhoods of the Old City continued the daily 

life as it had been in the previous decades before 1923. Therefore, in the 1920s, there was the 

traditional part of Ankara that was neglected and hidden besides the newly developing 

modern districts. The abandoned traditional houses and the properties of the minorities 

within the Old City became the properties of speculators, which they rented and sold to the 

middle and working classes. Meanwhile, unsanitary conditions started to be witnessed in the 

overcrowded old neglected neighborhoods, whereas the other parts of the city were 

developing and flourishing. The housing problem defined below by Engels for the working 

class continued to be witnessed in the following decades in Ankara; while Yenişehir 
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developed towards Çankaya, the Old City, Ulus, became even more neglected and deprived 

in time: 
 
"Good dwellings are so expensive that it is utterly impossible for the vast majority of 
working-class to make use of them. Big capital ... is ashamed to invest in the homes of the 
working class... And as a result these classes and their housing needs are often a hunt for the 
speculators." Herr Sax confesses that, the working class, "the ones with the lower incomes 
are so desperate not to be left without shelters that they become obliged (!) to stay anywhere 
anyhow for even one night and meanwhile they become defenseless and desperate. ...It is 
known for a fact that, many of them due to carelessness and ignorance... deprive themselves 
of natural development and healthy living conditions, namely, they have no idea of the 
rational health conditions, and, in particular, of the great importance a proper dwelling carries 
in these health conditions."431 

 

As discussed above, the interests of different social groups defined housing with their own 

meanings, and formed segregated neighborhoods within the city with different social/cultural 

notions. Hence, Ankara became a field of clashing identities during the 1920s, as it was built 

as the capital city, and the citizens could identify themselves with one of the groups defined 

above also with reference to their houses, apartments and neighborhoods. Perhaps, the most 

unfortunate aspect of this period was the neglect of the Old City whilst focusing on 

Yenişehir, which resulted in the deepening of the gap between the natives and the 

newcomers.  

 

*** 

 

In this chapter, the settlement zones of housing, the emerged housing types, and the role of 

investors as well as architects and builders in new housing production were studied, and the 

final part examined how the new houses and apartments of the capital city was inhabited by 

its increasing population. From these data, we have seen that the city surpassed its original 

boundaries, forming desired and unexpected new settlement zones, and the housing types 

emerged in direct relation with these settlement zones, according to their geographical and 

spatial characteristics as well as providing favorable grounds for the application of 

contemporary ideological aims of modernization and nationalism. It has also been seen that 

the production of housing could only be realized by the influential role of certain actors, i.e. 

the investors, architects and builders, and the inhabitants were also influential in the final 

formation of contemporary housing in the city. 

 

                                                                            
431 Here, Engels quotes Hansemann and Herr Hax (p.27). See: Engels, Friedrich. Konut Sorunu (Die Wohnungsfrage (1872)). 
Ankara: Şahin Matbaası; 1992, p.47-48 (translation from Turkish by the author). 
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The data studied in this chapter has shown that, for the increasing population and the urgent 

requirements of housing in the 1920s, comprehensive planning and construction projects 

were carried out, firstly by improving the Municipality, then by establishing institutions and 

banks, thirdly by setting regulations and laws, then by supporting public institutions and 

private entrepreneurs to take initiatives in the field. All of the housing constructions, both by 

public or private initiatives, applied the "First National Architectural Style", and adapted the 

technological developments of the contemporary advancements. With the fast urbanization 

and comprehensive housing constructions, the historic city expanded from its historic city 

boundaries, and eventually, new neighborhoods started to form, and the old ones started to 

transform. The housing projects carried out in every part of Ankara, within and around the 

Old City, and in the completely constructed new city, transformed the capital into a 

construction field. In the following chapter, the housing production of the 1920s will be 

studied comprehensively with formal, technical, and spatial analyses in order to analyze and 

evaluate the transformation process of housing during the 1920s in the capital city of a 

modern nation-state. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

BUILDING THE RESIDENTIAL ARCHITECTURE OF ANKARA 

 

 

After the establishment of the Republican Turkey, in the 1920s, the necessary development 

of the residential architecture in the new capital city of Ankara was the result of 

comprehensive thinking and planning. It can be argued that the residential production of the 

period was realized with the same care and attention in detail as the production of public 

buildings. In the housing production, the principles of the "First National Architectural 

Style" were adapted: Mass appearance, monumentality, and extravagant architectural details 

distinguished them from the residential production after the 1920s. Nevertheless, behind the 

formal characteristics of the facades in the "national style" that paid a tribute to the historic 

and glorious past of "Turkishness", the technical and spatial features of the housing 

production started to reflect the transformation agenda of contemporary modernization. The 

exteriors still represented the past, and contrarily, the interiors were in a process of 

adaptation to modern ways of living. The transformation of interiors had an important impact 

on the social behavior in and out of the residential buildings in line with the modernizing 

everyday life of the city. 

 

This chapter tries to identify the 1920s' housing production of Ankara by analyzing the 

formal characteristics of contemporary housing in relation to stylistic features and 

architectural elements; the technical characteristics in relation to construction systems and 

infrastructure; and the spatial characteristics in relation to plan layouts and usage schemes. 

The analyses here are undertaken with reference to the settlement zones, the housing types 

and actors of housing production as defined in Chapter 3. Aiming to understand the new 

housing production of the 1920s' Ankara, this chapter focuses only on the new houses and 

apartments of the Old City and the New City, Yenişehir; but it does not analyze the 

traditional houses of the Old City, the new additions to them, and the traditional vineyard 

houses, which were defined in the previous chapter in relation to settlement zones of the city 
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and the building types of the period in order to define the wider context of new production. 

Shed houses of the period were not included in the analyses as they were temporary and thus 

could not have been documented. Similarly, housing of the period in Cebeci, which are only 

known from related literature, could not be included in the analyses as they were soon 

demolished and the district became part of the planned Ankara towards the end of the 1920s.  

 

4.1. Formal Analyses: Architectural Elements of the "National Style" 

 

The 1920s' housing production followed the principles of the "First National Architectural 

Style", as a part of the nation-building agenda and ideological issues as discussed in Chapter 

2. The housing production of the 1920s had the physical appearances of the style with 

Turkish/Ottoman/Islamic qualities, and many of the architectural elements referenced to the 

past and to an identity as the style provided ease in the creation of the national identity. This 

historicist style used architectural elements to embellish the facades, give massiveness, 

monumental appearance, and ostentation. Even the smallest of architectural elements would 

be ornamented / embellished, and apart from the architectural elements, the facades would 

have final touches of ornamentations as well.  

 

However, with the changing ideological approaches towards the end of the decade, towards 

the 1930s, and accordingly, the change of the "national" into the "international style", the 

appearance of housing started to change as well, as analyzed in this part with each 

architectural element separately. The appearances and the use of ostentatious architectural 

elements began to lessen; instead, the way to a more simplified and austere approach opened. 

Nevertheless, the housing production of the decade, the 1920s, had prominent distinctive 

characteristics, each element varying in types. In order to do the formal analyses of the "First 

National Architectural Style" as applied in the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara, the 

architectural elements used in the housing production will be studied. 

 

The formal characteristics that defined the "First National Architectural Style" included such 

architectural elements as towers, projections, arched doors and windows, decorated 

railings/balustrades, ornamentations, and large eaves.1 These elements were used throughout 

the 1920s not only in the design of public buildings but even more so in residential buildings. 

                                                
1 For example see: Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984; 
Batur, Afife. A Concise History: Architecture in Turkey during the twentieth Century. Ankara: Mimarlar Odası Yayınları; 2005. 
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In this part, these architectural elements and the typology that they formed to define the 

architecture of the period will be analyzed individually. 

 

Towers: 

 

The use of towers was very popular in the 1920s' residential buildings of Ankara. Towers 

were thought to have given the houses and apartments of the 1920s a medieval appearance, 

like the "chateaus of feudal lords", as defined by Karaosmanoğlu.2 There were different 

types of the uses of towers: They could be part of rooms, designed as a separate space, or 

designed as staircase shafts. They could be either; 1) at corners: being 1a) at one corner or 

1b) at two corners; or they could be 2) part of the facade organization, being on sides; and 

the design might be with 2a) the use of one tower on the side or 2b) the use of two towers on 

the side (Table 4.1).3 

 

In the analysis according to "housing types" and "settlement zones", it is seen that the use of 

one tower (either at corner or on side, tower type 1a or 2a) was common in single detached 

houses in the Old City (housing type B1c), and semi-detached or detached smaller 

apartments in the Old City (housing type B2b and B2c). The use of two towers (tower type 

2b) was more common in larger apartments and apartment-complexes in the Old City 

(housing type B2c and B2d). In modest, small, one-two storeys high single houses of 

Yenişehir (housing type B3a), the use of towers was not preferred, whereas in villa-type, 

two-three storeys high single houses of Yenişehir (housing type B3b), the use of one tower 

(either at corner or on sides, tower type 1a or 2a) was very common. In the apartments of 

Yenişehir (housing type B4), the application of towers was abandoned since a simplified 

approach was assimilated, being the final products of the 1920s. 

 

In the analysis according to "building initiatives", it is seen that two towers used as part of 

the facade organization (tower type 2b) was more common in the apartments and especially 

the apartment-complexes built by public initiatives (Table 4.1, Figs: t17, t18, t19); and in 

private but extravagant apartments (Table 4.1, Fig: t20). The Çankaya Mansion (1924) and 

the Kuleli Mansion in Gazi Farm (1924) (single-detached houses) have one dominant tower; 

                                                
2 Karaosmanoğlu, Yakup Kadri. Ankara (First edition: 1934. 32nd edition: 2010). İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2015, p. 127. 

3 Throughout Europe, and even in the imperial capital, İstanbul, use of towers in the neoclassical architectural style was 
common at the end of the nineteenth century, and by the arrival of the European experts and especially the Hungarian 
craftsmen, the application started in the 1920s with the new public building constructions and the housing production in Ankara 
as well. 
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the Çankaya Mansion has its tower at its corner and the Kuleli Mansion has a tower as part 

of the facade organization (tower type 1a and 2a). The use of one tower on corners (tower 

type 1a) was more common in smaller private apartments of the Old City (Table 4.1, Figs: 

t2, t3, t4, t5) Moreover, this type was also popular in more luxurious private single houses 

(Table 4.1, Figs: t6, t8, t9, t10). Some private houses have one tower each as part of their 

facade organization rather than at corners (tower type2a) (Table 4.1, Figs: t13, t15). The 

Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (1928) is the only public apartment example 

with one single tower; it has its tower at one corner (tower type1a) (Table 4.1, Figs: t1). 

 

Overall, the use of towers were very popular both in public and private houses and 

apartments and it can be suggested that single towers were more common in private 

production, whereas almost all buildings built by public initiatives have two towers as part of 

the facade organization (tower type 2b). 
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Table 4.1: Use of Towers in the 1920's Residential Architecture of Ankara
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Table 4.2: Types of Towers According to Construction Dates 

 
 

 

In the analysis according to "construction dates" (Table 4.2), it is seen that, throughout the 

decade, towers at corners (tower type 1), and especially one tower at a corner (tower type 

1a), was very popular; the earliest example for such use was seen in the Erzurum Hotel 

(Alsancak Street No:15, 1916/17-1920s) (Table 4.1, Fig: t5) and the latest example in the 

Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (1928) (Table 4.1, Fig: t1). From the 

examples, it is seen that there was a break in the use of this way during 1924-27, other uses 

becoming more popular. The towers that were designed as parts of facade organizations, 

rather than at corners (tower type 2), became more popular especially after 1925. The 

examples show that the use of one tower on the side (tower type 2a) was popular in 1924-27 

(Table 4.1, Figs: t12, t15, t13). 

 

In 1925-26, when the most ostentatious apartments were constructed by public initiatives, it 

is seen that the use of two towers at sides became popular (Table 4.1, Figs: t17, t18, t19), and 

in some private examples (Table 4.1, Figs: t20). Before 1928, in some private houses, the use 

of towers at corners reappeared (Table 4.1, Figs: t3, t4), before the final abandonment of 

towers. 
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Overall, the use of one tower, either on one corner (tower type 1a) or on one side (tower type 

2a) was more common during the very first years of the Republic (the Building and 

Lodgings of the Tekel Directories is exceptional, built in 1928, see: Table 4.1, Figs: t1). The 

use of two towers at corners (tower type 1b) was not very common, and the use of two 

towers on sides (tower type 2b) was preferred in the second half of the decade, after 1925. 

 

As seen from the analysis above, even though the use of towers was popular throughout the 

decade there were differences of usage from settlement zones to housing types. In small 

single houses, these towers were simpler, whereas as the houses grew bigger into villa types, 

they got more prominent. This is also valid for the apartments: Small apartments have 

simpler towers whereas as the apartments got larger and more ostentatious, the towers or the 

tower appearance on facades got more prominent. 

 

The analysis of building initiatives show that the housing produced by public initiatives had 

ostensible towers or tower like appearances, whereas the private production varied: In 

simpler productions, the towers are small if any at all, and in villa type production or 

ostentatious apartment production, they can become quite noticeable. The towers (as well as 

projections discussed below) were elements to show power and status of the owners with 

massiveness of appearance in the case of private production, and display of power and 

stability of the state in the case of public production. 

 

In terms of settlement zones, the housing production in the Old City tends to have more 

towers than the housing production in Yenişehir. This might be due to the efforts to make the 

commercial zones in the Old City livelier.  

 

The analysis on the construction dates shows that towards the end of the decade, the use of 

towers show considerable decrease, as the "national style" slowly transforms into the 

"international style", showing more impact on the production of Yenişehir. Only after 1928, 

the actual abandonment of towers becomes visible with this transformation. 

 

Projections: 

 

The use of projected parts was very common in the 1920s' architecture of the capital city, as 

they became the architectural elements giving the buildings a monumental and ostentatious 

appearance with mass-movements on facades. The use of projections can be seen in four 
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different types: 1) one projection on the main facade, either a) at the center, dividing the 

facade symmetrically, or b) on one side, dividing the facade asymmetrically; 2) two 

projections on the main facade, dividing the facade in five equal parts; 3) three projections 

on the main facade, dividing the facade in seven equal parts; and finally, 4) one projection 

throughout the facade, either a) on one facade, i.e. the main facade or b) continuing 

throughout on two or more facades (Table 4.3). 

 

In the analysis according to  "building initiatives" and "housing types", it is seen that modest 

single-houses (housing type B1 and B3a) built by private initiatives, usually have one 

projection on the main facade if attached to other buildings (housing type B1a), and if 

detached or semi-detached (housing type B1b-B1c), might have one projection each on more 

than one facade. These projections are usually central (projection type 1a) or seldom might 

divide the facade asymmetrically (projection type 1b). 

 

The apartments built by private initiatives, especially smaller ones (housing type B2a-b), 

usually have one projection on the main facade if attached to other buildings (housing type 

B2a), and might have projections on more than one facade if semi-detached (housing type 

B2b), i.e. if it is located on a corner lot, for example. These projections are usually at the 

center of the facade, dividing the facade symmetrically (projection type 1a).  

 

Bigger, more ostentatious apartments might have two projections on the main facade, 

dividing the facade equally into five parts (Table 4.3, Figs: p23) (projection type 2). This 

type (projection type 2) can also be seen in some of the apartments built by public initiatives 

(Table 4.3, Figs: p24, p25). The apartment complexes (housing type B2d) have projections 

on more than two facades, and the use of three projections (projection type 3) can be seen on 

their main facades (Table 4.3, Figs: p32, p28). One or more than two of these projections 

might be semi-open spaces (balconies). 

 

Bigger, luxurious apartments built by private initiatives, have three projections (projection 

type 3) on the main facade and one projection at the center of the smaller facade (projection 

type 1a) (Table 4.3, Figs: p26, p27). Some small-scale apartments, again built by private 

initiatives, might have a projection throughout the main facade (projection type 4a), and part 

of these projections might be semi-open spaces (balconies), especially on sides (Table 4.3, 

Figs: p33). The biggest apartment complex (housing type B2d), the Second Foundation 

Apartment, built by public initiatives, has a projection throughout its periphery, surrounding 
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the building (projection type 4b). It is the only known and studied example of this projection 

type, being the most monumental production of the 1920s' residential architecture. 

 

Projections are generally not seen on private houses built by the Hungarian craftsmen 

(except for the Twin Hungarian Houses and Alsancak Street No: 15 [Erzurum Hotel] [see: 

Table 4.3, Figs: p14 and p19]). Projections are also not seen in the Foundation Houses built 

by public initiatives. In these, instead of projections, the movement of the mass of the 

structures can be observed, which can be defined as cumbas. Such mass movements on 

ground floors are generally used as balconies on upper floors. 

 

In the analysis according to "settlement zones", it is not possible to say that one type is 

distinctive to a certain region within the Old City as all types of applications can be seen in 

different areas. Additionally, the houses in Yenişehir (settlement zones 2a and 2b) cannot be 

analyzed properly since only a few of them remains. Nevertheless, it is seen that projections 

can be seen in almost all of the private and most of the public production in the Old City. It 

is easier to define the examples that do not have projections.4 From the examples, it can be 

suggested that the use of projections was gradually abandoned during the construction of 

Yenişehir. 

 

Analyzing according to "construction dates" (Table 4.4), it can be seen that, at the beginning 

of the decade, from 1920 to 1925, the use of one projection was very common (projection 

type 1). At the earliest examples they were seen on sides, dividing the facade asymmetrically 

(projection type 1b), such as the apartment on the Alsancak Street at No: 15 (1916/17-1920s) 

and one of the first Foundation Houses (1923-24) (Table 4.3, Figs: p19, p22). From 1924 to 

1926, one projection at the center of the facade dividing the facade symmetrically (projection 

type 1a), became more common in the Old City (Table 4.3, Figs: p4-p14). 

 

                                                
4 The İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House and the Three Hungarian Houses [settlement zone 1c], the Foundation Houses [settlement zone 
1e], the Hamamönü Foundation Houses [settlement zone 1d], the Yenişehir houses: the Mustafa Fahri Bey House, the Cemil 
Uybadin House, the Ziya Gökalp Street Houses, the Sait Bektimur House, the house on the Gazi Mustafa Kemal Street and the 
house on the Milli Müdafaa Street [settlement zones 2a-b]. 
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Table 4.3: Use of Projections in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara 

 



199 
 

Table 4.4: Types of Projections According to Construction Dates

 

 

 

The use of two projections (like towers on facade) (projection type 2) was not seen until 

1925, and it is first seen in the Building and Lodgings of the State Railways (1925-28) and 

the Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment (1926). The use of three projections 

(projection type 3) at the main facades seems to be preferred from 1922 to 1926, usually on 

more ostentatious apartments built either by public or private initiatives (Table 4.3, Figs: 

p26, p27, p28, p31,p32). 

 

The use of three projections transformed into the final type with the most ostentatious 

apartment of the decade, the Second Foundation Apartment, and transformed into one 

projection used throughout the periphery of the building (projection type 4) in 1926. After 

this example, few examples with three projections (Table 4.3, Fig: p29) and two projections 

(Table 4.3, Fig: p23) could be seen. The use of one projection again became very common 
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(or was popular throughout the decade), used at the center of the facade (projection type 1a). 

This type was seen usually with private houses and apartments (Table 4.3, Figs: p4, p6). One 

projection dividing the facade asymmetrically (projection type 1b) could be seen on small 

houses or apartments (Table 4.3, Figs: p15, p18, p20). In 1928, the use of one projection 

became more common and this shows the simplification of facades with the smaller 

apartments (Table 4.3, Fig: p9) and even with the extravagant apartments (Table 4.3, Fig 

p13). As can be seen, the simplification of facades towards the end of the 1920s can be 

observed in terms of use of projections and mass movements of the housing production. 

 

Projections became one of the prominent elements shaping the appearance of the housing 

production during the 1920s, as being the elements to give even the simplest and smallest 

single house a monumental appearance. The smallest and plainer houses tend to have simply 

one projection, still following the trend, but not so extravagantly, due to financial means. As 

the houses get bigger, projection numbers increase accordingly. The situation is applicable to 

apartments as well as the houses produced by private initiatives; if these apartments have 

more than one facade, all the facades might have projections.  

 

The single houses built by public initiatives, usually with the support of the Municipality and 

Foundations, usually did not have projections, whereas the stylistic appearances of the period 

of these houses were shown with other architectural elements, probably due to the cost of 

their production. Nevertheless, the apartments produced by public initiatives have the most 

ostentatious projections in size and appearance, given great importance as the prominent 

products of the decade, showing the power, stability and sustainability of the state. As can be 

seen, similar to the use of towers, the use of projections showed financial means to apply 

these elements in terms of the private productions. 

 

In terms of settlement zones, the use of projections could be seen anywhere, as the 

architectural properties were followed like trends and spread accordingly. The change into a 

more simplified appearance is visible with time; with the slow abandonment of the "national 

style", the use of projections decreased as well, and at the end of the decade, the productions 

would have only one projection, if any at all. Therefore, it can be said that the appearance of 

housing with the use of elements that gave massiveness and ostentation to the housing 

production was directly related with the style of the period, the trends it set, and its 

transformation. 
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Eaves: 

 

The use of "wide eaves" accepted as one of the attributes of the "First National Architectural 

Style" and they were very commonly used during the 1920s. Two main types of eaves can be 

observed in the 1920s' residential architecture of the capital city as plain or decorated eaves. 

Both can be either with or without supports (payandas). These supports are generally used 

for decorative purposes. These types can be seen as concrete plaster casts or as timber plates. 

The eave types can be grouped as: 1) plain / austere, a) with supports or b) without supports; 

2) decorated, a) with supports or b) without supports. Additionally, they are differentiated 

according to the choice of material as well, as x) plaster cast or y) timber plate (Table 4.5). 

 

In the analysis according to "settlement zones", it is not possible to say that certain type of 

eaves had precedence in a certain region. All types could be seen within the same region, 

throughout the Old and New Cities; and, contrary to expectation, there are many examples 

without wide eaves amongst the 1920s' residential buildings. 

 

In the analysis according to "settlement zones" and "building types", it is seen that almost all 

single-detached houses in Yenişehir (settlement zones 2a-b)5 had eaves, although eave-types 

are varying (Table 4.5, Figs: e16, e22). Again, in the new blocks towards the station, known 

as the Youth's Park Quarter (settlement zone 1e), the single-detached houses all had eaves, 

even though eave-types are again undetermined (Foundation Houses). Different eave-types 

can be seen in all types of the 1920s' residential buildings (housing types B1 and B2) in and 

around the Anafartalar Quarter (settlement zone 1b), the Hacıbayram Quarter (settlement 

zone 1c) and the Samanpazarı, Hamamönü and Gündoğdu Quarters (settlement zone 1d) 

(Table 4.5, Figs: e4, e5, e12, e13, e14, e15, e18, e21) .  

 

Analyzing according to "building initiatives", it is again not possible to determine a pattern 

since every eave-type could be seen in buildings built either by private or public initiatives. 

In terms of eaves, it is possible to mention the "architects" of the decade and their preference 

of eaves. As seen from the examples, Kemalettin Bey preferred concrete plastered plain and 

simply decorated eaves in his designs (Table 4.5, Figs: e1, e8), and so did Arif Hikmet 

Koyunoğlu (Table 4.5, Fig: e11), whereas Giulio Mongeri preferred the use of timber plated 

decorative eaves in some of his designs (Table 4.5, Fig: e20) and in others used plainer eaves 

                                                
5 Since most of the houses built in Yenişehir during the 1920s are currently demolished, the analyses are done through 
photographs and postcards. 



202 
 

(the Hamamönü Foundation Houses). It can be also suggested that the villa-type houses of 

Yenişehir, some designed by Arif Hikmet, due to commissions by owners, might have 

decorated eaves. 

 

Eaves that are decorated in a similar, almost identical way can be observed on different 

buildings within same neighborhoods and on the same streets: Concrete cast eaves with 

equally separated dotted-circular embellishments can be seen both on the Hasan Fehmi Ataç 

Apartment (Table 4.5, Fig: e9) and on Anafartalar Street, No: 29 (Table 4.5, Fig: e10). The 

same applications can be seen at different regions as well: Timber plates decorated with 

horizontal and vertical lines overlapping each other can be seen on the Three Hungarian 

Houses, the house on the Dumlupınar Street, No:4 in the Gündoğdu Quarter and the 

apartment on Konya Street, No:29 in the Anafartalar Quarter (Table 4.5, Figs: e18, e21, 

e17). 

 

Throughout the decade, concrete/plastered eaves (eave type X1, X2) seem to be preferred, 

slightly more than timber plate eaves (eave type Y1, Y2) (Table 4.6). However, it is seen 

that, at the beginning of the decade, plain or decorative timber plate eaves were more 

common, especially used in private production (Table 4.5, Fig: e14). Within the same 

building, different types can be used as well (Table 4.5, Fig: e14, e19). 

 

In 1925-26, concrete/plastered eaves seem to be more preferred in luxurious and 

consequently highly decorated apartments, especially the decorated concrete eaves with 

supports (eave type X2a) (Table 4.5, Fig: e9, e10). This eave type can be seen with the 

Second Foundation Apartment as well, again another luxurious apartment but simpler in 

decorations (Table 4.5, Fig: e8). Decorative eaves without supports (eave type X2b) can also 

be observed during the same era (Table 4.5, Fig: e11). Plain concrete eaves can be seen with 

supports (eave type X1a) as well (Table 4.5, Fig: e1), and latest example of this type is seen 

before 1927 on Işıklar Street No: 16b, a private apartment (Table 4.5, Fig: e2).  
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Table 4.5: Use of Eaves in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara
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Table 4.6: Types of Eaves According to Construction Dates

 

 

 

The use of supports seems to be abandoned after 1926 both for plain timber plate eaves (eave 

type Y1b) (Table 4.5, Fig: e15, e16); and decorated timber plate eaves (eave type Y2b) 

(Table 4.5, Fig: e20). During and after 1928, concrete plain eaves without supports (eave 

type X1b) seem to be preferred, probably due to the simplification of the style towards the 

end of the decade. This can be observed both with the examples of private and public 

production (Table 4.5, Fig: e6, e7). Also with eaves, there is a decrease in usage towards the 

end of the decade. 

 

Overall, as "wide eaves" were usually accepted to have been used in the architectural 

production of the decade, it was interesting to find many examples without wide eaves in the 

housing production amongst the ones with eaves. All types of eaves can be seen in different 

regions, and there is not a direct correlation between types of eaves and settlement zones. 

Nevertheless, it can be said that, within the same neighborhoods, and on the same streets, 

certain styles and even decoration of eaves were repeated, showing that the use of 

architectural elements can become a trend, and it was certainly so during the 1920s.  
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The type of eaves did not a follow a pattern in housing types or building initiatives as well; 

however, as described earlier, the architects of the period had their own style of application. 

Kemalettin Bey preferred plain concrete eaves, so did Arif Hikmet when he worked with 

public initiatives, but when he worked with private owners in Yenişehir, it can be seen that 

the eaves became more decorated. This shows that individuals, owners of Yenişehir houses, 

preferred their houses to stand out and they had a strong impact on the housing production of 

the decade and especially in the New City. Mongeri, on the other hand, preferred timber and 

decorated eaves, as he had a more historicist approach in his designs.  

 

At the beginning of the decade timber plates were more prominent, and this must be directly 

related with the availability of the construction materials: Timber had been used since before 

the Republic, and it is not surprising that at the beginning it was preferred as well as being 

more available than concrete. However, in the mid-1920s, concrete was introduced, and 

eaves started to change as well. With that, decorated concrete eaves were constantly used in 

the construction of ostentatious apartments, especially in the Old City. The use of supports 

was important as well: Whereas the early and mid-1920s usually had housing examples 

having eaves with supports, towards the end of the decade, these supports were abandoned. 

Again, this is directly related with the simplification of the "national style" and its 

transformation into the "international style" of the 1930s. The preference of concrete plain 

eaves after 1928 is the proof of this transformation. Again, as the last products of the style, 

the Yenişehir apartments (but not single houses) had simpler eaves, related with their 

construction dates. 

 

Doors: 

 

Contrary to the other architectural elements, in the 1920s' residential architecture, apart from 

in few examples, doors were not used as a prior architectural element; they either appeared 

as one of shop windows, or rather were hidden on sides, next to shop windows, simpler and 

plainer than any other architectural elements of the decade. In most examples, they were 

placed on one side of the facade, in an asymmetrical facade organization. 

 

Even as the less-decorated elements of the 1920's residential architecture, doors can be 

grouped into two major types with several minor differentiations. They can be arched or 

rectangular, arches being either lancet or circular, and rectangular doors might and might not 

have upper windows, and sometimes the upper windows were arched/circular or rectangular. 
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These types can be classified as: 1) Arched, a) Lancet Arch or b) Circular Arch; 2) 

Rectangular, a) With Upper Windows, either i) Circular or ii) Rectangular, or b) Without 

Upper Windows (Table 4.7). 

 

Analyzing according to "building initiatives", it is seen that buildings built by public 

initiatives tend to have circular arched doors (door type 1b) or circular arched upper 

windows (door type 2a-i) (Table 4.7, Fig: d2, d4, d5, d6). 

 

The door characteristics of the houses and apartments built by private initiatives show 

variety in different regions. In the analysis according to "settlement zones", it is seen that the 

narrow-smaller apartments (housing types B2a-B2b-B2c) built by private initiatives, 

especially in the Karaoğlan, Anafartalar and Işıklar Quarters within the Old City (settlement 

zones 1a and 1b), have rectangular doors with or without upper windows (door types 2a and 

2b). The rectangular top windows are more common in these (door type 2a-ii). The houses 

built by private initiatives in the Anafartalar and Işıklar Quarters (settlement zone 1b) within 

Old City (housing type B1) show rectangular characteristics with circular upper windows 

(door type 2a-i) with more ostentatious entrances (Table 4.7, Fig: d3, d8, d9). Farther from 

the Anafartalar and Işıklar, towards Hacıbayram, İsmetpaşa (settlement zone 1c), Hamamönü 

and Gündoğdu Quarters (settlement zone 1d), the doors of private houses (housing type B1) 

show rectangular characteristics without upper windows (door type 2b) and they are plainer 

(Table 4.7, Fig: d13, d14, d17, d21, d22, d25). 

 

The houses and apartments built by public initiatives around the Youth's Park Quarter, the 

new blocks towards the Train Station (settlement zone 1e), have circular arched doors (door 

type 1b) or circular arched upper windows (door type 2a-i) (Table 4.7, Fig: d2, d4). This 

shows that the houses and apartments built by public initiatives have arched doors or doors 

with upper arched windows in common. The single houses of the area have arched gateways 

to doors (the Foundation Houses). The First Foundation Apartment, contrary to the other 

foundation apartments, has a rectangular entrance door (Table 4.7, Fig: d16). 
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Table 4.7: Use of Doors in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara

 



208 
 

The entrance doors of the apartment-complexes (housing type B2d) are central in the main 

facades that have a symmetrical organization. However, they cannot be distinguished among 

shop windows or entrances. They tend to be as large as the shop windows within the same 

level, appearing as one of them (Table 4.7, Fig: d1, d2, d4). The private apartments of the 

Old City (housing type B2a-b-c) generally have asymmetrically located entrances, towards 

corners, almost hidden, emphasizing the shop windows. If completely hidden, they are 

generally rectangular, and without upper windows (door type 2b), and only a few of them 

with upper windows (door type 2a). If asymmetrical but still appearing as an emphasized 

part of the facade, they generally are circular-arched doors (door type 1b) or rectangular 

doors with upper circular windows (door type 2a-i) (Table 4.7, Fig: d7, d10). 

 

In Yenişehir (settlement zones 2a-b), it can be suggested that single-modest houses (housing 

type B3a) have plainer rectangular doors either with or without upper windows (door types 

2a or 2b). The villa-type houses (housing type B3b) have arched doors (door types 1a or 1b), 

or if rectangular, have circular-arched upper windows (door type 2a-i). The apartments in 

Yenişehir, since plainer than the examples in the Old City, generally have rectangular doors 

(door type 2) without upper windows (door type 2b). 

 

Analyzing according to "construction dates" (Table 4.8), it is seen that rectangular doors 

with rectangular upper windows (door type 2a-ii) were popular throughout the 1920s, the 

earliest example seen in the Hamamönü Foundation Houses (1924-25) (Table 4.7, Fig: d17) 

and the latest before 1928 in the apartment on Işıklar Street at No: 23 (Table 4.7, Fig: d18). 

Rectangular doors without upper windows (door type 2b) were also very common in the 

1920s, where doors became secondary facade elements, usually at corners, being low and 

narrow. This was seen especially on apartments in the very crowded commercial regions, the 

earliest example of which was the Sakarya Apartment (1923) on the Anafartalar Street 

(Table 4.7, Fig: d23) and the latest the Büyük Apartment (before 1927) on Hisar Street 

(Table 4.7, Fig: d20), both being very ostentatious but having very modest rectangular doors.  
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Table 4.8: Types of Doors According to Construction Dates

 

 

 

Until 1925, in private extravagant apartments, it is seen that more ostentatious doors were 

preferred, such as rectangular doors with arched (usually circular) and circular upper 

windows (door type 2a-i) (Table 4.7, Fig: d7, d10). Circular arched doors (door type 1b) 

became popular in 1925-26 with the apartments built by public initiatives (Table 4.7, Fig: d2, 

d4, d5, d6). The lancet arched doors (door type 1a) were used scarcely for the residential 

units of the 1920s' (because they are mostly seen as shop windows/doors), as the only 

example is the Lodgings of the Tekel Directories, constructed at the end of the decade (1928) 

(Table 4.7, Fig: d1). 

 

With this study, it was interesting to find out that doors were the simpler and plainer 

elements of the "national style" that influenced the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara. 

They were simpler than any other architectural elements, and they were usually hidden on 
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corners within an asymmetrical organization of facades. Additionally, the usage of doors in 

the housing production by public and private initiatives shows clear differences as well: The 

circular arched doors or doors with circular arched upper windows were introduced with the 

apartment production of the public initiatives, and this began in the Old City. This approach 

of public initiatives might be the result of the aim to show the power of the state by giving 

prominent appearance to its production. The approach to use extravagant elements in the 

housing production by public initiatives was applicable to the apartments instead of houses 

because the apartments are better means to display power.  

 

Before the public apartment production, it can be seen that, even in the ostentatious 

examples of private production, doors were either hidden, or even if not hidden, were simply 

rectangular. Nevertheless, it can be said that doors were also hidden in the public production 

by appearing as large as one of the shop windows.  

 

In Yenişehir, the appearance of doors changed according to the two types of houses built 

there: modest and villa-type; thus, it is directly related with the extravagance of the 

production. The simpler houses preferred doors rectangular in shape whereas villa type 

houses had arched shaped doors, mimicking the public production in the Old City, and 

especially the apartment complexes. Nevertheless, the apartments (not houses) of Yenişehir 

had rectangular doors, but this is related with the simplification of the style with time, since 

the apartments of Yenişehir were built more recently than the Yenişehir houses. Overall, the 

doors were usually simpler, and contrary to expectation, lancet arched doors (lancet arches 

are elements referring to the Islamic/Ottoman/Turkish architecture) are not very common in 

the housing production of Ankara during the 1920s. This simple preference of doors are 

related with the use of windows; as the windows were the more prominent architectural 

elements of the 1920s' housing production of Ankara, they surpassed the expectation of 

ostentation, and accordingly, doors became secondary, as will be seen below in the analysis 

of windows. 

 

Windows: 

 

Windows were the main architectural elements to define the facade organization in the 

1920s' residential architecture of Ankara. They were used not only for functional purposes 

but also to embellish and ornament the facade, and to shape the appearance of the buildings 
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into a monumental appearance. In most of the housing production of the 1920s, more than 

one type of windows can be observed. 

 

Windows on residential buildings can be grouped into two main groups: A) windows of the 

residential units and B) shop windows. The first group is more related to the case, so this 

group is studied more in detail. Windows of the residential units can be: 1) arched windows, 

either as 1x) circular arches or as 1y) lancet (pointed arches); 2) rectangular windows; or 3) 

windows that are angular on top or corners (Tables 4.9-4.14). It is important to emphasize 

that rectangular windows were used throughout the decade, and other types of windows were 

used with them. More than two or three types of windows could be seen together in the same 

house and apartment until the end of the decade, and then this variety was replaced by 

simpler and plainer facade appearances. 

 

In the analysis according to "settlement zones" (Table 4.15), it has been observed that all 

types of windows could be seen in different regions. In the Karaoğlan Quarter and 

surroundings of the Taşhan Square (settlement zone 1a) all types of windows were used, as 

well as in the burnt area (1916 fire) of the Hisarönü, Işıklar and Anafartalar Quarters 

(settlement zone 1b). In this region, shop windows (window type B) were very commonly 

used at entrance levels since the area was one of the major commercial centers. Arched 

windows, (window type A1) either circular arched (window type A1x) or lancet arched 

(window type A1y), were most common in this region when compared to other regions 

(Tables 4.9-4.12; Fig:w16-w92). 

 

In the Hacıbayram Quarter (settlement zone 1c), all window types can be seen; however, 

simpler use of windows such as rectangular windows (window type A2) and some circular 

arched windows (window type A1x) were more common (Table 4.12; Fig: w96-w104). No 

shop windows are observed in the residential buildings of this region (window type B). In 

the Hamamönü and Gündoğdu Quarters (settlement zone 1d), the most common window 

type was rectangular windows (window type A2). Few shop windows (window type B) can 

be observed in this region. Lancet arched windows (window type A1y) and windows that are 

angular on corners (window type A3) were not commonly used in this region as well (Table 

4.12, Fig: w105-w109). Distinctively, the Hamamönü Foundation Houses (1924-25) had a 

unique window type that is circular but more like a horseshoe shape, the only example of this 

form in the decade (Table 4.9, Fig: w14). 
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Table 4.9: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet I
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Table 4.10: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet II
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Table 4.11: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet III
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Table 4.12: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet IV
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Table 4.13: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet V
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Table 4.14: Use of Windows in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet VI

 



218 
 

Table 4.15: Distribution of Use of Windows According to Housing Types and Settlement Zones

 

 

 

In the new blocks towards the station, in the Youth's Park Quarter (settlement zone 1e), 

where the examples are mostly public buildings, the use of rectangular windows were 

commonly preferred (window type A2), followed by circular arched windows (A1x). The 

windows with angular corners (window type A3) are not observed within this region. Shop 

windows, on the other hand, were very common as most apartment-complexes (housing type 

B2d) had shops and offices at ground levels. These shop windows are generally arched 

windows that can be circular or seldom lancet (Table 4.9, Fig: w1-13). 

 

In Yenişehir (settlement zone 2), all types of windows could be seen depending on the 

housing type, except for shop windows (window type B) since the area was considered as 

residential without commercial purposes (Table 4.13, Fig: 110-w130). In the outer Ankara 

(of the1920s), the area of the Gazi Farm and outer villages such as the Hallaçlı Village, it can 
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be suggested from the few examples studied that arched windows (window types A1x, A1y) 

and rectangular windows (window type A2) were common and few examples of lancet 

arched windows (window type A1y) could be seen (Table 4.14, Fig: w132-w139). Shop 

windows (window type B) were not needed in these regions as well except for the Gazi Train 

Station had commercial spaces at the ground level (Table 4.14; Fig: w140). 

 

Certain "housing types" (Table 4.15) can have a window type in common. Single houses of 

Ulus that are adjacent (on two sides or more) (housing type B1a), commonly have circular 

arched windows (window type A1x), and rectangular windows (window type A2). This 

house type is mostly seen in the commercial areas so they tend to have also shop windows 

(window type B) (Table 4.12, Figs: w93-95). Single semi-detached houses of Ulus (housing 

type B1b) are similar to single adjacent houses of Ulus in terms of the use of windows. 

However, since they are a little bigger in scale and consequently more luxurious than 

adjacent single houses, in these examples, few lancet arched windows (window type A1y) 

and windows that are angular on corners (window type A3) can be observed (Table 4.11; 

Fig: w64-65, w75-78, w84-86; Table 4.12, Fig: w101-106). The single semi-detached houses 

of Ulus might or might not be on commercial areas, so in the ones that are, shop windows 

(window type B) are observed (Table 4.11, Fig: w83). In the single detached houses of Ulus 

(housing type B1c), all window types can be seen, and the most common are circular arched 

windows (window type A1x) and rectangular windows (window type A2), especially in 

more modest examples (Table 4.9, Figs: w14, w15). Most of the single detached single 

houses of the Old City do not have shop windows (window type B), as detached ones are 

farther away from the commercial centers (Table 4.12, Figs: w96-w109). 

 

The apartments of Ulus that are adjacent on two sides or more (housing type B2a) and that 

are semi-detached (housing type B2b), are similar in terms of the use of windows (Table 4.9, 

Figs: w18-22, w27-29; Table 4.10, Figs: w30-32, w37-40, w43-w63; Table 4.11, Figs:w66-

74, w79-80, w87-90; Table 4.12, Figs: w91-92). On both, rectangular windows (window 

type A2) and shop windows are very common (window type B). In addition, the use of 

lancet arched windows (window type A1y) is intensely observed in these examples when 

compared to the other housing types. Circular arched windows (window type A1x) and 

windows that are angular on corners (window type A3) can be seen amongst them. 

 

The larger the apartments get, the simpler the window types become (contrary to houses for 

which the larger the houses get, more ornamental the windows become). The detached 
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apartments of Ulus (housing type B2c), the more luxurious and ostentatious apartments 

compared to adjacent and semi-detached examples, have simpler windows either with 

rectangular or circular arched forms (Table 4.9, Figs: w16-17; Table 4.10, Figs: w41-42). 

The Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment is exceptional it has circular (window type A1x) and 

lancet arched (A1y) and rectangular window types (A2). However, these actually are 

rectangular windows and the circular and lancet arched appearances were given with the 

movements on the facade with niches and plasters (Table 4.10, Figs: w33-36). In terms of 

the use of windows, the detached apartments (housing type B2c) have similar characteristics 

with apartment-complexes (housing type B2d), both having rectangular windows (window 

type A2) and shop windows. Angular windows (window type A3) are not observed in these. 

 

Almost all apartment complexes (housing type B2d) and detached apartments (housing type 

B2c) have arched windows, used either as windows of residential units or more commonly as 

shop windows (window type B). They can be either lancet arched shop windows (Table 4.9; 

Figs: w1-w3; w4-w5, w16-17), or circular arched shop windows (Table 4.9, Figs: w6-7, 

w10-11).  

   

There are two apartments having all types of windows. One of them is the Büyük Apartment 

on the Hisar Street (settlement zone 1a, housing type B2a), one of the luxurious apartments 

of Ulus, and the other one is the Hatay Apartment on the Hekimler Street (settlement zone 

1b, housing type B2a), smaller but another luxurious apartment both built before 1927 (Table 

4.9, Figs: w18-22; Table 4.11, Figs: w66-69). Comparably, the larger private apartments of 

Ulus, tend to have at least two but generally three different types of windows (other than 

shop windows) (Table 4.10, Figs: w33-40; Table 4.11, Figs: w70-73). Many private 

apartments and private houses in Ulus have two storeys of shop windows, in which the 

mezzanine floors are used as the upper floors of shops. Both floors of shops (ground and 

mezzanine) have one big glass window as perceived from the facades (Table 4.9, Figs: w22, 

w26, w29; Table 4.10, Figs: w45, w51; Table 4.11, Fig: w73; Table 4.12, Fig: w106). 

 

In modest and smaller single houses of Yenişehir, circular arched windows (window type 

A1x), rectangular windows (window type A2) and few angular windows are seen, and lancet 

arched windows (window typeA1y) are not observed. The villa-type more luxurious single 

houses of Yenişehir might have had almost all (usually three) window types within the same 

house (except shop windows). Use of these two combinations were common in the single 

houses of Yenişehir: 1) lancet arched windows - rectangular windows - angular cornered 
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windows, and 2) circular arched windows - rectangular windows - angular cornered windows 

(Table 4.13, Figs: w110-130). 

 

The Çankaya Mansion and the Marmara Mansion, the products of public initiatives, both 

have simple rectangular windows (window type A2); however, the Kuleli Mansion (the Gazi 

Farm Pavillion) and the Lodgings of the Gazi Station are more detailed in the use of 

windows: they also have circular and lancet arched windows (window type A1x and A1y). 

The Hallaçlı Mansion is similar to simple detached houses (housing type B1c) of Ulus as it 

has circular arched windows (window type A1x) and rectangular windows (window type 

A2) (Table 4.14; Figs: w131-140). 

 

In the analysis according to "building initiatives", it is seen that the use of circular arched 

windows, lancet arched windows and angular windows are more common in residential 

buildings built by private initiatives as they are more decorated and more ornamental in style 

than residential buildings built by public initiatives (they resemble the public ones but are 

more glamorous). Apartments and houses built by public initiatives generally have circular 

arched windows (window type A1x) and rectangular windows (window type A2). In 

apartment complexes built by public initiatives, the windows of residential units are simply 

rectangular (window type A2), however shop windows are emphasized as circular arched or 

lancet arched windows (window type B2).  
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Table 4.16: Types of Windows According to Construction Dates, Sheet I
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Table 4.17: Types of Windows According to Construction Dates, Sheet II
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Table 4.18: Types of Windows According to Construction Dates, Sheet III

 

 

 

Analyzing the "construction dates" (Tables 4.16-4.18), it can be seen that, throughout the 

decade circular arched windows were the most common (window type A1x) both in private 

and public examples. At the beginning of the decade, lancet arched windows seem more 

popular (Table 4.9, Fig: w12; Table 4.10, Fig: w30, w43; Table 4.11, Fig: w75; Table 4.13, 

w110). After 1925, circular arched windows were more commonly used, as in both public 

and private examples. Angular windows appeared after 1924, first seen in 1924 (Table 4.10, 

Figs: w50, w62; Table 4.12, Fig: w99; Table 4.13, Fig: w112); and later on in 1925-1928 

(Table 4.13, Fig: w118). 

 

After 1926, circular arched windows were still the most preferred type of windows, as seen 

in both public and private examples (Table 4.9, Figs: w8, w27; Table 4.13, Fig: w125). It is 

seen that, after 1926, lancet arched windows were still in use as well (Table 4.9; Fig: w1, 

w17, w19; Table 4.10, Fig: w38; Table 4.11, Fig: w67, Table 4.14, Fig: w138) The use of 

angular windows gradually decreased towards 1927 and was almost totally abandoned just 

before 1927, latest examples being the Sait Bektimur House, the Hatay Apartment and the 

Büyük Apartment (Table 4.9, Fig: w19; Table 4.11, w67). 

 

It is important to emphasize that rectangular windows were used throughout the decade, 

along with other types of windows, and shop windows could be seen on every apartment and 

house that were in commercial centers such as the Karaoğlan, Işıklar and Anafartalar 

Quarters. 
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Towards the end of the decade, apart from in very few examples (the Building and Lodgings 

of the Tekel Directories, the last extravagant example of the "First National Architecture 

Style" in 1928, See: Table 4.9, Figs: w1-3), windows became more simplified and austere 

(Anafartalar Street No:58, built after 1928, Table 4.11, Fig: w89). Circumstantially, at the 

end of the decade, rectangular windows were preferred even for shop windows. 

 

To sum up, windows were important architectural elements of expression of extravagance 

and ostentation, and this was attempted to be provided generally by arched windows in line 

with the stylistic choice of the period. Nevertheless, throughout the decade, rectangular 

windows (window type A2) were also commonly used, in both plain examples and 

ostentatious examples among other types. Circular arched windows (window type A1x) were 

popular from 1923 to 1927 and lancet arched windows (window type A1y) were commonly 

used at the beginning of the decade up until 1924, then there was a two-year break, and they 

became popular again after 1926. The use of angular windows (window type A3) was 

common in the mid-decade, i.e. from 1924 to 1926. Shop windows could be seen throughout 

the decade, depending on the location. The gradual decrease in the variety of window types 

can be observed as rectangular windows covered the majority of used window types at the 

end of the decade. 

 

As can be seen from the analysis, windows were used as the main architectural elements to 

embellish the facades, and shape them according to the expectations of the period. It can be 

said that the houses and apartments in the crowded commercial regions of the Old City 

usually had shop windows, and in these crowded regions, facades were more extravagant 

than the outer, less crowded regions, so different types of windows, arched, lancet, and 

angular, could be observed in the commercial centers of the Old City. Farther from the 

center, towards the periphery of the Old City, houses and apartments get more refined, and 

accordingly, the windows in these areas are rectangular and only circular arched. Therefore, 

it can be said that the commercial regions of the Old City were given more importance in 

terms of appearance. 

 

In this study, it was interesting to find out that, in the apartment complexes, as the most 

extravagant productions of the decade, the windows of residential units were simpler, and 

rectangular windows were common followed by circular arched windows (without angular, 

lancet arched windows). However, the windows of shops and offices at the ground levels 

form the focus of facades with their extravagant qualities, in large and circular forms. 
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In Yenişehir, the use of window types varies according to the types of houses: Modest 

houses had simpler windows and villa-type houses a variety of window types. Since simpler 

modest houses were built by public initiatives, and the villa-type houses were built by private 

initiatives, it can be said that, in order to watch the budget, public initiatives preferred 

simpler elements, whereas private individuals preferred more extravagant elements, such as 

circular, lancet arched, and angular windows to embellish the facades in order to show the 

power and wealth of a family. 

 

As a result of the analysis according to construction dates, it can be said that the circular 

arched, lancet arched and angular windows were preferred in the period when the "First 

National Style" was at its peak of popularity, from 1924 to 1927. This may be also because it 

was during this period when the fastest development of and the highest numbers in the 

housing production were seen. Towards the end of the decade, as the "national style" started 

to lose it popularity, the variety of window types started to decrease, and rectangular 

windows became the sole preference, transforming into the austere appearance of the 

"international style". 

 

Railings / Balustrades: 

 

The 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara has railings and balustrades that are distinctive 

of the decade. Almost all the houses and the apartments (built by either private or public 

initiatives) had them as decorative elements of the facade organization. Three main types of 

railings and balustrades have been observed. These can be divided according to the use of 

materials, which are concrete, steel, and concrete/steel together. They are also divided as 

being ornamental or plain. Thus, the railings and balustrades can be: 1) concrete cast 

balustrades, a) with ornamental or b) plain-austere appearance; 2) concrete cast and steel 

railings, a) with ornamental or b) plain-austere appearance; and they can be 3) steel railings, 

a) with ornamental or b) plain-austere appearance (Tables 4.19, 4.20).6 

 

Analyzing according to "settlement zones" (Table 4.21), it is not possible to say that a certain 

style is prominent at a certain region. In the Karaoğlan Quarter (settlement zone 1a), either 

ornamental or austere concrete balustrades. Other types, ornamental concrete/steel railings 

(railing/balustrade type 2x) and ornamental steel railings (railing/balustrade type 3x), could 

                                                
6 With the material concrete, the term "balustrade" is preferred, and if the material steel is involved in grouping (including 
concrete/steel together), then the term "railing" is preferred in the analyses. 
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be seen as well, even though in fewer examples (railing/balustrade type 1x, 1y) could be seen 

(Table 4.19-4.20, Fig: r2, r9, r19, r26, r32). In the Anafartalar Quarter (settlement zone 1b), 

all types of railings/balustrades can be seen. The most common type in this region is 

ornamental concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1x) and plain steel railings 

(railing/balustrade type 3y) follow behind (Table 4.19, Figs: r1, r3, r4, r6, r7, r8, r10, r11, 

r13, r14 and Table 4.20, Figs: r47, r48, r50, r52, r53). There are very few examples in the 

Hacıbayram and Hamamönü Quarters (settlement zone 1c and 1d) with railings/balustrades 

(Table 4.19-4.20, Figs: r5, r55). In general, the use of railings and balustrades was not 

common in these two regions. 

 

In the new blocks towards the station, the Youth's Park Quarter (settlement zone 1e), all 

types can be seen, except for concrete/steel ornamental railings (railing/balustrade type 2x). 

The most common type around this region is plain steel railings (railing/balustrade type 3y) 

(Table 4.20, Figs: r46, r51, r54, r55). The plainness is related with building initiatives: the 

apartment-complexes (housing type B2d) and the foundation houses (housing type B1c) tend 

to have plainer railings/balustrades (Table 4.20, Fig: r37, r55). In these, plain steel railings 

were mostly preferred, but within the same house or apartment, few other types can be 

observed as well. 

 

In Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a-b), the examples show that both ornamental and austere 

concrete balustrades were preferred (railing/balustrade type 1x and 1y), however the austere 

type was more common (railing/balustrade type 1y) (Table 4.20, Figs: r38-40). 
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Table 4.19: Use of Railing / Balustrade in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet I
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Table 4.20: Use of Railing / Balustrade in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet II
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Table 4.21: Distribution of Use of Railings / Balustrades According to Housing Types and Settlement Zones 

 

 

 

In the analysis according to "housing types" (Table 4.21), again it is difficult to say that a 

certain housing type has a certain railing/balustrade type. On single adjacent houses of Ulus 

(housing type B1a), plain railings/balustrades are observed either as concrete, steel or both of 

them together (railing/balustrade type 1y, 2y and 3y) (Table 4.20, Fig: r43,). Few examples 

of ornamental concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1x) can be seen as well (Table 

4.19, Fig: r4, r13). On single semi-detached houses of Ulus (housing type B1b), the most 

common type is the use of austere concrete (Table 4.20, Fig: r34), concrete/steel together in 

austere appearance (railing/balustrade type 2y) (Table 4.20, Fig: r 41,42), or if steel railings 

were used, they were more ornamental (railing/balustrade type 3x) (Table 4.19, Fig: r22, 

r25). On single detached houses of Ulus (housing type B1c), a simpler approach was 

preferred for each material type (railing/balustrade type 1y, 2y and 3y) (Table 4.19, Fig: r31, 

r37, r55) ; however, few examples of ornamental concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade 

type 1x) can be seen amongst them (Table 4.19, Fig: r5).  
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On adjacent apartments of Ulus (housing type B2a), the most common type is ornamental 

concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1x) (Table 4.19, Figs: r1, 2, 6, 9, 11). The 

ornamental use of steel and concrete/steel together can also be seen among those 

(railing/balustrade type 2x and 3x) (Table 4.19, Figs: r18, 19, 24). It can be suggested that, 

for this housing type, a more ornamental approach was used. On semi-detached apartments 

of Ulus (housing type B2b), almost all types can be seen except for concrete/steel together in 

austere appearance (railing/balustrade type 2y). The most common type in these apartments 

is austere concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1y) (Table 4.20, Figs: r29, 30, 33, 35). 

In the detached apartments of Ulus (housing type B2c), all railing/balustrade types can be 

seen and more than two types can be seen in the same apartment. Also in apartment-

complexes (housing type B2d), almost all types can be seen, except for austere concrete 

balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1y). The most common type in these is the use of plain 

steel railings (railing/balustrade type 3y) (Table 4.20, Figs: r46, 49, 51, 54). In the single-

detached houses of Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a and 2b), mostly austere concrete 

balustrades are observed (railing/balustrade type 1y) (Table 4.20, Figs: r36, 38, 39, 40). 

 

In the analysis according to "building initiatives", all types of railings/balustrades can be 

seen in the private production throughout the city. Plain examples are more common in 

buildings built by public initiatives (railing/balustrade type 1y, 2y and 3y), and plain steel 

railings are even more common amongst them (railing/balustrade type 3y) (Table 4.20, Figs:  

r37, 44, 46, 49, 51, 54, 55).. The Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (1928) and 

the Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment (1926) are exceptional, having 

ornamental concrete/steel railings (railing/balustrade type 2x) (Table 4.19, Figs: r12, r16). In 

all of the railing/balustrade types, plain/austere examples of concrete/steel used together 

(railing/balustrade type 2y) can be suggested as the least common application. 
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Table 4.22: Types of Railings / Balustrades According to Construction Dates, Sheet I
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Table 4.23: Types of Railings / Balustrades According to Construction Dates, Sheet II

 

 

 

Analyzing according to "construction dates" (Tables 4.22, 4.23), it can be seen that, up until 

1925, the use of steel railings (railing/balustrade type 3x or 3y) or concrete balustrades 

(railing/balustrade type 1x or 1y) separately were more common. In both cases, ornamental 

and plain examples could be seen, without distinction for a certain housing type. The earliest 

example of ornamental concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1x) is in the apartment 

on the Susam Street (the Avrupa Hotel, 1916/17-1920s), and the earliest example of austere 

concrete balustrades (railing/balustrade type 1y) is in the Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment 

(1922). This apartment is also the earliest example of the ornamental use of steel/concrete 

railings (railing/balustrade type 2x) (Table 4.19, Figs: r28, r28). 

 

The earliest example of steel railings, both as ornamental (railing/balustrade type 3x) and as 

plain (railing/balustrade type 3y) is the apartment on Alsancak Street at No:15 (the Erzurum 

Hotel, 1916/17-1920s) (Table 4.19, Fig: r26). The use of steel/concrete together in austere 
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appearance is not seen until 1924, and then it is seen in the Çankaya Mansion, the one type, 

appearing slightly later than other types of railings and balustrades. 

 

Until 1925, it is seen that the ornamental approach was more used in concrete balustrades 

(railing/balustrade type 1x) (Table 4.19, Figs: r1, r4). The ornamental approach was also 

more used with the use of steel during the first half of the decade (Table 4.19, Figs: r15, 20, 

22-27). However, even though only few examples are observed, the use of other types of 

railings can be seen before 1925 as well as the austere concrete balustrades 

(railing/balustrade type 1y) (Table 4.20, Figs: r28, 37, 40). Plain steel railings 

(railing/balustrade type 3y) are also seen before 1925 (Table 4.20, Figs: r48, 50, 51, 55). 

 

After 1925, almost all types of railings and balustrades were used. In 1925, in the example of 

the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment (1925), four types of railings/balustrades were used: 

ornamental concrete, ornamental concrete/steel, plain concrete/steel, and ornamental steel 

railings (railing/balustrade type 1x, 2x, 2y and 3x) (Table 4.19-4.20, Figs: r14, r20, r27, r45). 

The ornamental approach was more fashionable in the mid-1920s, especially from 1925 to 

1927. 

 

Until 1927, the ornamental approach was favored especially in concrete balustrades (Table 

4.19, r3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 14). The ornamental concrete balustrades could be seen along with the 

austere concrete examples, together on the same building (Table 4.19-4.20, Figs: r9, r32). 

The use of austere concrete balustrades was the second most preferred type from 1925 to 

1927 (Table 4.20, Figs: r3, 9, 10, 14) 

 

The third most common type from 1925 to 1927 was plain steel railings (railing/balustrade 

type 3y), and they were generally used in houses and apartments built by public initiatives 

(Table 4.20, Figs: r46, 49, 51, 54, 55). This type could be seen in private examples as well 

(Table 4.20, Figs: r50, 52, 53). Some examples of ornamental concrete/steel railings can be 

observed from 1925 to 1927 as well (Table 4.19, Figs: r16, 17, 18, 19, 20) and they are used 

together with the other types in the same building. There are examples of ornamental steel 

railings from 1925 to 1927 as well (Table 4.19, Figs: r21, 22, 23, 25, 27). 

 

After 1927 until 1929, austere examples became more preferred and simpler approach was 

used (Table 4.20, Figs: r29, 30, 44, 46, 47, 51, 52, 54). The ornamental approach continued, 

however with fewer examples (Table 4.19, Figs:  r3, 7, 9, 12). After 1927, steel railings can 
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be observed but they are no longer ornamental (Table 4.20, Figs: 46, 47, 51, 52, 54). The use 

of concrete and steel together was gradually abandoned. Almost all the other houses in 

Yenişehir had concrete balustrades, and most in the austere appearance (Table 4.20, Figs: 

r36, 38, 39, 40). 

 

Overall, at the beginning of the decade, steel examples with ornamental details were more 

common. This type was favored until 1926, and then, concrete ornamental balustrades were 

used until 1927. After 1927, the use of steel was replaced with that of concrete almost fully; 

and in concrete examples, the simplistic approach was preferred, forming the basis of the 

new/modern style accepted after 1928. After windows, railings/balustrades were the second 

most significant architectural elements defining the housing production of the decade. 

  

From this analysis, it can be seen that the 1920s' residential architecture produced 

railing/balustrade type that is distinctive of the decade. Again, in terms of settlement zones 

and housing types, it is difficult to indicate a certain type. However, it can be seen that the 

crowded and commercial areas of the Old City tend to have more ornamental style, 

obviously showing that these areas were desired to be glamorous. Towards the outer regions 

of the Old City, even though the ornamental types can also be seen, the examples start to get 

refined. In Yenişehir, again all types can be seen; however, they are simpler than the 

commercial regions of the Old City. The plain usage of railings/balustrades is also related 

with building initiatives, the houses and apartments built by public initiatives tend to have 

plainer type.  

 

From the previous analyses of architectural elements, we have seen that the public initiatives 

focused on the extravagance of their production by massiveness, and other than the use of 

smaller architectural elements, they tend to be plainer, and less ornamented. This must be 

due to the financial budgets.  

 

The embellishments of the houses of Yenişehir again differ according to the housing types 

there; modest houses have simpler railings/balustrades, whereas the railings/balustrades of 

villa types might be more embellished. This also shows that private owners desired their 

houses to stand out and to make an impression.  

 

In the analysis according to construction dates, it can be seen that the ornamental approach 

was common in the mid-1920s when the construction was at highest velocity, and the 
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"national style" was highly favored. Steel and concrete, the construction materials both 

introduced in the twentieth century, even began to be used together, making different 

patterns, designs, and embellishments on facades. However, after 1927-28, due to the fall of 

interest in the "national style", these tended to get simpler, and austere concrete elements 

were preferred instead. Nevertheless, it can be seen that the use of railings and balustrades 

had a certain impact on the housing production of the 1920s, and these became distinctive of 

the decade, as they were abandoned after the 1930s.  

 

Ornamentations: 

 

Classical architectural elements taken from the Ottoman and Seljuk architectural heritage 

were commonly used in the "First National Architectural Style" of the 1920s. This style was 

ornamentalist and used even the simplest of architectural elements as decorative. Moreover, 

facades of the buildings designed in that style were additionally embellished with surface 

decorations and ornaments as plaster reliefs and tiles. Ornamentation types of the period are 

analyzed in terms of their materials and application style as: A) plaster reliefs (material): 

applied as 1) lace-like motives, 2) nature motives, or 3) geometrical motives; and B) use of 

tiles (çini). They can also be grouped according to their use; either as W) pediments, X) 

decorative bands, Y) elements around/framing windows/doors and Z) surface decorations. 

The first group converges with the second, and the multiple results of their merge form the 

different types of ornamentations used in the 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara 

(Tables 4.24-4.26). 

 

In the analysis according to "application materials", ornamentations are seen to have been 

applied either as plaster reliefs or as tiles (çini). Plaster reliefs (ornamentation type A) 

became the most applied style and only few examples of tiles can be observed 

(ornamentation type B). Plaster reliefs might be applied as lace-like, natural and geometrical 

motives. These can be applied as pediments (ornamentation type AW), decorative bands 

(AX), and motives framing windows/doors (AY), or just as simple surface decorations (AZ). 

Tiles are generally used around windows or doors (BY), as decorative bands (BX) and as 

surface decorations (BZ). The majority of usage during the decade is the plaster relief 

surface decorations (AZ), and within this type, even though lace-like (AZ1) and nature-based 

decorative (AZ2) ornamentations are many, the majority is formed by geometrical 

decorations (AZ3).  
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Analyzing according to "settlement zones", Yenişehir could not be fully studied since only 

few of the houses have remained and the ornamentations of the non-existent examples are 

not clear in their images in postcards or photographs. Nevertheless, it can be suggested that 

plaster reliefs could be seen even on the modest houses such as the Ziya Gökalp Street 

Houses, as geometrical plaster pediments (ornamentation type AW3) and geometrical plaster 

decorative bands (ornamentation type AX3) (Table 4.24, Fig: o6). The plaster reliefs can 

also be seen on the villa-type houses of Yenişehir as lace-like plaster pediments 

(ornamentation type AW1) (Table 4.24, Fig: o2). In the Old City, decorations and 

ornamentations could be seen in almost all the defined settlement zones (settlement zone 1), 

and a certain type is not distinctive to and common in a certain region. 

 

In the analysis according to "housing types" and "building initiatives", it is seen that 

decorations and ornamentations on facades can be found in almost every housing type; 

however, the use of ornamentations were more common on the houses (settlement zone 1, 

housing type B1) and the apartments in the Old City, (housing type B2) which were built by 

private initiatives. The apartment-complexes and the larger apartments built by public 

initiatives also present the use of ornamentations on facades even though they are more 

refined than private examples of housing (Table 4.24, Fig: o1; Table 4.25, Fig: o 15, o16). In 

the Second Foundation Apartment, the most ostentatious and yet one of the plainest 

productions of the decade (housing type B2d), ornamentations or decorations were not used. 

 

In the analysis according to "construction dates" (Table 4.27), it is very difficult to define a 

period for one type of ornamentations' precedence in application, as every type can be seen 

throughout the decade. Plaster-relief decorative bands in geometrical forms (ornamentation 

type XA3) were common from 1920 to 1925, the latest example seen in the Lodgings of the 

State Railways (1925-28) (Table 4.24, Fig: o11). Plaster-relief pediments in geometrical 

forms (ornamentation type WA3) were also common in the same period, the latest example 

seen in 1925 in the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment (Table 4.24, Fig: o5).  

 

Plaster-relief pediments in lace-like motives (ornamentation type WA1) were used at the end 

of the decade, as seen in the Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (1928) (Table 

4.24, Fig: o1). Plaster-relief pediments in nature-motives (ornamentation type WA2) were 

more commonly seen at the second half of the decade, the latest example seen in the 

Anafartalar Street at No:42 (before 1928) (Table 4.24, Fig: o3).  
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Table 4.24: Use of Ornamentations in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet I
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Table 4.25: Use of Ornamentations in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet II
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Table 4.26: Use of Ornamentations in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet III
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Table 4.27: Types of Ornamentations According to Construction Dates 

 
 

 

Plaster relief geometrical surface decorations (ornamentation type Za3) were very common 

throughout the decade, seen as early as with Alsancak Street at No:15 (the Erzurum Hotel, 

1926/17-1920s), and the Sakarya Apartment on the Anafartalar Street (1923), and the latest 

seen just before 1927 in the apartment on the Işıklar Street at No:22 and 16b (Table 4.25, 

4.36, Figs: o25, 26, 31). The use of tiles were more popular at the first half of the decade, 

used as early as 1923 in the Sakarya Apartment around windows and doors (ornamentation 

type YB), and in 1925 in the Building and Lodgings of the Gazi Station as decorative bands, 

around windows/doors and as surface decorations (ornamentation type XB, YB, ZB) (Tables 

4.24, 4.25, 4.36; Figs: o 14, 19, 20, 21, 35, 36).  

 

Overall, the gradual decrease in use of ornamentations is not seen during the decade. On the 

other hand, it is observed that the few examples in Yenişehir are less decorated than the ones 

in the Old City. Application materials and types also spread throughout the decade, not 

representing a certain period. After 1930, the use of ornamentations seems to have been out 

of the construction agenda. 

 

With reference to the analysis according to housing types and settlement zones, 

ornamentations can be found in every housing type in every settlement zone; however, the 

commercial regions of the Old City had houses and apartments that were more ornamented 
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on facades, and this is again due to the efforts in creating enlivened central commercial 

regions within the Old City. Another point of importance is like the embellishments of the 

eaves: The same type of ornaments can be seen within the same neighborhood, or on the 

same street, and this shows a desire to follow the trend in the decade. 

 

The production by private initiatives also tend to have more ornamentations, as individuals 

wanted to create their family houses in line with the "national style" of the period at the 

uppermost extravagance, showing power, status and wealth, as can be observed from 

examples. On the other hand, the production by public initiatives are, again like the other 

architectural elements, less ornamented, or rather, they too are ornamented but the 

ornamentations are more refined, and this might be due to the budget problem of the public 

institutions, as well as the desired massiveness and monumental appearance were already 

created with larger architectural elements (such as towers, projections, shop windows, etc.) 

and small details were overlooked, maybe not needed or desired after all.  

 

Apart from other examples of architectural elements where the construction dates and types 

seemed to have a certain correspondence, every type of ornamentations were applied 

throughout the decade; only tiles were replaced by plaster reliefs at the second half of the 

1920s, and as with the other examples, the use of ornamentations lessened after 1927, and 

disappeared completely after the 1930s due to the impact of the "international style".  

 

In the analyses of the architectural elements of the "national style" defined above, distinctive 

facts on the production of the decade stand out: Firstly, in the commercial regions of the Old 

City, more extravagant houses and apartments than the ones in the other regions can be 

observed. Towards the outer regions of the Old City, a refinement of elements can be 

followed. This may be due to the importance given to the central areas of Ulus, which would 

represent the ideologies of the period. Secondly, in Yenişehir, the extravagance in the use of 

architectural elements varies. The simple modest houses have more refined elements, 

whereas villa-type houses tend to have more embellished qualities. This is directly related 

with building initiatives: Since modest houses were built by public initiatives and villa-type 

houses were by private, private owners desired to show their power, status and wealth 

through housing, so these tend to be more ostentatious. Thirdly, the situation defined above 

is also applicable for the Old City: Private apartments and houses tend to be more 

extravagant. On the other hand, as an important remark, it can be seen that public initiatives 

gave great importance to the production of apartment complexes, and the extravagance of 
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these was shown with massiveness, with the use of towers, projections, large windows. 

Fourthly, it can be said that there were trends, and these were set by public production, 

especially of apartment complexes. The same application of ornaments or eave 

embellishments, for example, can be seen in the same neighborhood, and on the same street. 

Fifthly, at the beginning of the decade, some construction elements were more preferred than 

the others, like the use of timber and tiles (çini) on facades, which is directly related with the 

availability of the material. After the introduction of new materials, the constructions from 

1924 to 1927 used these and only these, and this is the reason why some elements were more 

preferred in some periods. This is also related with the construction period: In most of the 

examples, the use of certain elements seems to be at uttermost application from 1924 to 

1927-28, and this is because the housing production was at the highest numbers, and the 

"national style" was at the peak of its popularity in these years. However, the styles of houses 

and apartments started to slowly transform from 1928 to 1930, and in the 1930s, the 

"national style" was completely abandoned. 

 

To evaluate the analyses in this chapter, we have seen that the appearances of the housing 

production followed the principles of the "First National Architectural Style", in which the 

Ottoman/Islamic/Turkish architectural elements were constantly used. The buildings had 

monumental and ornamental qualities, showing power of the new state with an attachment to 

the past. However, the contemporary developments started to occur under these appearances 

as well, hidden behind the exteriors. In the following part, the technical advancements under 

the extravagant appearances that changed the construction industry, the newly introduced 

materials, and the structural systems, the developments in the infrastructure and the 

amenities these provided to the housing production of the decade will be discussed, and the 

adaptation of modernism will be followed behind the exteriors. 

 

4.2. Technical Analyses  

 

The residential architectural development after the establishment of the Republic, introduced 

many new technological innovations, from the use of new construction systems and 

materials to the solving of technical infrastructure. Instead of traditional structural system of 

timber frame and stone masonry systems, new methods were introduced to the construction 

industry of Ankara during the 1920s. Additionally, with the ability, equipment, and 

knowledge of application of technical infrastructure, service spaces could be placed in 

residential units, rather than the traditional way of constructing them separately in 
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courtyards, and this became a major step in defining new usage scheme of residential units, 

eventually changing the social and everyday life of dwellers. 

 

Starting with the introduction of new materials and construction systems during the last 

decades of the Ottoman Empire, the Ottoman construction industry had paved the way to the 

developments in the construction agenda during the first decades of the Turkish Republic. 

Even though the new construction systems and materials had been used during the nineteenth 

century in the Ottoman Period, especially in the imperial capital city, İstanbul, the 

introduction of the technical developments was new for Ankara during the 1920s. Only after 

becoming the capital, the technical improvements were introduced to the building context of 

Ankara with the aim of creating a new and modern capital city. The use of new materials and 

construction techniques will be studied in more detail with examples from the 1920s' 

residential architecture of Ankara in the following part, to be followed by the use of new 

infrastructural systems in this decade. 

 

4.2.1. Construction Techniques and Materials 

 

To revitalize the Ottoman industry, small industrial companies were formed by small holders 

in the second half of the nineteenth century. There had been a gradual but in time a definite 

change of the Ottoman architecture under the influence of westernization with new 

construction techniques and materials besides changes in function, scale, and style.7 Iron, 

cement and concrete were the new materials introduced to the construction industry at the 

turn of the century. Industrialization initiated by the Ottoman Empire for the needs of 

military purposes in 1830-1840, expanded to the construction industry with the 

establishment of cement factories at the beginning of the twentieth century.8 

 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, construction companies were established in 

İstanbul. Offices of European construction firms, supplied building materials and technical 

equipments to the construction industry.9 The construction with the new materials and 

techniques were carried out by Western and non-Muslim minority architects who had been 

                                                
7 Enginsoy, Sevil. Use of Iron as a New Building Material in 19th Century Western and Ottoman Architecture. Unpublished MA 
Thesis. Ankara: ODTU; 1990, p. 105. 

8 Sey, Yıldız. "Osmanlı İmparatorluğu Döneminde Çimento" in Türkiye Çimento Tarihi. TÇMB ve ÇMİS: 2003; pp. 11-28, p. 
12. 

9 Enginsoy, 1990, pp. 101-102. 
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trained in Europe, because the traditional architects' guild education that had lasted until the 

beginning of the twentieth century could not provide the skills to use the contemporary 

complicated technological elements.10 

 

Under the influence of westernization, the introduction of iron to the Ottoman Architecture 

as a new building material occurred in the nineteenth century.11 There were very few houses 

completely built with iron in İstanbul.12 In the mid-nineteenth century, the floors of multi-

storey mansion and apartment buildings of brick and stone were supported with iron beams 

and connected with brick vaults, as seen with the Beyoğlu Post Office (built in 1875 for an 

Armenian merchant, Theodor Sivaciyan, as a mansion).13 According to Enginsoy, in an 

example in Fener, built in 1902 by a Greek architect (as seen from the name written on the 

nameplate of the apartment), iron beams could still be seen.14 As Enginsoy suggests, the iron 

played a humble role as a new building material in the nineteenth century Ottoman 

architecture as the western and minority architects were not as well acquainted with this 

material yet as their colleagues in European architecture.15 

 

Even though "definite" information is unavailable of the production of houses or apartments 

built with iron and steel construction systems in the 1920s' Ankara, some examples could be 

suggested as using steel construction systems with reference to the previous studies16 and site 

survey. These could either be complete steel structural systems, or iron and steel elements 
                                                
10 Enginsoy, 1990, p. 105. 

11 See: Enginsoy, 1990, p. 104. Information about the production of iron columns, beams, and prefabricated iron used in 
İstanbul could not be found, and since their production would require an advanced technology, these elements could only be 
imported from the West (Enginsoy, 1990, p. 101-102). The ready-made iron materials such as columns, beams and 
prefabricated structures, were imported from abroad, as the Ottoman Empire did not have the base for the advanced iron 
industry and construction technology (Enginsoy, 1990, p. 106). Use of iron in certain parts of houses was made obligatory by 
the "Ebniye" regulations of 1848 and 1849 due to its lower inflammability (Selman, 1982, p. 97; Denel, 1982, p. XXXVII,L; 
Enginsoy, 1990, p. 138): 
- Selman, Gül Güleryüz. Urban development laws and their impact on the ottoman cities in the second half of the nineteenth 
century. Thesis for the degree of master of science in city planning. Middle East Technical University. Department of City 
Planning; 1982. 
- Denel, Serim. Batılılaşma sürecinde İstanbul'da tasarım ve dış mekânlarda değişim ve nedenleri. Ankara: ODTÜ, 1982. 

12 Fairbairn designed an iron house and sent the plans and materials to İstanbul (Pole, 1877, p.172) and this prefabricated iron 
house was produced for Serasker Halil Paşa (Pole, 1877, p. 172; Fairbairn, 1874, p. 118). See: Enginsoy, 1990, p. 138. 

13 Dökmeci, 1990, p.36 cited in See: Enginsoy, 1990, p. 139. 
- Dökmeci, Vedia. Tarihsel gelişim sürecinde Beyoğlu. Vedia Dökmeci, Hale Çıracı (editors). İstanbul: Türkiye Turing ve 
Otomobil Kurumu, 1990. 

14 Enginsoy, 1990, p. 139. 

15 Enginsoy, 1990, pp. 159-60. 

16 Kefu, Gamze. A Study on Anafartalar Street - Ankara and a Group of Apartment Houses Defining it as a Problem of 
Conservation. Thesis for the degree of Master of Science in the Department of Architecture. Supervisor: Inst. Dr. Nimet 
Özgönül. Ankara: METU, 2001. 
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(locks, window leaves, railings, shutters, ovens, screws, and bolts) could be used together 

with masonry systems (Table 4.28-30, No: c3, c9, c39, c48) 

 

As with the other new construction materials adapted in nineteenth century Ottoman 

architecture, cement was provided by importation as well.17 Newly constructed railways and 

ports were providing easier accessibility for cement in the second half of the nineteenth 

century, and in big cities, apartments and office buildings (işhanı) were being constructed 

with the use of concrete technologies.18  

 

The most important of the new materials introduced at the turn of the century were cement 

and concrete, and the newly introduced construction technique was the reinforced concrete 

system.19 Cement was also used commonly in buildings that were not concrete structures. In 

masonry systems, cement was used in floors, masonry walls and as plaster. 20 

 

The use of cement as the binder element started during the last quarter of the nineteenth 

century. Cement was firstly used to produce garden elements, sculptures, and floor coverings 

named carreau-ciment.21 Thus, cement and concrete had been used for decorative purposes 

until the beginning of twentieth century22, and then concrete structural systems were adapted 

by the famous architects of the period, Mimar Kemalettin and Vedat Bey. The first example 

is suggested to be the Seyr-i Sefain Acenta Building in Karaköy Körübaşı, İstanbul, built by 

Vedat Bey in 1915 for the Ministry of War (Harbiye Nezareti).23 

 

                                                
17 Cement was imported mainly from these countries: Austria, Germany, France and Belgium. See: Çelenk, Ayduk. "Dünya'da 
ve Türkiye'de Çimento Üretimi ve Gelişmeler" in Türkiye'de Çimento Sanayi ve Sorunları. İstanbul: İktisadi Araştırmalar 
Vakfı, 1986, p. 18 cited in Sey, p. 13. 

18 Sey, 2003, p. 12. 

19 Kula Say, S. "Belgeler Işığında 19. Yüzyıl Sonu - 20. Yüzyıl Başı Türk Mimarlığında Teknik İçerikli Tartışmalar" in Geç 
Osmanlı Döneminde Sanat, Mimarlık ve Kültür Karşılaşmaları. G. Çelik (editor), İstanbul: T. İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 
2016, pp. 161-191. 

20 Sey, 2003, p. 13. 

21 During the reign of Emperor Abdülhamit (1876-1908), the balustrades of the Yıldız Palace were concrete with flat iron 
reinforcements. The Huber Mansion, constructed at the beginning of the twentieth century, had sculptures and garden elements, 
which were also concrete with iron reinforcements. See: Sey, 2003, pp. 14-16. 

22 In Ottoman Industrial Counts, dated 1913-1915, there were three factories of water-lime and lime produce in the Umuryeri, 
İstinye and Makriköy (Bakırköy) Quarters in İstanbul. See: Batur, Afife. "Architectural Trends Referred to as "National"" in 
Mimarlık, 2001/298, pp. 42-46 cited in Sey, 2003, p. 14. 

23 Sey, 2003, p. 16. 
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The Harikzedegan Apartments, built in 1919-1922, in İstanbul, by Kemalettin Bey for the 

families who had lost their houses in the İstanbul fire, were the first apartments built by 

concrete structural systems.24 This project became the first example for the foundation 

apartments and other apartment-complexes of the Republican Ankara built in 1923-1930 

(Table 4.28-30, No:  c29, 30, c26, c24). 

 

The cement and concrete industry were introduced to the Republican Turkey with one 

company, two factories, and few small water-lime factories, in very harsh production 

conditions.25In Ankara of 1923, there were not any construction industry to build new and 

modern buildings and facilities of modern infrastructure to serve the city. The first attempts 

to form a basis of a construction industry were initiated by the second Mayor Ali Haydar 

Bey (1878-1937). To make use of the natural sources of the city in the fast developing 

construction industry, he traveled to Europe with samples taken from the soil of Ankara. 

When he came back, he began building many facilities for material produce for the 

construction industry with the financial help of private initiatives.26 

 

The İş Bank established in 1924 and the Industry and Mine Bank (Sanayi ve Maadin 

Bankası) established in 1925, provided credits to private companies and organizations in 

                                                
24 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Tayyare Apartmanları" in İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, cilt 7. İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yayınları: 1984; p. 228 and 
Batur, 2001 cited in Sey, 2003, p. 16. 

25 The first cement company was established in 1906, in İstanbul, named the Linardos Company. The second was established on 
August 9, 1907, named the Local/Native Cements Ottoman Anonymous Company (Yerli Çimentoları Osmanlı Anonim Şirketi). 
In 1910, another enterprise of cement production was initiated by Denmark company, named the Hydraulic Cement Production 
Arslan Ottoman Anonymous Company (Hidrolik Kireç İmaline Mahsus Arslan Osmanlı Anonim Şirketi), built in Darıca, 
Taşliman. In time, the company expanded and became one of the two most important factories of the early twentieth century. 
The first cement factory established was initiated by a German Company on May 30, 1911, in Eskihisar, named the Eskihisar 
Manmade/Synthetic Portland Cements and Water-limes Anonymous Company (Eskihisar Suni Portland Çimentoları ve Su 
Kireci Anonim Şirketi). Other than cement produce, the factory also produced bricks, roof-tiles, pipes, tiles, and other 
construction materials. This factory had the best technological advancements during the period. Other factories followed these; 
on June 1, 1912, another factory was established named the Bricks from Cement and the Production and Trade of Wholesale 
Construction Materials, 'La Sterea' Ottoman Anonymous Company (Çimentodan Tuğla ve Bilcümle Levazım-ı İnşaiyye İmal ve 
Ticaretine Mahsus 'La Sterea' Osmanlı Anonim Şirketi). Another followed in 1917, in İstanbul, named the Ayyıldız Cement 
Ottoman Anonymous Company (Ayyıldız Çimento Osmanlı Anonim Şirketi) and in 1918, in İstanbul, the Hilal Cement Ottoman 
Anonymous Company (Hilal Çimento Osmanlı Anonim Şirketi). After the break of the First World War, the production of these 
companies halted and according to Sey, no other information can be found about them. The factories in Darıca and Eskihisar 
covered most of the material production at the beginning of the twentieth century. The local industrial production showed 
decreases and slight temporary increases in production during 1913-1923. In June 1915, the Eskihisar Cement Factory stopped 
production and consequently, a big gap formed in the cement produce. During War, 1916-1918, the factory was rented by 
Ministry of War, and later it bankrupted in 1916. The Arslan Cement Factory in Darıca gradually decreased its production until 
1919. Eventually, the two companies, decided to merge, and on October 9, 1920, they formed a new company named Arslan 
and Eskihisar Combined Cement and Water-lime Factories Anonymous Company (Arslan ve Eskihisar Müttehit Çimento ve Su 
Kireci Fabrikaları Anonim Şirketi). The company halted its production during 1922-1923 for political reasons, and only after 
June 1923, it could start production again, with only a very small produce. See: Sey, 2003, pp. 19-27. 

26 Cengizkan, Ali. "Örtüleri Kaldırmak: Planın Edinilmesi Ve Belgeleri" in Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı. 
Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı, Arkadaş Yayınları; 2004, pp. 33-49 cited in Saner, Mehmet and Severcan, Yücel Can. 
"Fabrikada Zorunlu Sorumlu Olarak Barınmak: Ankara Maltepe Elektrik ve Havagazı Fabrikası Konutları" in Fabrika'da 
Barınmak, Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi'nde Türkiye'de İşçi Konutları: Yaşam, Mekan ve Kent. Ali Cengizkan (editor). Ankara: 
Arkadaş Yayınevi; 2009, pp. 45-76, p. 48. 
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their industrial initiatives. Additionally, with the article law of 1927 for the Encouragement 

of Industry Law (Teşvik-i Sanayi Kanunu), private institutions were supported for industrial 

developments throughout the country.27  

 

Information about the material production for construction industry in Ankara can be found 

in Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu's memoirs. He states that it was very difficult to do construction 

works in Ankara during the period, and construction materials were non-existent. 

Additionally, there were very few construction workers.28 

 

As Arif Hikmet describes, there were some good stone quarries in Ankara, but workers could 

not be found. The bricks produced in Ankara were 3 cm thick (probably mud-bricks) and 

Arif Hikmet did not find them useful for constructions. He brought brick craftsmen from 

İstanbul to Ankara, and they worked to produce bricks in Frenközü around Akköprü. The 

caustic-lime was also brought from outside of Ankara, from Sabuncupınar in Kütahya.29 Arif 

Hikmet eventually made a suggestion to the company there: 

 
I told them "Send all the lime produce to me, and I will put them into the storage, we will 
commission a worker of yours there, and I will buy my materials from there. And the others 
who want to buy the produce, you could also sell them."30 

 

As one of the initiators of new material production in Ankara, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu 

describes his efforts as follows31: He was taking press and cast materials from his "good" 

friend Architect Veli. He brought the machinery from İstanbul with the money he borrowed 

from Asaf Bey and opened a small atelier around Akköprü that produced cement, clay water 

pipe (künk) and floor tiles produced from cement (karosiman/carreau-cement). In 

Koyunoğlu's memoirs, some clues about timber production can be traced as well. The 

produced timber was brought from the villages around the Old City. However, these were 

not done scrupulously, as the length of the both ends of the same timber could be different, 

with the dimensional variation of almost 10 cm. Their importation and payment were done 

with horse-mule carriages. Stone production for his projects was also carried out by him. 
                                                
27 Cengizkan, 2004 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 48. 

28 Kuruyazıcı, Hasan. "Ankara'da İnşaat İşleri, Anılar" in Osmanlı'dan Cumhuriyet'e Bir Mimar: Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu. 
İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 2008, pp. 236-238, p. 236.  

29 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 236. 

30 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 236. 

31 Kuruyazıcı, 2008, p. 236. 
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With his initiations, the needed stone was quarried from the Bentderesi skirts, by the stone-

craftsmen he brought from İstanbul. He would also earn his expenses with the sales of the 

residual quarried stone produce. 

 

Along with the continuation of the traditional ways of constructing, new methods were 

introduced with the residential production of the 1920s' of Ankara. During the 1920s, the 

housing examples that were constructed in traditional systems and those constructed in new 

systems and with new materials continued to be built together within the city.  

 

Hence, there were two main types of construction techniques and use of materials for the 

residential production in the 1920s' Ankara, built either in the traditional or the new types of 

construction. Traditional style includes the masonry and timber frame structural systems. 

New techniques include steel or concrete structures with brick as the infill material: 

 

A. Traditional style  

A1. Masonry: use of stone, brick or mud brick together or separately, 

A2. Timber frame on stone masonry at sub basement level with either brick or mud-brick 

infill 

B. New techniques 

B1. Steel structure with brick infill 

B2. Concrete structure with brick infill 

 

In some examples, masonry systems were mixed with concrete elements, such as floor plates 

or concrete slabs were used with stones or bricks. In some examples, even though the 

buildings were designed in concrete or steel structure systems; stone masonry appearance 

was given on facades with the use of plaster. 

 

When the structural systems are analyzed in terms of the "settlement zones" of city; it is seen 

that in the earliest developed area within the Old City, in the Karaoğlan Quarter around the 

Taşhan Square (settlement zone 1a), masonry systems were more commonly preferred. In 

the Anafartalar, and Hisarönü Quarters (the 1916 Fire area) and their surroundings 

(settlement zone 1b), use of all construction types are seen except timber frame structural 

systems (construction type a2). The most common type is stone masonry and sometimes 

different materials were used together such as brick, mud-brick, and different types of stones 

(construction type a1). In this region, concrete structures with brick walls are the second 
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most common type of construction (construction type b2) and the steel structures are only 

seen within this region (construction type b1) and nowhere else in the city. At the main 

arteries of the Anafartalar and Işıklar Streets, new construction types were preferred such as 

concrete and steel structures with brick walls (construction types b1-b2). On the other hand, 

towards the outskirts of the region, further away from the main areas, such as the 

surroundings of the Çıkrıkçılar Slope, and the Saraçlar Street and on smaller streets 

connecting to the Işıklar Street, use of masonry systems are more common (construction 

type1a). 

 

In the Hacıbayram Quarter and the İsmet Paşa Neighborhood (settlement zone 1c), the 

housing production were constructed in traditional structural systems (built by the Hungarian 

craftsmen, Table 4.28, No: c8). Stone masonry and stone, brick, and mud-brick masonry 

systems and timber frame structures with brick and mud-brick infill were used in most of the 

examples constructed in this region (construction type a1 and a2).  

 

In the Hamamönü Quarter (settlement zone 1d), it is seen that masonry construction systems 

were commonly used (construction type a1). In the Youth's Park Quarter (settlement zone 

1e), where the public buildings of the period were constructed, concrete structure system was 

preferred (construction type b2). It can be suggested that, in apartments built by public 

initiatives, new technological developments were adapted. However, in single detached 

houses such as the Foundation Houses (1924), stone masonry system (construction type a1) 

was used as well. 

 

The single houses in Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a-b) were mostly built in the stone masonry 

system (construction type 1a). Those that were more ostentatious might have been built in 

the newer technological system of concrete structure with brick walls, and in some, stone 

appearance was given with plaster application on facades (construction type b2). In the 

houses of the Ziya Gökalp Street, i.e. the first houses built in the region, a mixture of systems 

might have been used together as stone, brick, mud-brick masonry systems together with 

concrete slabs and floor plates (construction type a1-b2).  

 

In the mansions of the Gazi Farm (Gazi Çiftliği), new technologies were adapted as the 

Marmara Mansion (1928) was built with concrete system and brick walls (construction type 

b2). In the Kuleli Mansion, stone masonry might have been used (construction type a1) since 
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it is an earlier example (1924). The addition to the Çankaya Mansion, dated earlier in the 

decade (1924), is stone masonry (construction type a1) as well. 

 

When the structural systems are analyzed in terms of "housing types", it is observed that 

single houses of Ulus (housing type B1a-b-c) with one-two storeys were generally built with 

masonry techniques, especially stone masonry (construction type a1). The apartments of 

Ulus (housing type B2a-b-c) with three-four storeys were commonly built with concrete 

systems with brick infill (construction type b2); however, on smaller apartments stone 

masonry systems are observed (construction type a1). The steel structures are seen generally 

on circular-planned and towered apartments of Ulus (housing type B2a-b-c).   

 

The apartment complexes, authentic to the Old City (housing type B2d), built by the public 

initiatives, were constructed with concrete structural systems with brick infill, and many 

were given stone masonry appearance with plastered facades (construction type b2).  

 

The single houses of Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a-b and housing type 3a-b) were 

constructed with either masonry systems or concrete systems. Smaller modest houses of 

Yenişehir (housing type B3a) were constructed with masonry systems (construction type a1); 

however, larger, more ostentatious, villa houses of Yenişehir (housing type B3b) were 

constructed with concrete systems with brick infill (construction type b2). The apartments of 

Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a-b and housing type B4), built towards the end of the 1920s, 

were constructed with concrete structural systems (construction type b2). However, on 

smaller and earlier apartment examples of Yenişehir (two-three storeys), masonry systems 

may be used (construction type a1) as seen in the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank, called 

Altılı Tip (1925-28) (Table 4.28, c25). 

 

When analyzed in terms of "construction dates", three major construction periods can be 

discerned: 1923-24 as the period of unplanned development, 1925-28 as the period of the 

Lörcher Plan; and after 1928, towards the application of the Jansen Plan. It is seen that at the 

beginning of the decade, in the first three years of the Republic in 1923-25, the use of 

traditional construction systems continued. Many houses were built in masonry systems 

(Table 4.28, 4.29, No: c2-7, c10-12, c16-20). These masonry examples were usually 

constructed with the use of a mixture of materials, where stone masonry systems could be 

the base and the upper floors constructed with bricks, mud-bricks, or both. In some 

examples, the use of timber girders can be seen as well (Table 4.29, c17); and in some 
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examples, concrete elements were used within masonry systems (Table 4.28, c4). Those that 

were more prestigious of contemporary housing production, were built in masonry systems 

only with the use of cut stones (Table 4.28, 4.29, No: c10, c11). 

 

The use of concrete structural system can be seen at the beginning of the 1920s, even though 

in very few examples. The first example of this application is the Apartment on Alsancak 

Street at No:15 (Erzurum Hotel, 1916/17-1920s). Steel structures could be found at the first 

half of the decade as well, later gradually decreasing, probably due to expense of the material 

(Table 4.28, no: c3, c932). It has been observed that the steel construction system was 

preferred mainly in towered or circular-planned apartments (Table 4.29, c39). 

                                                
32 Kefu, 2001. 
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Table 4.28: Structural Systems and Materials According to Construction Dates, Sheet I
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Table 4.29: Structural Systems and Materials According to Construction Dates, Sheet II
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Table 4.30: Structural Systems and Materials According to Construction Dates, Sheet III
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Table 4.31: Structural Systems and Materials According to Construction Dates, Sheet IV33

 

 

 

In the early examples, the traditional construction system of timber frame structure can be 

observed in the new housing production within the Old City as well, especially in the 

Hacıbayram and İsmet Paşa Quarters (Table 4.28, c8). Following in the decade a gradual 

decrease in the use of the timber frame structural system can be observed. 

 

With a planned development agenda, after the acceptance of the Lörcher's Plan (1925-28), it 

is observed that concrete structures with brick walls became more common, as part of the 

modernization attempts; technological developments in construction industry followed and 

were applied (Table 4.28-4.31). Mainly, more ostentatious apartments, initiated either by 

public or by private means, were constructed in the concrete system (Table 4.28, 4.29, No: 

c22, 24, 26, 29, 30, 37), and towards 1928, even modest apartments were constructed in 

concrete (Table 4.30, c46). 

 

The use of the masonry construction system continued during the second half of the 1920s, 

up until the 1930s. Sometimes masonry constructions were mixed with concrete elements 

such as in the Gazi Station Building and its Lodgings (1926) where the stone masonry 
                                                
33 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing examples. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: c1-a22, c2-
a23, c3-a44, c4-a71, c5-a99, c6-a121, c7-a15, c8-a14, c9-a61, c10-a122, c11-a124, c12-89, c13-a108, c14-a116, c15-a117, c16-
a35, c17-a72, c18-a17, c19-a33, c20-a39, c21-a42, c22-a78, c23-a115, c24-a103, c25-a120, c26-a79, c27-a107, c28-a125, c29-
a100, c30-a101, c31-a26, c32-a27, c33-a28, c34-a29, c35-a18, c36-a19, c37-a20, c38-a31, c39-a30, c40-a37, c41-a38, c42-a45, 
c43-a46, c44-a119, c45-a94, c46-a41, c47-a67, c48-a68, c49-a69, c50-a70, c51-a74, c52-a104, c53-a105, c54-a95, c55-a98, 
c56-a123, c57-a73, c58-a2, c59-a62, c60-a63. 
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system was used with concrete floor plates,34 or the apartment on Anafartalar Street at No:60 

where stone and concrete elements were used together35, probably by the use of concrete 

slabs within masonry. 

 

The use of simple masonry system can be seen at the end of the decade as well, commonly 

consisting of mixed materials (Table 4.30, c38, 40, 41, 47, 50). The masonry system with the 

use of only stone as material, can be observed in more prestigious apartments (Table 4.30, 

c42). 

 

After 1928, towards the application of the Jansen Plan, when the "First National 

Architectural Style" started to be slightly disfavored, and along with the contemporaneous 

simplification in designs, constructions continued only in the concrete system with use of 

brick as the infill material (Table 4.28, c56, 57). Both examples are refined from 

embellishments in line with the change in the stylistic approach. As can be seen at the end of 

the decade, with the application of the concrete structural system, buildings became more 

austere and refined, welcoming the newer architectural style. 

 

Overall, from the dates, it can be seen that in the first period of the decade the traditional 

construction method continued. Apart from the traditional system, a few steel structures with 

brick walls were applied in some buildings in the same period; however, in the following 

years of the decade, after 1925, this method was abandoned. This might be due to the 

expense of steel and the difficulty of its application as only a few master-builders were 

accomplished with the techniques of steel construction. In the following periods, from 1925 

to 1928, concrete structures with brick walls were adapted in most of the buildings, and the 

use of the masonry system also continued. After 1928, the concrete construction became the 

sole application method. 

 

The world depression of 1929 and the consequent insufficient capital accumulation hindered 

the development of construction technology. Not even the facilities provided by the 

Encouragement of Industry Law (Teşvik-i Sanayi Kanunu) in 1927 and credit loans could 

help the development sufficiently. Up until the 1930s, iron and cement were imported, and 

                                                
34 Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı (1923-1938). (First edition: 1980, third edition: 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010, pp. 225-226. 

35 General Directorate of Cultural Assets and Museums (Kültür Varlıkları ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü), also known as 
General Directorate of Monuments (Anıtlar Genel Müdürlüğü), Survey Sheets of Inventory of Natural and Cultural Heritage 
Protection (Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları Koruma Envanteri - D.K.V.K.E.). 
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only in Ankara and İstanbul, three cement factories could be established. Cement and roof-

tiles were imported from overseas, due to high importation expenses of land transportation.36 

Despite these problems, Ankara was still the leading city in the production of housing. 

Nalbantoğlu states that, other than the foundation houses, the constructions were carried out 

by construction masters and craftsmen, the majority of whom were Bulgarian, Rum (Greek) 

and Armenian workers. The final design was the result of personal choices of employers and 

employees.37 

 

 
Table 4.32: Distribution of Types of Construction System and Materials in Different Districts of Ankara 

(Başvekalet İstatistik Umum Müdürlüğü, İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36)38 

 
 

 

The earliest data regarding the construction systems and materials of the residential units of 

Ankara can be found in the Statistical Yearbook of 1935-36 (Table 4.32). According to this 

study, three types of construction systems are defined as masonry, timber, and mixed 

(probably including concrete systems), and the fourth input covers the residential units with 

unknown construction systems. According to this data, in the Old City, 9% of the residential 

buildings were constructed with masonry systems (1114/12.558), 7% of the residential 

buildings were constructed with timber structural systems (915/12.558) and 84% of the them 

were built with mixed construction systems (10.502/12.558). As can be seen, the majority of 

the residential buildings in the Old City were built with mixed structural systems. 

 
                                                
36 Nalbantoğlu, Gülsüm. "1928-1946 Döneminde Ankara'da Yapılan Konutların Mimari Değerlendirilmesi" in Tarih İçinde 
Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1981). Ankara; TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 253-271, p. 255. 

37 Nalbantoğlu, 2000, p. 255. 

38 Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 
2005, p. 439. 
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In Yenişehir, 93% of residential buildings were constructed with masonry systems, covering 

the majority of them (959/1030), 1% of residential buildings were timber structures 

(15/1030) and 5% of them were built with mixed structural systems (54/1030). This study 

shows that most of the single houses in Yenişehir were masonry structures. 

 

In Cebeci, as part of the planned area of the New City at the turn of the 1920s, 61% of 

residential buildings were masonry structures (602/980), 4% were timber structures (40/980) 

and 34% of them were constructed in mixed masonry systems (336/980). As can be seen, the 

masonry systems were the most common in Cebeci as well. In the vineyards, only 18% of 

housing examples were in masonry (511/2804), 2-3% of them were timber structures 

(65/2804) and the majority was built in mixed masonry systems, covering 78% of the 

residential units (2202/2804). 

 

Out of all the residential units in Ankara in 1935, 18% of them were masonry structure 

(3186/17.372), 6% of them were built with timber frame structural system (1035/17.372) and 

75% of them were constructed with mixed structural system, covering the majority 

(13.094/17.372). As this study reveals, up to 1935, the new construction techniques 

outnumbered the traditional approach in the construction industry. 

 

As the new construction techniques and materials were introduced to the 1920s' Ankara, the 

infrastructure systems were also in the development agenda with the new technological 

advancements. In the following part, the development of the infrastructure systems such as 

water supply, water drainage (sewer systems), electricity and town gas distributions and 

installments, and their contribution to the development of residential architecture in the 

1920s' Ankara will be discussed. 

 

4.2.2. Infrastructure 

 

The houses and apartments of the decade, influenced by the principles of the "First National 

Architectural Style" on the exteriors, were designed to meet the contemporary comfort 

standards in the interiors. This was also provided with the technological advancements in 

infrastructure by the application of modern amenities in the service spaces with water 

supply, drainage, and ventilation, and increasing the life quality in the living areas with 

electricity and heating. 
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Some of the well-known houses and apartments of the period, especially the ones built by 

public initiatives, or private important individuals, such as deputies, politicians, 

administrators or entrepreneurs, have been well-documented in terms of their technical 

qualities. Such documents show that the first fully equipped houses were designed to set 

examples to the single-detached houses of Yenişehir, and these first luxurious single houses 

were built close to the Train Station, around the Youth's Park Quarter. They are known as the 

Foundation Houses, built in 1923-24, and designed by Arif Hikmet (Koyunoğlu) and 

Kemalettin Bey, with the support of the Municipality (Şehremaneti) and the Ministry of 

Foundations (Evkaf Vekaleti).39 

 

The Foundation Houses provided modern living standards and comforts that were considered 

luxurious by the contemporaries. Designed as detached from their surroundings, two storeys 

high, with four-five bedrooms and a housemaid's room, these houses had fully equipped 

kitchens and bathrooms. The walls of the bathrooms were paved with encaustic tiles and the 

bathtubs were specially imported from Europe; electricity was provided from the generators 

of the recently built modern hotel Ankara Palas, and water was supplied from the spare 

waters of the nearby Zincirli Mosque.40 As a novelty in contemporary Ankara, the toilets 

were in the European (alafranga), rather than the traditional style (helataşı), and there were 

even bidets installed.41 Contrary to the traditional living style, the houses were extraverted 

rather than introverted, and became the basis of the residential transformation of Ankara 

after the 1920s.42 

 

The houses built by private initiatives followed the examples of public production in 

technological terms. The İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House in the Hacıbayram Quarter was one of the 

first single-detached houses of the Old City (1924), initiated by deputy İzzet Ulvi Bey and 

constructed by the Hungarian craftsmen. The house was designed as fully equipped with 

almost all kinds of contemporary technology. Each floor was planned with a separate space 

                                                
39 They are all demolished today and replaced by a hotel building and the official buildings of the Central Bank of Turkey. 

40 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "1923-1928 Ankara'sında Konut Sorunu ve Konut Gelişmesi" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz 
(editor). (First edition: 1981). Ankara; TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 233-253, p. 234. 

41 Yavuz, 2000, p. 234. 

42 Y. Yavuz states the roots of this housing style, accustomed by İstanbul nobles such as the palace and its inner circle, can be 
traced to the nineteenth century Ottoman lifestyle with attempts to opening-up to Europe. One of the first examples of the social 
residential units of İstanbul was built between 1918-1921, in Laleli, İstanbul, for the low-income groups that lost their houses in 
the fire of 1918 in Fatih area. These were four large block apartments, built with concrete systems, known as "Harikzedegan" or 
"Tayyare" apartments (for more information see: Y. Yavuz, 2000, pp. 234-235). According to Yavuz, the Foundation 
Apartments in Ulus resemble the Harikzedegan Apartments of İstanbul. See: Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 237. 
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for bathroom/toilet, connected to the master bedroom, and with a separate toilet and a 

kitchen, entered from a small service corridor that opened to a sofa.43 As kitchens were 

provided in each floor, it may be suggested that, the house was planned to function as an 

apartment with multiple units in the future even though it was built as a single house.  

 

 

 
Figure 4.1: The Sink, Water tap, and Ceramics in the Kitchen of the Ground Floor, the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House 

Photograph: A. T. Yavuz, 199844 

 

 

Service spaces were built with proper materials and equipment. The spaces of toilet, 

bathroom, kitchen, and the hall connecting them were covered with ceramic tiles. The 

bathrooms were heated with a wood-burning hot water bath stove (thermosiphon)45, and each 

kitchen, placed on the northwestern side, had a stall covered with mosaic tiles, a sink and a 

water tap, and on the east side, a chimney hood (hood fume) (Figure 4.1).46 The black-white 

                                                
43 A. T. Yavuz states that in the first years, only the ground and the basement floors were used, and the first floor was used by 
İzzet Aykurt's biggest son, Gültekin Bey later when he was married. See: Yavuz, Ayşıl Tükel. "İzzet Aykurt Evi: Bir Erken 
Cumhuriyet Dönemi Konutu" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 Seminer Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: 
ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 289-327, p. 298. 

44 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 317. 

45 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 293. 

46 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 294. 
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tattersall47 mosaic tiles were used on the staircase shaft walls and on the walls of the service 

spaces, especially on sinks and stalls.48 

 

Since sewage systems were not widely installed in the city during its construction period, 

drainage was collected in a concrete cesspool in the courtyard's northwestern side, near the 

house's tower.49 Additionally, the kitchens were initially installed with wood-burning stoves, 

and then these were replaced with coal and later town-gas stoves.50 Electricity was installed 

during its construction along with a telephone-line.51 

 

The first multi-storey apartment-complexes of Ankara were designed to provide comfortable 

living standards similar to their contemporary modern counterparts in western countries, 

while their exterior appearance was shaped in the "national style" of the period. Nonetheless, 

they had all the modern technical and functional amenities, such as elevators, heaters 

(radiators), electricity, bathtubs, and European style toilets.52 

 

The Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment53, built with concrete structural system, 

was designed with a basement floor for technical and storage spaces, a ground and a 

mezzanine floor for shops, and four upper floors containing sixteen housing units.54 The 

service spaces of the apartment, i.e. bathrooms, toilets, and kitchens, had all the technical 

amenities of the period, and they faced an inner courtyard while the living and sleeping 

spaces faced the streets. However, due to its limited construction site, the inner courtyard 

could only function as a ventilating skylight when the project was finished. It was eventually 

covered with glass windows due to harsh climate conditions and it could not carry enough 

natural light and ventilation to the lower floors.55  

                                                
47 Dama desenli. 

48 A. T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 294. 

49 Which also existed in 1993 during its site-survey. See: A. T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 296. 

50 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 296. 

51 A. T. Yavuz, 2001, p .296. 

52 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 239. 

53 Interestingly, Y. Yavuz states that this is the First Foundation Apartment, rather than Belvü Palas (2000, p. 237). It may be 
suggested that this may be the First Foundation Apartment and Belvü Palas may be the Third Foundation Apartment rather than 
vice versa. 

54 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 237. 

55 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 237. 
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The Second Foundation Apartment, the largest of the apartment-complexes, built with 

concrete structural system, was designed with a basement floor probably for technical rooms, 

a ground floor for commercial purposes, and five floors of flats, containing forty housing 

units.56 The service spaces had all the contemporary technological amenities, and they were 

placed around the courtyard while the living spaces were placed on the periphery, facing the 

streets. Since the apartment was built on a large site, its inner-courtyard could actually 

function as a courtyard rather than simply as a ventilation shaft of its service spaces as in the 

Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment. 

 

The Building and Lodgings of the State Railways was built in concrete structural system, 

with seven floors including two basement floors and a roof floor. It was actually designed 

similar to the other foundation apartments in a centralized organization, around a large 

rectangular courtyard. However, only one third of the construction could be finished.57 It was 

originally designed as an apartment block of sixty housing units. However, the finished 

apartment has twenty units, each floor consisting of four, including the second basement 

floor. Suitable to Ankara's climate conditions, the closed staircases were placed on the 

corners. The lowest basement floor was reserved for storage units and mechanical spaces for 

the central heating systems, and the roof floor was reserved for laundry rooms. In the 

apartment, the second basement floor, above the central heating and storage rooms, included 

residential units as well. According to Yavuz, the use of basement floors as living areas 

started with this example, and continued after the 1920s in other apartments of Ankara for 

speculative reasons.58 

 

The planning of the service spaces around the inner ventilation shafts and the living spaces 

(living rooms, bedrooms etc.) on the periphery of the apartments, so that they would face the 

streets, was applied in almost all apartments in the Old City, especially around the 

Anafartalar Quarter. Yavuz relates this planning to the limited construction sites.59 From the 

plans of the apartments in Ulus (Appendix B), we can easily see that the service spaces were 

designed inside the living units during the decade, contrary to the traditional houses, in 

which the service spaces were placed in a separate structure in the courtyard.  

                                                
56 Y. Yavuz, 2000, pp. 237, 238. 

57 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 238. 

58 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 238. 

59 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 237. 
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Nalbantoğlu also states that the apartments in Ulus, which covered most of the housing 

production during the decade, had service spaces around ventilation and lighting shafts.60 It 

can be suggested that, in order to ease the installment of technical infrastructure, the service 

spaces were grouped together, and they were placed around shafts because of the small and 

limited construction sites within the Old City. Many apartments have this type of plan layout 

and alignment of service spaces (Appendix B61). Since their service spaces are clearly 

marked on plans, opening either to the ventilation shafts or to the chimneys, it can be 

suggested that they must have been equipped with electricity and water supply. However, as 

seen in the example of the İzzet Aykurt House, water drainage and sewage systems might 

have been solved with cesspools, heating with heating stoves, and hot water with wood or 

coal burning hot water bath stoves in the apartments of Ulus. 

 

Another residential unit, information about technical infrastructure could be found, is the 

well-documented Çankaya Mansion (the President's House). Mustafa Kemal started to reside 

here in 1921, and at the time, the toilet, which traditionally had been located outside, was 

added to the house as a separate mass, attached from the outside, and reached from the 

staircase.62 

 

After 1923, an improvement and additional building project was requested from Vedat Bey 

for this house. One of the most important contributions of Vedat Bey's project was the one-

storey service building added on the eastern side of the original building, designed by the 

architect himself. Since the original space that had been used as the kitchen was converted 

into an office room, the newer kitchen was planned in the service building addition. Apart 

from the large kitchen, the service addition had a laundry, a storage space, a toilet, and 

sleeping units for the employees. Later, an elevator shaft for food transfer from the kitchen to 

the dinner room was added next to the toilet, due to the difference of levels between the new 

kitchen and the dining room. Most importantly, in the traditional building, on the upper 

floor, a new bathroom with all technical amenities of the period was built (Figures 4.2, 

4.3).63 

                                                
60 Nalbantoğlu, 2000, p. 256. 

61 Alataş Street No:1, Anafartalar Street No:42, No:58, and No:83, Işıklar Street No:22, Karakuş Street No:1, the Mevsim Street 
Apartment. 

62 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "Ankara-Çankaya'daki Birinci Cumhurbaşkanlığı Köşkü" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 Seminer 
Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 341-413, p. 342. 

63 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 349. 
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Figure 4.2: The Service Entrance and Built-In Bathtub in the Bathroom of the First Floor, the Çankaya Mansion. 

Photograph: Y. Yavuz, 1998.64 
 

 

 
Figure 4.3: The Marble Sink and Foot-Wash Tub in the Bathroom of the First Floor, the Çankaya Mansion. 

Photograph: Y. Yavuz, 1998.65 

 

 

The renovation project, carried out for a more comfortable use of the mansion, turned out to 

be insufficient in terms of heating, especially for the guest and employee rooms in harsh 

winter months, since heating was only provided with heating stoves. Apart from the 

technical difficulties of heating, the additional wall added in 1924 caused structural 

problems. Eventually, these problems required a second renovation project, carried out in 

                                                
64 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 371. 

65 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 372. 
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1926. With this project, a central heating system and a second floor to the service addition 

(1924) for guest and employee rooms were planned.66 

 

With the request of Atatürk, the Holzmann Company (a German company that worked on 

many construction projects in Ankara during the decade), carried out the site survey for the 

structural deformations. With this site survey, it was suggested that the additional wall 

designed by Vedat Tek dividing the Orient Parlor (Şark Salonu) at the upper floor, caused 

deformation on the wall dividing the entrance hall and the Green Parlor (Yeşil Salon) at the 

ground floor. This was hindered temporarily by the Holzmann Company by reinforcing the 

walls of both floors. However, this wall was completely removed in a third renovation 

carried out in 1930.67 

 

From the documents dated July 25 and July 31, 192668, it is seen that a new project was 

proposed for heating. In this project, the contractor was Erzurumlu (Hacı Ahmed Zade) 

Nafiz Efendi and the central heating/radiator master was a Rum (Greek) artisan, Pavlidis, 

who was specifically brought from İstanbul for this project. The document, dated July 31, 

shows the General Requirements of the Agreement (articles 1-5)69, including the two main 

ones concerning the technological developments of the period: 

 
1) The heating installation will use hot-water system. 
2) A "new" boiler room will be constructed by the contractor and placed within the building, 
and the main pipes will be paved on the outside of the building and connected with the 
radiators. 

 

In the same document, Technical Requirements of the Agreement (articles 6-22) are also 

discussed, including some important articles concerning the technical infrastructure: 

 
6) The boiler should be the German Sertebel Factory product, with a cap and twenty-three 
meter-squares wide, and should include cleaning doors. It should contain a temperature 
measurement unit, an altitude clock, two drain valves, and a heater set of four pieces. 
7) The main pipes from the boiler will be designed specially and should be installed with 
canals from the outside and connected to the radiators from under and on the corner of the 
windowsills. 

                                                
66 The first document about this second innovation dates to May 12, 1926. See: Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 349. 

67 Y. Yavuz, 2001, pp. 352-353. 

68 For more information on documents See: Y. Yavuz, 2001, pp. 351-357; for original documents see: Y. Yavuz, 2000, pp. 396-
400. 

69 Original document in Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 400. 
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8) The installation to the new additional building will be carried out under the kitchen ceiling. 
9) Radiators will be in plain design, and according to the required heating of the rooms, they 
will be two, three, or four slices. 
10) Over each radiator, a brass valve with double alignment and a holding device will be 
placed. 
13) Within the above conditions, the heating installation should be able to provide +20 
degrees of heating in the rooms and the corridors when it is -20 degrees outside. 
14) The floor and roof of the boiler room should be constructed with concrete and the walls 
with stone. 
17) The area, from the boiler to the "back" of the Mansion, should be connected with an 
installation from below the ground, and additionally a brick-masonry shaft should be placed. 
18) The existent bathroom, office-room, kitchen, and laundry-room hot-water heating 
systems should function excellently during summer and winter months (and connected to the 
main system).70 
 

The articles clearly show the technological advancements adapted in the 1920s. The heating 

system installed with this contract made the mansion more comfortable and hindered the 

dangers and problems of heating with stoves. However, as Yavuz observes, due to the pipes 

circulating from outside the building and the horizontal circulation of spaces, the mansion 

could not be sufficiently heated during winters.71 

 

Related with the 14th and 17th articles, the boiler room was constructed in the valley towards 

the west of the building, below two meters of the mansion's ground level, attached to a 

sustaining wall, without causing any environmental problems on perception. The fume shaft 

of the boiler room was built at a 50 meters distance from the boiler room, next to the 

mansion's octagonal tower building, not perceived from the main facade. The connection 

between the boiler room and the fume-shaft was designed, as stated in the agreement, 

horizontally below the ground.72  

 

The third renovation project was proposed by Giulio Mongeri in the 1930s. From his 

drawings according to the building survey carried out, it is seen that Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey 

added six rooms, around a central hall, three facing south, and the other three facing north, a 

bathroom, and a toilet on the additional floor in the service building addition proposed by 

Vedat Tek.73 However, the pipes of to the heating system, installed according to 7th, 12th and 

                                                
70 Apart from these, there is also Payment Condition within the same document. See: Y. Yavuz, 2001, pp. 356-357. 

71 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 357. 

72 Currently, in the space designed by Vedat Tek as a laundry-room, a secondary boiler is placed. See: Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 357. 

73 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 359. For Mongeri's drawings See: Yavuz, 2001, pp. 402-404. 
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16th articles of the Agreement of July 29, 1926, caused unpleasant plastered vertical 

extrusions on the facades.74 With a refusal letter, dated July 3, 193075, the development 

process of the President's House ended76 and Mongeri's renovation project was not applied. 

Instead, a new house was planned and constructed in the 1930s in the international modern 

style.77 

 

Other than the known examples such as the President's House, information about the 

distribution of electricity and gas to the city in general can be gathered from the 

implementation of the first small plants and eventually the establishment of the Electricity 

and Town Gas Factory in the Maltepe Quarter at the end of the 1920s. 

 

The first electric energy power plant78 was built in the Bent Stream Quarter in 1925 by the 

Ankara Municipality.79 With 50 HP, it provided electricity for street lamps, the Courthouse, 

the Grand Assembly, and some public buildings in the Old City.80 After the establishment of 

this power plant, due to the speed of development within the city, another was needed and 

considered in the area defined as "kilometers eight", the region of the Güvercinlik Ankara 

Cement Factory's Administration Building.81 Another power plant started functioning in this 

region in October 1925, and for a couple of years, the provided energy was considered 

sufficient for the city. Accordingly, the first plant in the Bent Stream was closed.82 In time, 

                                                
74 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 359. 

75 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 362. For the original letter See: Ibid., p. 412. 

76 Y. Yavuz, 2001, p. 362. 

77 After the construction of the new Mansion (the Pink Mansion, designed by Clemens Holzmeister in 1932), the kitchen in the 
service building addition became dysfunctional and during the time of Korutürk's presidency, the small boiler room and other 
parts of this additional building (including the kitchen) were all connected into one big space and converted to a laundry and 
ironing room. See: Y.Yavuz, 2001, p. 359. 

78 The first attempt to provide electricity and town gas for the lighting and heating of the city, dates back prior to the Republican 
period. According to a document dated 1910, the cities intended for development other than İstanbul included Ankara (as well 
as İzmir and Adana). As the same document shows, the investigation for these projects were carried out in Ankara, and as a 
result of these studies, it was evaluated that, due to the limited water-supply (the Tabakhane Stream would only be enough to 
power up the watermill that would be constructed), a hydroelectric system would not work. Cengizkan suggests that, even 
though this attempt was not successful in 1910, it formed the basis of and showed the place for the first Power Plant of Ankara 
to be built in 1925. See: Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 22-24 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

79 Cengizkan, 2004 and EGO, 1973, Cumhuriyetimizin 50. Yılında Ankara Elektrik, Havagazı ve Otobüs İşletme Müessesesi, 
Ankara cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

80 EGO, 1973 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

81 EGO, 1973 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

82 EGO, 1973 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 
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the second plant also became insufficient for the provision of electricity to the swiftly 

developing capital, and again another electric and gas factory was considered.83 

 

The location of the electric and gas factory was decided in Lörcher's Plans of 1924 and 

1925.84 The factory could not be activated with water supply due to Ankara's aridity 

problems. Consequently, for the electricity production, fuel or coal energized plants were 

needed. Additionally, for the production of town gas, coking coal was needed.85 In this 

situation, either both of the factories would be energized with coal, or the electric factory 

would be energized by fuel produced by the gas factory, and the gas factory would be 

energized with coal. In both situations, the plants had to be considered together.86  

 

Since the electric factory could be energized both ways, the gas factory, with the need of the 

(coking) coal produce, became the sole factor of decision for the location.87 However, 

(coking) coal was not quarried in Ankara, so the factories had to be close to the cargo of the 

imported coal produce. In this case, as the materials would be transported by the railways, 

the factory had to be close to the Train Station of Ankara in the Old City.88 On the other 

hand, the location had to be ideal in the distribution of energy and gas to the entire city, in 

the lowest possible cost possible. At this point, the Maltepe district, in between the southern 

(New) and northern (Old) parts of the city, became the only preferable location, with its 

closeness to the already existing storage units around the Train Station.89  

 

With this location90, the distribution of electricity and gas both to the Old City and Yenişehir 

would be provided in the most economical and efficient way possible, and with the new 

                                                
83 Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

84 Cengizkan, 2004. 

85 Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

86 Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 50-51. 

87 Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 52-53. 

88 Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 52-53. 

89 Here, it is also suggested that, the basic factor in setting the direction of Yenişehir was its closeness to the electric and gas 
factory, so the installation of pipes and technical elements would be kept at the minimum cost. See: Saner and Severcan, 2009, 
pp. 51-53. 

90 Currently, the exact location of the facilities is in the region between Sıhhiye (Yenişehir) on the east, Tandoğan on the west, 
the Station, and the railway line (the Old City) on the north, and Anıttepe on the south. See: Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 48-
49. 
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factories, the region would also function as a joint between the old and new settlement 

zones.91 

 

In 1926, the Ankara Municipality left its responsibilities in the previous power plant in 

Güvercinlik to a German Company Didier for 60 years time.92 With this admission to the 

Didier, the Municipality could take full responsibility for the establishment of the Ankara 

Electricity and Gas Factory in October 10, 1928.93  

 

The factory provided electricity for the city for the first time in September 26, 192894 as the 

Didier Company, one year after the establishment of the electric plant, built a system with 

three rooms and two gas ovens on the northern region of the factory building. Each of these 

produced 3000 m3 gas with coking coal.95 In October 1929, these were activated to provide 

gas for the city and the industrial regions around the city.96 The location of these factories 

and their technical distribution can be seen on the gas distribution map prepared for 

Yenişehir in 1928 (Figure 4.4).97 

                                                
91 Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 54. 

92 Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 54. 

93 Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 55. 

94With the start of 650 HP diesel electric system ordered from German MAN Company. See: Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 55. 

95 EGO, 1973 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 56-57. 

96 Cengizkan, 2004, p. 46 cited in Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 57. 

97  In the facilities, three administrative buildings were constructed in 1929 on the western part of the factory 
boundaries, along with the lodgings for the staff on the eastern side. One of them was the Lodging of the Manager (General 
Director) and the other was a small apartment as the lodgings of the workers named the "Service House". These were 
constructed close to the residential areas in Yenişehir (Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 57). 
 The style of the Lodging of the Manager, even though it could not be grouped in a certain type, with its high-roof, 
references to the early twentieth century German houses. Even though it was constructed at the end of the decade, with its high-
roof, as defined by Saner and Severcan, it can be suggested that it still carried some of the characteristics of the "First National 
Architectural Style". However, as can be seen from the exterior, it was constructed in a more modernist approach, in the style of 
1930s, assimilated after 1928. As described by Saner and Severcan, the house had basement, ground floors, and two storeys 
with an additional rooftop storage space. The plan scheme of the floors had a U-shape staircase shaft surrounded by spaces on 
both sides. The doors of the spaces opened to an inner hall. The living spaces opened to the hall and the service spaces were 
solved around both sides of the staircase shaft. The ground floor had spaces used as a meeting and office areas, where the top 
floors were used as the private spaces of the family. (Saner and Severcan, 2009, p. 67). (The described plan layout has similar 
properties with the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House[evaluation of the author]). 
 It was designed with a garden on the northern side of the house with a small pool and an arbor. (As can be seen it 
was designed with the concept of the garden-houses, adapted by Jansen as well after Lörcher. Apart from its high roof, it has 
very simplified facades, designed in the "international style" [evaluation of the author]). 
 Another residential building within the facilities was constructed in 1929. The Service House is still used as the 
officers' lodgings and it continued its residential function (evaluated in 2009 by Saner and Severcan). The apartment was 
designed as the residential units of engineers, chiefs, and technicians. It consisted of three storey and a ground floor. In total, 
there were six units, with two units per floors. The units had their private service spaces within the living areas. It can be 
suggested that these units were designed for a single or two workers or at most for a very small family unit considering the size 
of the spaces (Saner and Severcan, 2009, pp. 67-69). (From the exterior, it can be seen, as one of the last production of the 
decade, it had very simplified facades, built in the "international style" of 1930s [evaluation of the author]) (summarized by the 
author). 
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Figure 4.4: Yenişehir Town-Gas Pipe Distribution Plan98  

 

 

Very little is known about the installation of the town gas to the Old City in the 1920s. It is 

possible that gas was not installed to the region for some decades. However, from some 

documents, information about gas installment to Yenişehir can be found. From the Yenişehir 

Gas Pipe Distribution Plan99, it can be seen that the infrastructure of supplying town gas to 

Yenişehir housing production was partially solved (Figure 4.4, Table 4.33). "Partially" is 

                                                
98 Yeni Şehir'e Havagazı Boru Dağılımını Gösteren Pafta, 4.12.1928 tarihli, pullu, imzalı "Anschluss Blatt 2" (Gaz Bağlantıları) 
notlu. See: Cengizkan, 2004, p. 46. 

99 Yenişehir Gas Pipe Distribution Document, Showing the Layout, dated 12.04.1928, with scale, and signed, and "Anschluss 
Blatt 2" (Gas Connections) annotated. See: Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 45-46. 
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emphasized here because, in the document dated to January 12, 1929 (numbered 06E24), it is 

stated that: 

 
The town-gas pipe installation plans of the Ankara Electric and Town-Gas Company, are 
supplied to the Science Committee of Ministry of Public Works [Nafia Vekaleti Fen Heyeti] 
with the constriction that the installation would be carried out in the future to the houses that 
are in project stage now. 100 

 

This meant that, for some of the housing production, the installation was still not 

implemented. Moreover, an additional note stated that: 

 
With the restriction, the houses that are finished without pipes will be analyzed, and installed 
according to the needs in the future (09.01.1929).101 

 

As can be seen, the newly constructed housing examples were without gas distribution pipes. 

Probably, before 1928-29, heating was provided by ovens and hot water was provided with 

hot-water heating systems, such as thermosiphon, in the New City like in the Old City. 

 

Apart from the information gathered from the individual cases of residential buildings that 

stood out in the decade, and the historical information about factories and plants constructed 

in the city, the earliest information about the technical infrastructure of the residential 

buildings in Ankara dates back to 1935, to the Statistical Yearbooks of 1935-36, prepared by 

the General Directorate of Statistics.102  

 

As seen from the data (Table 4.33), the comfort of houses and apartments varied according 

to regions. Only 9% of the housing production were provided with water supply 

(1113/12.558) and 91% of these lacked proper water supply systems (11.418/12.558); only 

29% of the residential units of the Old City had electric (3632/12.558) and 71% of them 

were without electricity (8899/12.558); only 1-2% of residential units had town gas 

(211/12.558), and other 98% did not (12.320/12.558). 

 

It seems that, in Yenişehir, deprivation was hindered during the 1930s to some degree, 89% 

of the housing production had water supply (915/1030), only 11% lacked water (113/1030); 

                                                
100 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 45-46. 

101 Cengizkan, 2004, pp. 45-46. 

102 Başvekalet İstatistik Umum Müdürlüğü, İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36. See: Aydın et al., 2005, p. 439. 
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94% of them had electricity (969/1030), and only 5-6% lacked electricity (59/1030); and 

80% of the housing production had town gas (829/1030), only 19% were without 

(199/1030). 

 

 
Table 4.33: The Installation of Technical Infrastructure in Different Districts of Ankara (Başvekalet İstatistik 

Umum Müdürlüğü, İstatistik Yıllığı, 1935-36)103 

 
 

 

Cebeci and Bağlar (vineyard) regions remained as deprivation zones. In Cebeci, only 8% of 

the housing production had water supply (77/980), and 91-92% lacked water (900/980); 58% 

had electricity while almost as many, 42% lacked electric installations (410/980). Town gas 

was the greatest deprivation of Cebeci; only 0.5% had any (51/980) and the other 94% 

lacked altogether (926/980). The situation in the vineyards was similar: only 5-6% of houses 

had water supply (158/2804), 94% were without (2633/2804); only 13% had electricity 

(363/2804) and 80% did not (2423/2804); 1-2% had town gas (37/2804) and 98% of 

residential units did not (2749/2804). 

 

                                                
103 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 439. 
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As seen from the data, Yenişehir, was living up to its claim in the mid-1930s with all the 

modern amenities; the Old City was following behind, still with deprivation probably in the 

old houses of the historic city; and Cebeci and vineyards were still much undeveloped. 

 

The information about the technical infrastructure of residential buildings of the 1920s can 

also be reached by analyzing the survey sheets prepared by General Directorate of Cultural 

Assets and Museums (Kültür Varlıkları ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü)104, also known as 

General Directorate of Monuments (Anıtlar Genel Müdürlüğü). Prepared both in 1996 and 

later in 2010, there are in-total forty-five residential buildings of the 1920s within this survey 

of Inventory of Natural and Cultural Heritage Protection (Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları 

Koruma Envanteri - D.K.V.K.E.). 

 

In the charts prepared (Tables 4.34-4.36) according to the data in the mentioned survey 

sheets, information about the installation of infrastructure can be found. According to these: 

All residential buildings are marked as positive in terms of having "water supply" except for 

three residential buildings (Table 4.34, No: 1, 3, 13). This may not be because they lacked 

water supply but all the information about their technical infrastructure are left blank in the 

analyses sheets. Therefore, there are left out of the evaluation. The efforts to establish a 

water supply network started even before 1920s in the nineteenth century so it may be 

suggested that by the mid 1920s, the water supply network was almost thoroughly installed 

within the city.105 

                                                
104 Previously known as General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums [Eski Eserler ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü] in 1996 
surveys. 

105  In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, there were many problems in the supplement of water to Ankara (In fact, 
Ankara's water problem could be seen since the beginning, as it was a fortified castle on the hill above the valleys). The 
governor of Ankara, as well as municipal authorities endeavored to solve problems about the water needs of the city by 
constructing a plumbing system to carry the water into the city.  
 In the 1880s and the 1890s, the city had seven to eight thousand households, clustered mainly in the Hisar and 
Atpazarı districts of Yukarı Yüz and accordingly the water shortage was an important problem within these particular areas. In 
particularly, the people of the Hisar District had to go down town to Aşağı Yüz every day to get water. However, at Aşağı Yüz, 
there were problems as well. The disastrous fire problem was also directly connected with the water needs. It was almost 
impossible to deliver water to Yukarı Yüz during fires. 
 Transferring water project from the Eymir Lake, which was within three hours to Ankara, was realized in time of the 
governor Abidin Pasha (Ankara governor, 1883-1894). Within this step, enough water was transferred to the city, which could 
work eight to ten mills. The lake water did not just solve the problems of the water shortage in the city but also provided water 
for the mills, for the pastures, fields, vineyards, and orchards in the valleys around the city. 
 However, in time, it was realized that the transfer of the lake water of Eymir could not solve the problem in the long 
term. After the disadvantages experienced during the transfer, officials started to search for the new sources outside of this 
resource. As a result of this search, it was found that there was a water source of Tellikapı, Elmadağ which was four hours away 
on foot. With this source, along with the combined water of the previous sources to the city, it was calculated that 24 to 480 
kilos (okka) water per hour could be transferred to the city. The water could be transferred to Cebeci, an area within an hour on 
foot from the center of the city, by an "arc". The water would be collected in a pool there, transferred with cast iron pipes which 
were to be applied up to the At Pazarı. 
 The iron pipes were used in France in the 1700s, which later spread to Europe. To solve the problem of Ankara's 
water needs, the municipality had agreed with a French engineer for the casting of the iron pipes. Ankara had partially solved its 
water problem, since Abidin Pasha had given a great importance to this issue, even when İstanbul was still struggling. 
 In time, these sources were still not enough, so the streams around the city were started to be considered as sources. 
The Hanımpınarı Stream was connected to the center by iron pipes in 1893. This solved the problem considerably. In the same 
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All residential units within the survey sheets are marked as positive in terms of "electricity" 

installation. During the 1920s, providing electricity, illumination of the streets, squares and 

the city was affiliated with modernization, so it may be suggested that providing electricity 

to the residential units were part of this agenda. According to Bozdoğan, electricity was one 

of the important themes of modernization related with the imaged term of "enlightenment" 

both in straight and metaphoric terms.106 She informs that while public magazines praised the 

"electrification of Turkey", popular magazines advertised the use of electricity in the 

residential units, and in every-day life, and they portrayed fully electrified future housing.107 

In terms of heating systems, it can be clearly seen that town gas was not installed during the 

1920s to the Old City. In the analyses, almost all the residential units of the 1920s lack 

heating, either as town gas or central heating systems. It can be seen that some examples are 

marked negative in terms of heating while others an additional note was attached stating that 

some were heated with "heating stoves". It is not possible to tell the exact reason for this 

differentiation but this may be due to discretion of the surveyor to add this note, because the 

heating of the units must have been done somehow and during those years heating stoves 

were commonly used, as in the survey sheets many were marked with "stoves" (Tables 4.34-

4.36, No: 2-4, 6-9, 15, 17, 21, 22, 26, 28, 29, 31, 34,39, 40-42). The Building and Lodgings 

of the Tekel Directories is the only one marked positive for heating with "radiators" (Table 

4.36, No:43). As one of the later examples, a central heating system must have been 

installed. The Building and Lodgings of the State Railways also had a central heating 

system, as described by Yavuz as well.108 He also suggests the three foundation apartments 

were also with central heating systems by stating that they had radiators. 

 

                                                                                                                                     
year, in October 30, this event was celebrated in front of the square of the Government Building (topic studied and summarized 
by the author). 
See: Aydın, et al., "Belediye: Su Sıkıntısı", 2005, pp. 248-263, p. 253. 

106 Bozdoğan, Sibel. "Bir Sanayi Ülkesi Tahayyülü" in Modernizm ve Ulusun İnşası, Erken Cumhuriyet Türkiye'sinde Mimari 
Kültür. (First edition: 2002). İstanbul: Metis Yayınları; 2012, pp. 122-171, p. 145. 

107 Bozdoğan, 2012, p. 145. 

108 Y. Yavuz, 2000, pp. 238-239. 
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Table 4.34: Infrastructure-Technical Installations of the 1920s' Residential Architecture, Survey Sheet I
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Table 4.35: Infrastructure-Technical Installations of the 1920s' Residential Architecture, Survey Sheet II
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Table 4.36: Infrastructure -Technical Installations of the 1920s' Residential Architecture, Survey Sheet III109

 
 

 

The water drainage/sewage network, as also mentioned by Yavuz, was not generally paved 

and installed within the city.110 Some buildings solved sewage problem with cesspools and 

maybe in central regions and main arteries the pavement of sewage network had started such 

as the Anafartalar Street and the Atatürk Boulevard. According to the survey sheets prepared 

by General Directorate of Cultural Assets and Museums, most of the houses and apartments 

lacked proper drainage system (Tables 4.34-4.36, No: 1, 3, 7-9, 13, 14, 17, 35, 37, 40-42). 

With these examples, it is known that sewage systems were not installed in the Hacıbayram 

Quarter (settlement zone 1c). From the last two examples (41, 42), it is also known that 

sewage systems were not installed in the Hamamönü and Gündoğdu Quarters (settlement 

zone 1d), so it can also be suggested assumed that the Hamamönü Foundation Houses lacked 

proper drainage system as well, being in the same region. 

 

From Yavuz111, we know that the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House was not part of the general 

sewage network and had a cesspool instead. Since it is marked negative for water 

drainage/sewage systems in the survey sheets of Inventory of Natural and Cultural Heritage 

                                                
109 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing production. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 1-a3, 2-a7, 
3-a9, 4-a10, 5-a11, 6-a12, 7-a12, 8-a13, 9-a14, 10-a15, 11-a16, 12-a20, 13-a22, 14-a23, 15-a24, 16-a25, 17-a27, 18-a28, 19-
a30, 20-a31, 21-a40, 22-a41, 23-a45, 24-a46, 25-a49, 26-a51, 27-a52, 28-a54, 29-a29, 30-a61, 31-a64, 32-a68, 33-a71, 34-a74, 
35-a75, 36-a76, 37-a78, 38-a79, 39-a80, 40-a87, 41-a90, 42-a91, 43-a98, 44-a101, 45-a102. 

110 A. T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 296. 

111 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 296. 
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Protection, it can be suggested that the others marked as negative might have had cesspools 

for drainage systems as well.  

 

As can be seen, with the technological advancements of the twentieth century, the new 

construction systems started to show variety and new materials were introduced to the new 

constructions. The technical infrastructure, the water supply, drainage, town gas, electricity, 

were improved with the advancements in the field, and the new systems were applied in 

most of the residential production, constructed with the modernization agenda.  

 

It can be seen from the previous parts in this chapter that, while the exteriors of the housing 

production followed the principles of the "national style", providing them with 

Ottoman/Islamic/Turkish identity by using historical architectural elements, the interiors 

started to adapt to constructional and infrastructural developments of contemporary 

advancements. In the following part, we will see whether the technical developments and the 

amenities provided by the technological advancements will transform the use of interiors. 

 

4.3. Spatial Analyses 

 

A new plan layout emerged in the 1920s with the newly introduced "defined" spaces in the 

residential architecture of the period. "Defined" spaces are rooms with functions; or rather, 

they are pre-functioned spaces according to their intended uses. For example, if a room is 

intended for sleeping purposes, it is designed as such, at the required location within the plan 

layout, at a place that provides more privacy and quietness. With the introduction of spaces 

with specific functions, i.e. "defined" spaces, a new usage scheme was introduced to 

residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara. The new Republican government aimed to 

create a modern capital within the nation-building agenda to accomplish a modern way of 

living that would set example to the rest of the country. However, the adaption to the new 

modern living style, and hence to a completely new plan layout that was different from that 

of the traditional, was not a direct but a gradual process. Therefore, a direct transformation of 

plan and usage scheme was not witnessed. 

 

Resultantly, with the inclusion of service units inside and the newly introduced defined 

spaces, space relations and usage schemes showed variety within the same decade when 

traditional spaces were still not fully abandoned such as sofas112, which continued to be 

                                                
112 However, "taşlık" spaces had disappeared completely. 
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included within new plans, or included with minor differences and led to the formation of 

halls. These two spaces, as counterparts for "corridors" of modern plans, affected the usage 

scheme and plan layout, and caused different types of plan formations (Tables 4.37-4.39). 

 

4.3.1. Plan Layouts and Usage Schemes 

 

In terms of the usage-scheme of the residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara, there are 

three types of plan formations (Table 4.37-4.39): 

1. Plans in traditional style, where spaces (rooms) are placed around a sofa, with a usage 

scheme that reflects a traditional lifestyle, for which the size, shape and character of 

spaces are almost identical or very similar to each other; defined spaces could either be 

slightly observed or not observed at all. 

2. Plans that are in between, not completely traditional, however not fully modernized, a 

"hybrid" plan and a usage scheme that is in transition from "traditional" to "modern", for 

which the spaces are placed around a hall that no longer serves as the living room 

function of a sofa, but functions more than a circulation corridor; the spaces show 

moderate differences from each other due to their definition and function. 

3. Plans that are in "modern" style, for which the spaces are placed around a corridor that 

only serves as a circulation area; the spaces show differences from each other in terms of 

their shape, size, and character due to their definition and function. 

 

These three types of plan layout, observed in residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara, 

are matched with four types of new housing throughout Ankara. The housing types 

(simplified from the previous grouping), defined here, are directly related with the "plan 

formations" in the 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara (Tables 4.37-4.39): 

 

A. Single Houses throughout Ankara (in the Old City, Ulus, and the New City, 

Yenişehir113); 

B. Apartments with one residential unit at each floor (only seen in the Old City, Ulus); 

C. Apartments with multiple, generally two or three residential units at each floor (both in 

the Old City, Ulus, and the New City, Yenişehir); 

D. Apartment-complexes with multiple, more than two, or three, even up to eight residential 

units each floor (only in the Old City, Ulus). 

                                                
113 Since there are no housing examples with plans obtained from the Cebeci Quarter, thus it could not be included in the 
analyses in this part, however it can be considered as part of Yenişehir studies. 
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Table 4.37: Plan Typology of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet I

 



282 
 

Table 4.38: Plan Typology of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet II
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Table 4.39: Plan Typology of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet III114 

 
 

 

Before explaining the plan types of the 1920s' housing production in Ankara, it is important 

to understand the plan layout of the traditional houses of the historic neighborhoods in 

Ankara, as the houses and apartments of the 1920s might have traditional spaces and 

characteristics influenced from the earlier examples because of the gradual transition of the 

traditional into the modern. 

 

The traditional houses of Ankara had spaces defined as taşlık and sofa, which were the main 

gathering, living, and working areas of the house.115 Taşlık and surrounding spaces are at the 

                                                
114 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing production. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 1-a80, 2-
a81, 3-a12, 4-a1, 5-a99, 6-a111, 7-a122, 8-a119, 9-a14, 10-a13, 11-a113, 12-a30, 13-a123, 14-a99, 15-a122, 16-a35, 17-a22, 
18-a68, 19-a82, 20-a73, 21-a31, 22-a45, 23-a36, 24-a78, 25-a120, 26-a44, 27-a78, 28-a61, 29-a120, 30-a100, 31-a101, 32-a79, 
33-a98, 34-a103. The plans of the housing examples of the 1920s' Ankara in this study is given in more detail in Appendix B. In 
Appendix B, the numbers in this Table references to: 1-B13, 2-B14, 3-B17, 4-B16, 5-B21, 6-B25, 7-B29, 8-B27, 9-B19, 10-
B18, 11-B26, 12-B2, 13-B30, 14-B21, 15-B29, 16-B4, 17-B1, 18-B9, 19-B15, 20-B10, 21-B3, 22-B7, 23-B5, 24-B11, 25-B28, 
26-B6, 27-B11, 28-B8, 29-B28, 30-B22, 31-B23, 32-B12, 33-B20, 34-B24. 
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ground or basement floors, with a direct access from the street, courtyard, or both. Taşlık can 

be in the middle of the plan layout, surrounded by other rooms, or on one side, and can be 

either in rectangular or L-shape. They are surrounded by storage or production rooms 

(production of wine, sof wool etc.), which are similar in size, shape, and character. Sofas are 

projected spaces over taşlık in the upper floors; these are the main living and gathering areas 

of the house. They can be on one-side, defined as an "open sofa", when the rooms are placed 

on side in juxtaposition.116 These sofas are usually rectangular; however, L-shaped, U-

shaped, or T-shaped examples can be seen as well. The most common type of traditional 

residential architecture of Ankara has sofa in the middle of the plan layout, surrounded by 

rooms on two or sometimes three sides of the upper floors.117 In these, sofas are the central 

elements. Cross-shaped sofas,118 which are surrounded on all sides by rooms, are not seen in 

Ankara. According to Kömürcüoğlu, sofas, also called as Hayat or Seyirgah, can be seen in 

almost all Ankara houses. Rooms surrounding sofas are generally similar in size, shape, and 

character, and used as sleeping and private living areas.119 However, in bigger, mansion-like 

houses, there also exists a guest-room defined as Divanhane or "Divan-Room", which is the 

most prestigious room of the house, equipped with ornamented-decorated traditional 

architectural elements such as doors, windows, yüklük (traditional cupboard), sedir (cedar, 

couch, divan), gusülhane (bathing cubicle) and ceilings.120 

 

In the 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara, it is seen that traditional plan layout was not 

fully abandoned, especially in the single houses (plan type A1). This plan layout can be seen 

within the Old City, in the Anafartalar Quarter (settlement zone 1b) (Table 4.37, Plan 1, 2), 

in the Hacıbayram Quarter (settlement zone 1c) (Table 4.38, Plan 3, 4), and in the Youth's 
                                                                                                                                     
115 For further information on traditional houses of Turkey, see: 
-Bektaş, Cengiz. Türk evi. İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları; 1996. 
-Eldem, Sedad Hakkı. Türk Evi: Osmanlı Dönemi = Turkish Houses: Ottoman Period. Publication by Türkiye Anıt, Çevre ve 
Turizm Değerlerini Koruma Vakfı. İstanbul: Güzel Sanatlar Matbaası A.Ş.; 1984. 
-Eldem, Sedad Hakkı. Türk Evi Plan Tipleri. İstanbul: İTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 1954. 
-Kuban, Doğan. The Turkish Hayat House. Cultural Publication of T.C. Ziraat Bankası. İstanbul: Mısırlı Matbaacılık A.Ş., 
1995. 
-Küçükerman, Önder. Turkish house in search of spatial identity = Kendi mekânının arayışı içinde Türk Evi. İstanbul: Türkiye 
Turing ve Otomobil Kurumu; 1996. 
- Kömürcüoğlu, Eyüp. Ankara Evleri. İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi, Mimarlık Fakültesi. İstanbul: İstanbul Matbaacılık T.A.O.; 
1950. 

116 This is the Type A as defined by Kömürcüoğlu. See: Kömürcüoğlu, Eyüp. "Plan Tanzimi" in Ankara Evleri. İstanbul, 1950, 
pp. 19-55, pp. 22-23. 

117 This is the Type B as defined by Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, pp. 23-26. 

118 This is the Type C as defined by Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, pp. 33, 34. 

119 Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, pp. 22-34. 

120 Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, p. 47. 
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Park Quarter (settlement zone 1e) (Table 4.37, Plan 5). This type can be seen in Yenişehir as 

well (settlement zone 2a-b) (Table 4.37, Plan 6, 8). In all examples, the living and sleeping 

spaces are similar to each other in size and shape, and the defined spaces are not identified or 

only slightly identified with their characteristics (Table 4.37). 

 

The traditional plan layout can also be observed in the apartments that have a single 

residential unit in each floor (plan type B1) (Table 4.37). This apartment type is seen 

generally in the Karaoğlan (settlement zone 1a) and Anafartalar (settlement zone 1b) 

Quarters. Interestingly, even though sofa is used as the main element of the plan layout 

surrounded by all other spaces, it can be seen that the size, shape and characteristics of the 

rooms around it started to show differences and defined spaces started to form. For example 

the living room can be easily identified in some examples (Table 4.37, Plan 16, 17). In one 

of these, Alataş Street No:1, it is seen that service spaces, i.e. the kitchen and the toilet, also 

open to the sofa, and the master bedroom can be identified as well with its direct and only 

access to the bathroom (Table 4.37, Plan 16). With this example, it is seen that service 

spaces started to open to the main living areas. On the other example, Alsancak Street No:15, 

only the bathroom opens to the sofa and even though service spaces are grouped together, 

the kitchen and the toilet are still separated and open to a separate small hall near the 

entrance, not fully introduced to the main living areas (Table 4.37, Plan 17). 

 

The traditional plan layout can also be seen in the larger apartments that have multiple (two-

three) residential units in each floor (plan type C1). These apartments can be observed both 

in Ulus and in Yenişehir. The distinguished quality of these apartments is that, even though 

the main element of the house is still the sofa, the qualities of rooms, i.e. their sizes, shapes 

and characteristics, show major differences and the intended function of spaces can easily be 

read. Moreover, with these, formation of the concepts of "private", "semi-private" and 

"public"(guest and gathering) areas can be observed. 

 

In one of the examples, Işıklar Street No:22 (settlement zone 1b), the sofa takes an L-shape, 

narrowing into a hall, and the service spaces of kitchen and toilet open to this semi-private 

hall (Table 4.38, Plan 22). To the main part of the sofa, the living room, and a room 

connected to that, probably a living-dining room, open, both facing the main street. These 

are "public"(guest and gathering) spaces, and it can be seen that the sofa, and the living and 

dining rooms were intended for guests and entertaining. The bedrooms are at a separate 

private location along with the service spaces, facing the courtyard, reached from the semi-
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private hall. From the hall, one bedroom is accessed and from that room another, the master 

bedroom is accessed, and the bathroom is accessed from there. With this example, it can 

easily be assumed that the concepts of "private" space and guest spaces were formed at the 

time. 

 

In the second example of this plan layout type, Karakuş Street No:1 (settlement zone 1b), 

two residential units in a floor show differences from one another (Table 4.37, Plan 23): In 

one of these, a hall that is in the size of a small room is accessed from the main entrance. 

From this hall,  sofa/a living room and a kitchen are accessed. Sofa is the only connection to 

a private corridor that leads to the service spaces (kitchen, bathroom, and toilet) and the 

private bedroom. Nalbantoğlu121 defines this space as a hall, probably emphasizing its 

gathering function. Apart from this space, the separate living room is only accessed from the 

entrance hall, right across the secondary kitchen door (the kitchen has two entrances: one 

from the entrance hall, the other from the private corridor, only reached from sofa), making 

it assumingly a dining room. In this residential unit, the "private" and guest spaces can be 

easily identified as well. 

 

The second residential unit, even though not much smaller, differs in plan layout and usage 

scheme. Rather than an entrance hall, the main door opens to another space that can only be 

defined as sofa; it is much larger than a hall and all the rooms and a corridor leading to 

service spaces open to it. From this sofa, a living room, a dining room, and a sleeping 

room122 are accessed. The sleeping room has two entrances, one of which opens to the 

private corridor. Here, it can be assumed that the door of this space that opens to sofa might 

be a later alteration, as the private space in the other example could only be reached by the 

private corridor, and the spaces facing the main street are considered to be used as living, 

dining, and entertaining spaces. In the second example, the kitchen, discretely from the other 

example, has only one door leading to it and it is only from the private corridor, not from 

sofa. Again, this can be a later alteration. In both examples, the private spaces and the 

service spaces are arranged around a private corridor, and the main living spaces are 

accessed from sofa. With these examples, it can easily be suggested that "defined" spaces 

and "public", "semi-private", and "private" areas within the housing examples, not only 

                                                
121 Nalbantoğlu, Gülsüm. "1928-1946 Döneminde Ankara'da Yapılan Konutların Mimari Değerlendirilmesi" in Tarih İçinde 
Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1981, Second edition: 2000). Ankara: T.B.M.M Basımevi; 2000, pp. 253-
270, p. 268. 

122 This space is defined as such by Nalbantoğlu. See: Nalbantoğlu, 2000, pp. 253-270, p. 268. 
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started to form but affected the usage scheme and functional layout of the residential units in 

the 1920s (Table 4.38, Plan 23). 

 

Since the decade of the 1920s was a transition era from the traditional way of living to 

adapting to the modern lifestyle, a plan layout then formed as authentic to the period. This 

plan layout is in-between the traditional and the modern plans: a mixture of prior plans and 

due-in plans of the neighboring decades. These plans are no longer traditional in terms of 

their slightly transformed plan layout and differentiated spaces, but not fully converted into 

the "modern" plans yet, even though consisting most of the technological amenities. The 

quality that makes them in-between is that they still follow the traditional plan layout in 

terms of locating of the spaces around one main space. Only the sizes, shapes, and characters 

of spaces differ, and sofas no longer exist functionally as they become smaller, turning into 

halls that can no longer serve as a living area but only as the main circulation space, which is 

not still a corridor as well (Tables 4.37, 4.38). 

 

A hall can be defined as the main circulation area of a residential unit, to which the main 

entrance opens to, a staircase to reach almost all parts of the residential unit is located, and 

which could be defined as a corridor but much larger in size, or could be defined as a living 

area but much smaller in size. 

 

The single-houses with this plan type (plan type A2) can be seen both in Ulus and in 

Yenişehir (Table 4.37). In the examples, it is seen that, sofa is converted/transformed into an 

introverted space, which is a hall, and all the rooms and the service spaces open to this space. 

These halls generally lack any windows, only the main entrance door might open to it. From 

these halls, the main staircase shaft of the residential unit can be reached. In this plan type, 

the staircase becomes the main element of the hall, not hidden and not a separate space but 

an extension of the hall. 

 

In the example of the Three Hungarian Houses in the Hacı Bayram Quarter (settlement zone 

1c), the main entrance opens to the L-shaped hall of the ground floor (Table 4.37, Plan 10). 

Right across the entrance there is the staircase of the house. The two rooms and service 

spaces open to this hall in the ground floor. The hall gets smaller in the first floor, where a 

part of its L-shape form becomes another space used as the kitchen that is above the 

entrance. All living, sleeping and service spaces open to the central introverted hall that does 

not have any windows. 
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In the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House in the Hacı Bayram Quarter (settlement zone 1c), built also 

by Hungarian craftsmen, the hall almost fully function as sofa123 without functioning as the 

living quality since it is smaller in size (Table 4.37, Plan 9). Only the entrances and the 

rooms in the basement floor open to corridors. A corridor slightly larger than the other, leads 

to the rooms and "stone room (taş oda)".124 At the ground floor, the entrance opens to a 

rectangular hall, and across the entrance, on the other side of the hall, there is the staircase of 

the house. The living room, dining room and bedrooms all open to this hall. A small 

corridor, a semi-private space, leads to the service spaces, and it is also accessed from the 

main hall. A kitchen and a toilet open to this small service corridor, whereas the bathroom is 

only accessed from the master bedroom. The functions of spaces, such as the living room, 

the dining room, the master bedroom and the children's bedroom, can easily be identified 

from the plan layout, and the office room is identified in previous studies.125 The upper floors 

of the house repeat the ground floor plan with separate bathrooms, toilets, and kitchens on 

each floor. The main entrance of the ground floor is replaced with a balcony in the first floor, 

as an extension of the hall, and in the second floor, balcony is replaced with a window. 

Being not fully introverted, these halls could still qualify as sofas, but the sizes reduce their 

functions to halls, as they are not large enough to be used as living areas. 

 

In another example of this plan layout, the house on Milli Müdafaa Street at No:4, Yenişehir 

(settlement zone 2a-b), the hall of the house is a central space and all spaces (living, sleeping 

and service spaces) open to it in both floors (Table 4.37, Plan 11). From the hall, a large 

terrace of the house can be reached in the ground floor. The main entrance, however, does 

not open to it but opens to a very small entrance hall, which opens to the main entertaining 

(living or dining) area for the guests. It is the most definite example having a "public" part of 

a residential unit. From this space, the main hall of the house can be accessed. With this plan 

layout, the residents have more privacy in their own living areas, where guests are 

entertained without disturbing the private family life.  

 

This plan layout is also common in the apartments that have a single residential unit in each 

floor (plan type B2), only seen in the Old City (Table 4.37). These apartments have central, 

closed halls with all types of spaces gathered around them, as a rectangular circulation area, 

                                                
123 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, pp. 292-295. 

124 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, pp. 292-295. 

125 A.T. Yavuz, 2001, p. 293. 
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rather than a corridor. In the apartment examples of this plan layout, such as Anafartalar 

Street No:42 and Anafartalar Street No:86 (settlement zone 1b), the main entrances of the 

residential units open to these halls, directly from the staircase of the apartment (Table 4.37, 

Plans 18, 19). The service, living and sleeping spaces open to these halls. In both examples, 

the service spaces are separated from each other, kitchen being located in a different part of 

the unit, whereas the bathroom and the toilet are grouped together. The spaces in these 

examples show differences from each other within the units in terms of size, shape (having a 

distinguished circular shape as part of the tower) and location. The living areas are the most 

distinguished parts of the units, facing the street, the dining room being close to the kitchen, 

and bathroom close to the master bedroom. As can be analyzed, the plan layouts started to be 

shaped according to the functional differentiations. 

 

In the apartment on Anafartalar Street at No:42, the master bedroom is easily located, as the 

hall takes an L-shape, and to the smaller part of the L-shape, the private bedroom and the 

bathroom open right across from each other, and between these two spaces there is yüklük 

(an in-situ cupboard) in the hall (Table 4.37, Plan 18). Bathroom and toilet spaces are similar 

in size and shape, both very small almost like a cupboard, and these are ventilated by the 

common shaft. It can be suggested that the bathroom works almost like gusülhane 

(traditional bathing space/cupboard). The living rooms of the residential units in this 

apartment are also easily distinguished due to the shape of the spaces located in the tower-

part of the building, facing two streets as located on the corner. 

 

In the example of Anafartalar Street at No:86, the spaces are also easily identified, due to 

their sizes, shapes and locations (Table 4.37, Plan 19). The living room is the largest room 

facing the street, while the bedroom faces the courtyard, right next to the bathroom. The 

secondary room facing the street, might have been used as another bedroom or a guest room 

when needed. 

 

The apartments that have multiple residential units in a floor, which have the modern plan 

layout (plan type B3), generally have both halls and corridors (Table 4.38). Halls are the 

main circulation areas of the "public" spaces of the residential units. The main entrances of 

such units open to these halls, leading to the living rooms, dining rooms, and rooms that are 

meant for entertaining guests. Sometimes kitchens can be found amongst these rooms or 

sometimes they are in more private areas of the units. From these halls, corridors lead to the 

private spaces of the unit and the to the service spaces. In almost all examples of this type, 
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the bathrooms are located in the private corridors (Table 4.38, Plans 24, 25, 26). The Hasan 

Fehmi Ataç Apartment shows slight differences where all the rooms open to one hall and 

Işıklar Street No:27 (settlement zone 1b) shows another distinctive quality where the units 

have large entrance halls, and two corridors connecting to them (Table 4.38, Plans 24, 26). 

 

The Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment has two residential units in a floor that differ from each 

other in terms of the plan type. Probably due to the shape of the site, one residential unit is 

designed around a corridor (plan type C3), and the other unit around a hall (plan type C2) 

(Table 4.38, Plans 24, 27). The residential unit that is shaped around a hall shows more 

residential qualities than the other, which is more like an apart-hotel. This may be due to its 

function-conversion due to urgent sheltering-needs of Ankara during its construction (its 

exact original plan is unknown). The spaces of the unit shaped around a hall show slight 

differences in size, shape, and character from each other. These can be distinguished with 

their functions. For example, the living room, which is the largest room, on the corner of the 

building can be clearly identified. The second largest room, next to the service spaces, can be 

defined as the master bedroom.  

 

The other example, Işıklar Street No:27 (Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment) has two 

residential units that are slightly different from each other (Table 4.38, Plan 27). In both, the 

units are accessed from the staircase shaft that opens into a wide entrance hall, which is 

central and introverted, and the entrance hall transforms into two corridors on both sides. 

One of the corridors leads to the kitchen and the toilet, and the other to the rooms, towards 

the living room and the bathroom. Except for the living room, which can easily be 

distinguished due to its size, the other rooms are similar in size and shape, not easily 

distinguished from each other in terms of function. There is also yüklük in the corridor, 

between the kitchen and the toilet. One residential unit, facing the Alataş Street, is larger 

than the other, with the largest space, its living room on the corner of the lot, and one extra 

room with a balcony. The other residential unit, facing the Işıklar Street, has a smaller living 

room and only two rooms. 

 

The third example with this plan type is the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank, the Altılıtip 

Apartment (Table 4.38, Plan 25). There are two residential units at the ground floor and four 

residential units at the first floor within the apartment. The residential units at the ground 

floor have halls at the center of the plan layouts (plan type C2). The street door opens to an 

entrance corridor that is surrounded by a storage room and a toilet, and from this entrance 
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corridor, the main hall is accessed. The spaces of the kitchen, and the living and dining 

rooms with "public" functions are accessed from this hall. The hall opens to a private 

corridor that leads to the private rooms and the bathroom. It is clearly seen that with this 

example, "private" and "public" spaces of the residential unit are clearly designed separately. 

 

Some of the housing production of the decade followed and adapted a modernized approach 

especially after 1926, at the second half of the decade. These plans are shaped around 

corridors where sofas and halls are no longer part of the plan organization. All examples of 

this style have a corridor as the main circulation area of the plan layout, to which all 

sleeping, living, and service spaces open. Service spaces are grouped together, opening to a 

shaft or a back/inner courtyard, while all living and sleeping spaces face main streets. Even 

though they are grouped together, service spaces, "private" spaces or "public" spaces of 

residential units all open to the same corridor (Table 4.37-4.39). 

 

The single houses that have modernized plans, usually have spaces located around corridors 

(plan type A3) (Table 4.37). These can be seen throughout Ankara, in houses built both by 

public and private initiatives. For example, Anafartalar Street No: 31 (settlement zone 1b), 

built by private initiatives, is a multi-storey building almost like a small apartment where the 

ground floor is used by shops (Table 4.37, Plan 12). The first floor of the unit has two living 

areas and probably a kitchen across the entrance, and in the upper floors, the plan layout is 

the same with rooms and bathroom/toilet. The entrances, all rooms, and service spaces open 

to the narrow corridors in all floors.  

 

One of the examples of the modern plan-layout is the Marmara Mansion, the house of 

Mustafa Kemal in the Gazi Farm, designed by Ernst Egli (1893-1974), and built by public 

initiatives (Table 4.37, Plan 13). Built towards the end of the decade in 1928, it consists of 

rooms lined in juxtaposition, all opening to one corridor; the staircase shaft is separated from 

the main corridor, opening to it like an another space. The service spaces, the kitchen, and 

the toilet in the ground floor and the bathroom/toilet in the first floor, are grouped together 

and separated from the main living areas. All rooms are in similar size and shape, and 

"defined" spaces cannot be easily distinguished. With this quality, it takes references from 

the traditional plan layout, but since it is shaped around a corridor, it is included in this 

category, amongst the single houses with plans in the "modern" style (plan type A3). 

 



292 
 

Some houses have two very different units in terms of the plan organization. The Foundation 

Houses, some with a single residential unit, some with double units, have different types of 

plan layouts (Table 4.37, Plans 5, 14). For example, the case studied here has two residential 

units, one shaped around a sofa, and the other around a corridor. In both units, "defined" 

spaces can be identified, and the living, sleeping and service spaces open to the main 

circulation areas. 

 

Additionally, in the Çankaya Mansion, a traditional vineyard house, restored in its original 

plan layout for the use of Mustafa Kemal, sofa functions as the main entrance and 

entertainment hall, to which the "public" spaces open in the ground floor and the "private" 

rooms open in the first floor (Table 4.37, Plans 7, 15). The main bathroom/toilet can be 

accessed both from the corridor and from the master bedroom. The additional building to the 

Mansion, on the other hand, functions like a service building and is designed around a 

corridor, to which the staircases and all service spaces such as the bathroom, toilets, kitchen, 

laundry room, and bedrooms of the staff open. All spaces of the Çankaya Mansion, both in 

the traditional building and the addition, were designed according to "defined" functions and 

purposes. 

 

The apartments with a single residential unit in a floor show examples of modernized plan 

layouts (plan type B3) (Table 4.37). The examples to these, such as the apartment on 

Anafartalar Street at No:58 (settlement zone 1b) and the Hatay Apartment on Hekimler 

Street at No:4 (settlement zone 1b), both have a central, introverted small corridor, to which 

all living, sleeping and service spaces open, without any distinction of "public" and "private" 

spaces (Table 4.37, Plans 20, 21). In the apartment of Anafartalar Street at No:58, one of the 

last examples of the decade, the living room can easily be identified with its size and location 

(Table 4.37, Plan 20). The service spaces are grouped together and face the back courtyard 

(at the back of the building, separated from the main street), and the other rooms are similar 

to each other in terms of size and characteristics, but their locations give clues about  their 

functions: One faces the main street, the Anafartalar Street, next to the living room, hence 

may be used as a dining room; and the other two face the side, smaller street, hence may be 

used as bedrooms.  

 

The Hatay Apartment on the Hekimler Street is very similar in plan with a corridor in the 

middle, and all spaces opening to it (Table 4.37, Plan 21). The spaces are very similar in 

size; they can only be identified by their locations within the plan. The two rooms facing the 
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main street, the Hekimler Street, might be the "public" spaces of the unit for living and 

dining, and the other two rooms, on sides of the bathroom/toilet, face the back courtyard, 

probably used as bedrooms.126 

 

The apartments with multiple residential units in a floor can also be identified with their 

modern plan layouts (plan type C3), such as the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment with its part 

designed around a corridor, and the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank whose plan layout of 

the first floor for the two units have corridors (Table 4.38, Plans 27, 29).  

 

The second floor of the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank has four residential units. Probably 

two smaller ones were formed by a later division of the second floor due to the housing need 

at the time. The bigger residential units have two corridors. Instead of the halls in the ground 

floors, there are extra corridors (plan type C3) in both units in the upper floor (Table 4.38, 

Plan 29). Within one unit, one of the corridors opens to the "public" spaces of the kitchen, 

and the living and dining rooms, and the toilet, and the other opens to the "private" spaces of 

the bedroom and the bathroom. In these units, the living room is reached by both corridors. 

In the other two smaller residential units within the same floor, the entrance is a hall, which 

might be used as a small living area as well. All the spaces, one room, kitchen, and 

bathroom/toilet open to this hall. These smaller units might be designed for one or two 

people at most. As can be seen from all the residential units of the Lodgings of the 

Agriculture Bank, almost all their spaces are defined and were designed according to 

different functions. 

 

Another example to this type (plan type C3) is the Mevsim Street Apartment (No: 6, [7], 8, 

8a), a four- block apartment, each part having a separate staircase, and one residential unit in 

a floor. In total, there are four residential units in a floor and twelve residential units in total 

(Table 4.38, Plan 28). The plans of the units are identical, in which the entrances open to 

small corridors, which are surrounded by all the spaces (living, sleeping and service). The 

spaces facing the Mevsim Street are the living spaces, identified with their size, location, and 

the distinguished characteristics of shape, and the spaces facing the courtyard are the kitchen 

and private rooms. The bathroom and toilet spaces are solved together within the unit in 

juxtaposition, ventilated and illuminated by a shaft. The residential units that are on side-

blocks facing two streets have one extra room and yüklük in the corridors. 

 
                                                
126 Currently the windows of these rooms are closed with another building. 
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With the apartment-complexes, the modern plan layout and usage scheme (plan type D3) 

were fully be applied and set examples to other housing production in the following decades 

(Tables 4.38, 4.39, Plans 30-34). 

 

The First Foundation Apartment, once designed as a residential building, was converted into 

an apart-hotel during its construction process (Table 4.38, Plan 30). The First Foundation 

Apartment was designed for single, unmarried parliamentarians and other local and foreign 

guests, whereas the Second Foundation Apartment was designed for the married 

parliamentarians.127 This may be the reason, why the conversion of the First Foundation 

Apartment (Belvü Palas) into a hotel was easier in the following decade. From its last known 

plan layout, drawn by Jansen in 1938 for its extension project as a hotel (Chapter 3), it can 

be seen that the residential units of the original design were considered around corridors. All 

living, sleeping and service spaces were placed around the main corridors, and the service 

spaces were grouped separately. Apart from this basic information, not much else can be 

understood from its last plan before its demolition. 

 

The Second Foundation Apartment, the largest of the apartment-complexes, has eight 

residential units in a floor (Table 4.38, Plan 31). Four of the residential units are on corners, 

having L-shaped corridors, and the other four are on sides, having long rectangular corridors. 

All spaces (living, sleeping and service spaces) open to these corridors, where the service 

spaces and the storage rooms are grouped together facing the inner-courtyard. The living 

spaces and bedrooms face the streets. From the size, shape (corner rooms with balconies) 

and location (either being close to the entrance or being in a favorable point) of the spaces, 

the "public" spaces and "private" bedrooms can be identified as well. 

 

The Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment is very similar to the Second 

Foundation Apartment, only smaller, with four units in a floor, forming two different types 

for each floor (Table 4.39, Plan 32). Each residential unit's the main circulation space is a T-

shaped corridor, and the secondary smaller corridor is for the service spaces (kitchen and 

toilet). The bathroom is accessed from the master bedroom, which can be easily identified 

with this quality, and with having a storage room access, as well as its location ("private" 

spaces are located separately in this example). The living spaces can also be easily identified 

with their size. In two of the units, the dining or the entertaining rooms can be identified with 

                                                
127 Bayraktar, Nuray; Erol, Özlem. "1923-1960 Dönemi Ankara'da Konutun Tarihsel Gelişimi" in Gazi Üniversitesi 
Mühendislik Mimarlık Fakültesi Dergisi, 1993/2, pp. 41-58, pp. 48-49. 
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their location right next to the entrance and being across the kitchen. The size of the living 

rooms also distinguishes them (within the two units of the apartment, the living room was 

formed with the connection of two rooms right next to the entrance). However, in the other 

two units, the living room space is half the size, and instead, there is an additional separate 

bedroom connected to the master bedroom .128 As can be seen with this example, alternative 

plans were formed for different family types and requirements of the users in the 1920s. 

 

One of the other examples is the Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (Table 4.39, 

Plan 33). The residential unit of the apartment consists of two corridors, one larger at the 

entrance, surrounded by the social "public" spaces of the residential unit, i.e. the living, and 

dining rooms. The L-shaped smaller corridor leads to the "private" bedrooms, the service 

spaces that are grouped together, and to the housekeeper's room. These spaces are placed at 

the turning point of the corridor turns where the corridor gets smaller; and they are hidden 

from the "public" and "semi-private" spaces of the unit. There is also yüklük (storage 

cupboard) in the corridor. Being one of the latest examples of the 1920s, the spaces of this 

example can easily be identified with their sizes, location, and characteristics, all shaped by 

the functional requirements. 

 

The last example to this type is the Building and Lodgings of the State Railways 

Administration. The building was initially intended to be like the Foundation Apartments, 

i.e. a large rectangular apartment-complex with a courtyard in the middle; yet, only one-third 

of the building could be constructed.129 The finished apartment has four residential units in 

each floor, each unit shaped around a long rectangular corridor (Table 4.39, Plan 34). All of 

the living, sleeping, and service spaces are lined along and open to this corridor. The service 

spaces are grouped together and planned to face an inner courtyard, now facing a lot (back 

courtyard). Next to these service spaces, there is a space defined as a "lumber room" (storage 

room). Each of the four units has a separate living and dining space, identified with their 

locations, and the master bedroom can be distinguished from the other bedrooms with its 

size.  

 

                                                
128 In one of the units with a secondary private bedroom, the connection of the two rooms are also altered and separated where 
the bathroom and storage space became part of the corridor (this may be due to some alterations in time and not the original 
plan). 

129 Y. Yavuz, 2000, p. 238. 
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In the analyses according to "construction dates", it is seen that, at the beginning of the 

decade, the traditional plan types were still highly preferred both in apartments and houses. 

The earlier examples all have plan layouts in the traditional organization (Table 4.37, Plans 

5, 8, 16, 17). 

 

Moreover, at the beginning of the 1920s, the plans that present a transitional character, being 

in-between of the "traditional" and the "modern" types, can also be seen in private single 

houses and apartments (Table 4.37-4.38, Plans 9, 26). Public single houses have both the 

"traditional" and "modern" type of plan layouts, so it can be suggested that the modernized 

plans could be seen at the first half of the decade as well, even though rarely (Table 4.37, 

Plans 5, 8, 14, 15). The plan type in-between the "traditional" and the "modern" can be seen 

in the apartments constructed in the mid-1920s (Table 4.38, Plans 24, 25). 

 

In houses and apartments known to have been built before 1928, the "traditional" plan type 

seems to have continued to be used around Ankara (Table 4.37-4.38, Plans 8, 16, 22). For 

some of these buildings, the exact construction date is unknown (and they are just known as 

built before 1927), so they might in fact have been earlier examples. Otherwise, it is also 

possible to suggest that the traditional plan layout could be seen in the late 1920s housing 

production built by private initiatives, as they could be built with the preferences of users as 

well.  

 

On the other hand, plans that are in the modernized approach can be seen as early as 1924, 

usually with the larger apartments and the apartment-complexes (Table 4.37-4.39, Plans 27-

34). In general, apartments with "modern" plans types increased in number towards the end 

of the decade even with smaller apartments (Table 4.37, Plans 20, 21). It can be concluded 

that, after 1928, all the examples began to have "modern" plan layouts, both for the 

apartments and the single houses as well (Table 4.37, 12-15). 

 

In conclusion, it seems that there is a clear difference between the plans of the first half and 

those of the second half of the 1920s. A gradual transformation can be observed from the 

"traditional" plan type into the "modern", which is in line with the modernizing agenda of the 

period. This transformation process formed a plan type authentic to the 1920s, and plans that 

are hybrid, and in-between could be applied throughout the decade.  
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4.3.2. Features of Interior Spaces 

 

After studying the plan layout of the housing production in the 1920s' Ankara in the previous 

part, in this part, the individual spaces of the plan layouts will be analyzed in order to 

understand the formation of the new "defined" spaces according to the modernization 

process and the consequent transformation of traditional spaces. This will enable us to see if 

individual spaces also changed in line with the changes in plan layouts. The distribution of 

the use of spaces in relation to housing types and settlement zones will be studied in charts in 

order to see if certain spaces became specific for a certain housing type or settlement zone. 

Then, following the defined spaces, service spaces, which could be carried inside the living 

quarters as the triumph of modernization, will be analyzed, to see the technical achievements 

of the decade while introducing them into the living areas with the problems of locating in 

the plan layout, and ventilation. Later, the use of furniture in the 1920s' housing production 

will be discussed to understand whether the traditional elements were adapted directly or 

transformed, and perhaps abandoned. 

 

4.3.2.1. Defined Spaces of Rooms 

 

Information about the interiors of the housing examples and the number of rooms within 

these in the new capital city, can be obtained from the Statistical Yearbook of 1935-36.130 

With this data, the clues about the interiors of housing production at the first twelve years of 

the capital city can be followed (Table 4.40). 

 

According to the data provided here (Table 4.40), the number of rooms in residential units 

showed differences according to regions. In the Old City, the housing with one room covered 

30%, and with two rooms covered 32%. The housing with three or four rooms were less, 

covering only 26%, and the housing with five or six rooms covered only 6% of the Old City. 

The housing with more than eight rooms were very few, only covering less than 4%. As seen 

from this data, in Ulus, the residential buildings usually had one or two rooms in most of the 

examples, which may be related to multiple reasons such as limited construction sites, high 

demand on housing/fast-production, and the government's investment in Yenişehir rather 

than in other regions.  

 

 
                                                
130 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 440. 
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Table 4.40: Number of Rooms in the 1920s' Housing Production in Ankara (Başvekalet İstatistik Umum 

Müdürlüğü, İstatistik Yıllığı,1935-36)131

 

 

 

In Yenişehir, the situation is reversed: where, the housing examples with one or two rooms 

only covered 10% of the total number of residential buildings. The range from three rooms 

to six rooms (three, four, five and six rooms) is equally distributed, all of them together, 

covering 52% of housing production in Yenişehir. The examples with seven to nine rooms 

are again almost equally distributed with 20%, and examples with more than ten rooms, 

covered 17% of the Yenişehir's housing production in general. As seen, even the modest 

examples had at least three to six rooms (most of the housing) and the examples with more 

than seven rooms covered the 37% of the housing examples in Yenişehir.  

 

In Cebeci, the district that was also developing next to Yenişehir, the housing production 

with one to three rooms covered 61% of the total, whereas 31% had four to six rooms. The 

rest, less than 8%, covered the housing with more than seven rooms. This situation is similar 

in the vineyards, where the examples with one and two rooms covered 59%, three to four 

rooms covered 29%, five and six rooms covered only 7%, and the housing with more than 7 
                                                
131 Aydın et al., 2005, p. 440. 
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rooms were all together less than 4%. As can be seen from the data, Yenişehir had most of 

the larger housing examples, whereas in the Old City smaller houses and apartments were 

built due to the crowded neighborhoods. Around the vineyards, Cebeci, and shed housing 

areas, the sizes of the housing probably varied according to their characteristics. 

 

With the 1920s, new spaces were introduced within the new houses and apartments of the 

capital city as plan layouts started to change with the new usage schemes to answer different 

functions in different parts of residential units. Contrary to the traditional houses where there 

had been spaces such as sofa, taşlık, gusülhane, storage rooms around taşlık, and similar 

rooms around sofas, the new housing production introduced newly and differently defined 

spaces with modernized functional characters, as required by modernization of daily life. 

Different from the traditional usage scheme, spaces started to form for "public" activities 

such as dinner parties, social gatherings, and "private" purposes such as sleeping rooms of 

partners, individuals, and children; and hence plan layouts began to be shaped according to 

"public" and "private" functions of spaces. After the 1920s, the emerging new lifestyle in the 

country required houses and apartment-flats to be designed as single-family units, contrary to 

the traditional houses in which multiple generations of families lived together. The new plan 

layouts were shaped even for singles, such as in the first floor of the Lodgings of the 

Agriculture Bank.  

 

The spaces of rooms "defined" for "public" and "private" functions in the 1920s' residential 

architecture of Ankara can be listed as follows, together with their lexical meanings: 

 
Living room: The room in a house or apartment unit that is used for relaxing in and 
entertaining guests132, a room in a house for general everyday use133 
 
Dining room: A room where meals are eaten134 
 
Bedroom: A room used for sleeping in135 
 

                                                
132 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/living-room, last visited July 1, 2016. 

133 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/living-room?q=living+room, last visited July 1, 2016. 

134  
1) http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/dining-room, last visited July 1, 2016. 
2) http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/dining-room?q=dining+room, last visited July 1, 2016. 

135  
1) http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/bedroom, last visited July 1, 2016. 
2) http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/bedroom, last visited July 1, 2016. 
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Master bedroom: The main or largest bedroom in a house or apartment unit136, the largest 
bedroom in a house137 
 
Office room: A room or part of a building where people work138 

 

Apart from these, in some examples, rooms for housecleaners were seen as well, defined as 

"maid's or housekeeper's bedroom", i.e. the sleeping/living room of the helper who stays 

with the family. 

 

When the functional definitions of rooms, i.e. the living and sleeping spaces, are analyzed in 

relation to the "plan types" defined previously in the chapter, it can be observed that: The 

single houses that are in traditional plan layout (plan type A1), with sofas, all have similarly 

shaped and sized rooms, and "defined" spaces cannot be identified for those. The apartments 

with a single unit in each floor that are also in traditional style (plan type B1) have spaces 

that show slight differences from each other; hence, "defined" spaces can be conjecturally 

identified with those in terms of their different qualities such as the location of rooms or their 

forms. The spaces of the apartments with multiple units in each floor, the larger apartments, 

which are in traditional style with sofas (plan type C1), definitely show differences from 

each other, and "defined" spaces can easily be identified; especially the living room and 

master bedroom stand out amongst those. 

 

The single houses that have a plan layout that is in-between the "traditional" and "modern" 

plan types, the plans that are shaped around the halls (plan type A2) show differences in 

different examples. For example, in the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House (settlement zone 1c, 

housing type B1c), the spaces of the house are defined prior to the construction, and they 

were designed according to their function such as the living and dining rooms, the master 

bedroom, the child's bedroom and the office room/library (Table 4.37, plan 9, Also see: 

Appendix B). In another example, the Three Hungarian Houses (settlement zone 1c, housing 

type B1a) have spaces that can also be distinguished from each other. On the other hand, for 

the house on Milli Müdafaa Street at No:4 (settlement zone 2a-b, housing type B3a), the 

spaces are still in similar size, shape and character, and only the locations of these spaces 

might give clues about their actual functions (Table 4.37, Plan 11).  

 
                                                
136 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/master-bedroom?q=the+master+bedroom, last visited July 1, 2016. 

137 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/master-bedroom, last visited July 1, 2016. 

138 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/office, last visited July 1, 2016. 
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The spaces of the apartments with a single unit in each floor, the smaller apartments, which 

are also in-between the "traditional" and "modern" plan types (plan type B2), also show 

different characteristics. For example, the rooms of Anafartalar Street No:42 (settlement 

zone 1b, housing type B2b), seem to be similar in size; however, their shape and location 

become major properties in defining their functions (Table 4.37, Plan 18). The other 

example, Anafartalar Street No:86 (settlement zone 1b, housing type B2a), has spaces that 

are different in size, shape and location, and it is easy to distinguish their functions (Table 

4.37, Plan 19).  

 

The apartments with multiple units in each floor that have a "modern" plan layout (plan type 

C2), have spaces that are almost all defined with their functions. For example, the spaces of 

the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank (settlement zone 2a, housing type B4), can easily be 

identified. With this housing type and plan layout, architects' certain style can be discussed. 

Giulio Mongeri, in all his apartments, designed the plan layout according to a functional 

usage scheme and designed "defined" spaces according to their specific functions. However, 

the apartment on Işıklar Street at No:27 (settlement zone 1b, housing type B2c), has spaces 

identical in size, but with different qualities for identification, and only one room stands out 

as the living room with its size. The architect's style can be discussed here: The building was 

designed by Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu and this quality can also be observed in another 

apartment, i.e. the Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment (Table 4.39, Plan 32). 

 

The single houses that are have "modern" plans with corridors as their main and only 

circulation space (plan type A3), still have living and sleeping spaces that are similar in size 

and shape, and their function cannot be identified contrary to expectations. The examples to 

this kind are Anafartalar Street No:31 (settlement zone 1b, housing type B1b) and the 

Marmara Mansion in the Gazi Farm (Table 4.37, Plans 12, 13). However, in other two 

examples of this type, the "defined" spaces are clearly distinguished. In the Foundation 

Houses (settlement zone 1e, housing type B1c), it is easy to identify the living room in the 

ground floor and the master bedroom in the second floor just by their sizes. The Çankaya 

Mansion (settlement zone 2c) is a unique example, on the other hand: As it is the presidential 

mansion, all of its rooms are defined and designed according to their functions (Table 4.37, 

Plan 14, 15). 

 

The apartments with one residential unit in each floor, that are in "modern" plan layout (plan 

type B3), also show differences. Some apartments have spaces that are defined according to 
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their functions and some have identical spaces within a unit (like in traditional examples); 

however, even in those, certain spaces can be defined either according to their location or 

shape. For example, in Anafartalar Street No:58 (settlement zone 1b, housing type B2b), 

only the living room can be easily distinguished from other spaces whereas the other rooms 

are similar in size (Table 4.37, Plan 20). In the Hatay Apartment (Hekimler Street No:4, 

settlement zone 1b, housing type B2a), rooms cannot be identified since they are similar in 

size and shape, and only the location might give clues for their functions, such as the rooms 

facing the main street can be assumed as living spaces, and the rooms facing the back 

courtyard might be private spaces (Table 4.37, Plan 21). 

 

The apartments with multiple residential units within a floor, that are in "modern" plan 

layout (plan type C3), are commonly designed with defined and afore functioned spaces. For 

example, in the apartment on the Mevsim Street, the living rooms are distinguished with 

their size, shape (rounded plan), characteristics and location (all facing the main street), and 

the "private" rooms are distinguished with their size and location (smaller, facing the 

courtyard and closer to the service spaces) (Table 4.38, Plan 28). The Lodgings of the 

Agriculture Bank is also very similar to this plan organization, and the spaces can be 

identified easily according to their function (Table 4.38, Plan 29). 

 

The apartment-complexes, all with "modern" plan layouts, where the rooms open to usually 

a single corridor, show different characteristics. For example, the Children's Protection 

Agency Rental Apartment (settlement zone1b, housing type B2d) and the Second 

Foundation Apartment (settlement zone 1e, housing type B2d) have rooms that are very 

similar in size and shape, and even the living rooms can hardly be separated unless analyzed 

with reference to their location, and other characteristics and space relations. For example, 

having a bathroom access defines the master bedroom, and being close to the entrance or 

being at the most favorable location defines the living and dining rooms. Apart from these 

two, the Lodgings of the State Railways Administration (settlement zone1e, housing type 

B2d) and the Lodgings of the Tekel Directories (settlement zone1e, housing type B2d) are 

planned with "defined" spaces according to their functions (Table 4.38-39, Plans 30-34). 

 

Out of the thirty plans found of housing in all types, the ones that have rooms with certain 

functions, such as living-room, dining-room, sleeping-room (master and children's), office-

room, and maid/housekeeper-room, are studied on the survey sheets, prepared by the author, 

with the related examples (Tables 4.41-4.42). In the survey sheets, the use of the "defined" 
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spaces within the residential units can be followed in relation to their "housing types", 

"settlement zones" and "building initiatives". 

 

There are some criteria to identify rooms with certain functions. The spaces of sofas, halls, 

and corridors were defined previously in the chapter as the main circulation elements, 

forming the plan types, so they are marked as such. The living and dining spaces are easy to 

identify with reference to their location, size, and characteristics. It is not possible to know 

the office spaces and housekeeper's room if they are not already defined by previous studies 

and with solid evidence that they existed, so these are only defined if documented. However, 

with apartment-complexes, it is suggested that one of the multiple small rooms around the 

service spaces could be defined as housekeeper's room. For bedrooms, the identification 

follows a different process: If there are more than one or two rooms, and if they are similar 

in size, shape and character, and accordingly if their functions as master bedroom, children's 

bedroom or dining room, for example, could not be identified clearly, these are left blank in 

the survey sheets. The units with single bedrooms are also left blank, with the assumption 

that they could not be master bedrooms if there is only one space for that purpose. With 

these criteria, the "defined" spaces can be evaluated as follows (Tables 4.41-4.42): 

 

Among these cases, twelve examples have sofas as the main circulation element, and living 

areas. Eight of these are single houses, three are apartments with single residential units in 

each floor, and two of them are apartments with multiple units in each floor. Apartment-

complexes do not have sofas. Eight examples have halls as their main circulation space, 

functioning as the main gathering area and circulation. Three of these are single houses, two 

are apartments with single units in each floor, and three of them are apartments with multiple 

units in each floor. Fourteen examples have corridors as their main circulation space; four of 

them are single houses, two of them are apartments with single units, three of them are 

apartments with multiple units in each floor and five of them are apartment-complexes. Ten 

out of fifteen examples have only corridors as circulation space and do not have sofas or 

halls, whereas the other five have corridors together with sofas or halls. 
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Table 4.41: Space Definitions of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet I
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Table 4.42: Space Definitions of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara, Sheet II139 

 
 

 

Four examples have both sofas and halls, sofas as the circulation and living areas, and halls 

as the secondary circulation spaces. Two of these are single houses (Table 4.41-4.42, No: 18, 

26), one of them is an apartment with a single unit in each floor (Table 4.41, No: 13), and the 

other is an apartment with multiple units in each floor (Table 4.42, No: 22). The last 

example, Karakuş Street No:1, is the only example that has sofa, a hall, and a corridor within 

the same residential unit, where halls and corridors are secondary circulation spaces (Table 

4.42, No: 22). Three examples have halls and corridors, where halls are the main circulation 

                                                
139 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing examples. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 1-a35, 2-
a30, 3-a68, 4-a73, 5-a80, 6-a82, 7-a81, 8-a100, 9-a1, 10-a79, 11-a122, 12-a103, 13-a22, 14-a111, 15-a78, 16-a31, 17-a101, 18-
a12, 19-a45, 20-a44, 21-a14, 22-a36, 23-a123, 24-a61, 25-a113, 126-a119, 27-a98, 28-a13, 29-a99, 30-a120. The plans of the 
housing examples of the 1920s' Ankara in this study is given in more detail in Appendix B. In Appendix B, the numbers in this 
Table references to: 1-B4, 2-B2, 3-B9, 4-B10, 5-B13, 6-B15, 7-B14, 8-B22, 9-B16, 10-B12, 11-B29, 12-B24, 13-B1, 14-B25, 
15-B11, 16-B3, 17-B23, 18-B17, 19-B7, 20-B6, 21-B19, 22-B5, 23-B30, 24-B8, 25-B26, 26-B27, 27-B20, 28-B18, 29-B21, 30-
B28. 
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spaces and corridors are secondary; all three examples are apartments with multiple units in 

each floor (Tables 4.41-4.42, No: 15, 22, 30). 

 

Only three examples have both sofas and corridors, where sofas are the main circulation 

space. Two of them are single houses the Çankaya Mansion and the Foundation Houses 

(Table 4.41-42, No: 11, 29); and one of them is an apartment with multiple units in each 

floor, Karakuş Street No:1 (Table 4.42, No: 22), whose residential units have sofas as the 

main living and circulation area and its corridors lead to private spaces (bedroom, service). 

In the Foundation Houses, two units next to each other are in different plan layouts, one with 

sofa, and the other with a corridor as the main circulation area (Table 4.42, No:29). In the 

Çankaya Mansion, the corridor is the main circulation element of the additional building of 

the service spaces, and sofa is the original living and circulation space of the traditional 

vineyard house (Table 4.41, No: 11). Only four examples have only sofas and not living 

rooms, where sofa also functions as a living room apart from its circulation function. Three 

of these examples are single houses (Table 4.41-42, No:7, 9, 11); and one example is the 

apartment with a single unit in each floor (Table 4.41, No: 5). 

 

In the other eight examples with sofas (out of twelve), sofas function as the circulation and 

"semi-living" spaces, along with an additional living room. Four of these are single houses 

(Table 4.41-42, No: 14, 18, 26, 29); two of the examples include the apartments with a single 

unit in each floor (Table 4.41-42, No: 1, 13). Two examples of sofas and living rooms 

together within the same unit include the apartments with multiple units in each floor (Table 

4.41-42, No: 19, 22). 

 

Within thirty examples, twenty-three have living rooms defined as social gathering areas; 

fourteen have dining rooms, either defined clearly or understood with reference to such 

qualities as being next to, or part of a living room, having close access to kitchen, or being in 

the "public" part of the residential unit.  

 

There are twelve examples with master bedrooms; seven are identified with having direct 

bathroom access. There are eleven examples observed with smaller bedrooms, secondary 

rooms other than the master bedrooms. These might be used for children, elderly, or for 

guests. Two examples have office rooms, i.e. the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House, and the Çankaya 

Mansion (Table 4.41-42, No: 11, 21). There are four housing examples with a housekeeper's 
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room, i.e. the Çankaya Mansion, the Second Foundation Apartment140, the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt 

House, and the Building and Lodgings of the Tekel Directories141  (Table 4.41-42, No:11, 17, 

21, 27). 

  
 

Table 4.43: Space Definitions: Use of "Defined" Spaces According to Construction Dates 

 
                                                
140 The Second Foundation Apartment's housemaid's room is conjectural as there are multiple smaller living spaces next to the 
service spaces. 

141 The last two examples are documented as having office rooms in previous studies. 
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As can be seen from the analyses according to "construction dates", (Table 4.43), at the 

beginning of the 1920s, the use of sofas were common both in apartments (Table 4.41-42, 

No: 1, 13) and in single-houses (Table 4.41-42, No: 11, 29). Sofas could be seen together 

with halls and corridors, but they were still the main circulation spaces. The use of halls were 

common from the beginning of the decade until the second half (Tables 4.41-42, No: 3, 12, 

15, 20, 30) and especially in private single houses (Table 4.42, No: 21, 26). 

 

As can be seen from the chart (Table 4.43), the use of corridors as the only circulation area 

without sofas and halls became popular after 1926, and with the apartment-complexes built 

by public initiatives (Table 4.41, No: 8, 10, 17). Corridors became the main and the only 

circulation element of the units without sofas and halls at the end of the 1920s. Other 

housing constructed by public initiatives at the end of the decade, had plans shaped around 

corridors as well (Table 4.42, No:23, 27). The use of corridors as the main element of the 

units was applied in the production by private initiatives at the end of the decade (Table 4.41, 

No: 2, 4, 16). 

 

The wider use of corridors after 1926, suggests an adaptation to the contemporary 

modernization agenda even in terms of the functional usage of housing spaces, affecting the 

plan layouts of housing. It can be suggested that, from that date on, houses and apartments 

were constructed with modernized plans that had defined spaces, designed according to the 

most efficient functional usage of spaces by including service spaces inside the units, and 

hence providing better sanitary conditions for them. In the following part, the service spaces 

and their transformation process will be discussed in more detail. 

 

4.3.2.2. Service Spaces: Kitchen, Bathroom, and Toilet 

 

In order to understand the effect of technological advancements in terms of the transition of 

service spaces, it is important to comprehend the service spaces of traditional residential 

architecture of Ankara prior to its establishment as the capital city. 

 

According to Kömürcüoğlu, the service spaces of traditional houses could have been found 

in courtyards and in some examples in spaces surrounding taşlık (basement or ground 

floors). Dibektaşı (stone-mortar well, water supply fountain) would be at a corner of a 

courtyard, where, at another corner, abdesthane (toilet/washroom) could be found. Kömürlük 
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and odunluk (storage spaces for coal and wood) could be found in taşlık, where also rooms 

of domestic helpers could be found in bigger, mansion-like, houses.142  

 

Kitchens could also be in the basement or ground floors or in a separated additional building 

within the courtyard. Kitchens might have an in-situ oven or tandır (floor furnace), and in 

some examples, water cubes embedded in the ground could be seen.143  

 

For bathing purposes, in some examples, a small bathing cubicle part of a traditional 

cupboard (yüklük) called gusülhane could be found in the rooms. In some later examples of 

Ottoman traditional residential architecture, constructed in the late nineteenth and the early 

twentieth century, hamam, a bathing room (not a bathroom in the common sense), could be 

seen in bigger houses.144 

 

                                                
142 Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, pp. 46-47. 

143 Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, p. 55. 

144 One of the examples known is from the Jewish Neighborhood within the Old City, the house on the Birlik Street (No:3), 
across the Synagogue.  
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Table 4. 44: The Service Spaces in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara145

 

                                                
145 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing examples. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
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Service spaces became part of the interior spaces of the housing production and they could 

be carried into the residential units with the technical advancements in every field. All the 

housing examples of the 1920s were constructed with service spaces within the interiors. 

They were even embedded into plans designed with a traditional approach (Plan Typology, 

Tables 4.37-4.39). With the 1920s, the infrastructure could be established to some extent, as 

discussed in the previous part, and almost all of the new buildings were constructed with 

required technical installations, especially in Yenişehir. 

 

In the 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara, it is observed that bathrooms and toilets are 

generally separate spaces, only in few examples being together.146 These separate bathroom 

spaces are usually small in size, which can be defined almost like gusülhane, bathing 

cubicles. These spaces can be accessed from corridors but most importantly, like traditional 

gusülhanes, they are accessed from master bedrooms. 

 

To ease the installation of technical infrastructure (water supply, water drainage, ventilation, 

electricity and gas), service spaces are grouped together in most cases (Table 4.44). Either 

they are all grouped together (spaces of bathroom, toilet, and kitchen) or two of them are 

grouped together and one is separated (usually the kitchen space).147   

 

At the beginning of the decade, the most common type of service space groups was the L-

shape solution, separated and excluded from the living spaces, especially the "public" part of 

the residential unit (service space type B, Table 4.44). For instance, this type can be seen at 

the first half of the decade finished in the early 1920s before 1925 (Table 4.44, No: 11, 14, 

17, 19). In the mid-1920s, service spaces continue to be solved in L-shape groups as seen in 

the examples (Table 4.44, No: 10, 12, 16). 

 
                                                                                                                                     
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 1-a35, 2-
a100, 3-a103, 4-a111, 5-a78, 6-a101, 7-a73, 8-a81, 9-a1, 10-a79, 11-a22, 12-a101, 13-a12, 14-a99, 15-a36, 16-a120, 17-a14, 
18-a98, 19-a61, 20-a123, 21-a45, 22-a68, 23-a80, 24-a119, 25-a113, 26-a13, 27-a99, 28-a120, 29-a82, 30-a122, 31-a31, 32-
a44. The plans of the housing examples of the 1920s' Ankara in this study is given in more detail in Appendix B. In Appendix 
B, the numbers in this Table references to: 1-B4, 2-B22, 3-B24, 4-B25, 5-B11, 6-B23, 7-B10, 8-B14, 9-B16, 10-B12, 11-B1, 
12-B23, 13-B17, 14-B21, 15-B5, 16-B28, 17-B19, 18-B20, 19-B8, 20-B10, 21-B7, 22-B9, 23-B13, 24, B27, 25-B26, 26-B17, 
27-B21, 28-B28, 29-B15, 30-B29, 31-B3, 32-B6. 

146 The First Foundation Apartment, the Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment, the House on the Bentderesi Street, Twin Hungarian 
Houses, the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank (small residential units in the first floor due to a later division in design), 
Anafartalar Street No: 86, the Çankaya Mansion, the Hatay Apartment. 

147 The separation can be seen with the examples of Anafartalar Street No: 83 (settlement zone1b, housing type B2a), the Three 
Hungarian Houses (settlement zone 1c, housing type B1a) the Sait Bektimur House (settlement zone 2a-b, housing type B3a) 
and Milli Müdafaa Street No:4 (settlement zone 2a-b, housing type B3a). In more advanced plans in terms of the functional 
usage, kitchen and toilet spaces are grouped together and bathroom is separated as considered "private" and located in a more 
private location (as seen with the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank, settlement zone 2a, housing type B4). 
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After 1925, service spaces were solved together in juxtaposition and they usually were not 

excluded from the "public" spaces, instead they became close to and part of the main living 

areas (service space type A, Table 4.44). This type was adapted mostly with the apartment 

complexes (Table 4.44, Plans 2, 3, 6). It can also be seen with a smaller private apartment of 

the Old City (Plan 1). The service space groups in which one of the spaces is separated and 

two of them are grouped together (service space type C, Table 4.44) can be seen throughout 

the decade, changing according to the size of the construction sites and the housing types, as 

well as the number of residential units in the buildings (Table 4.44, Plans 24, 27, 28). The 

type in which all service spaces are separately (service space type D, Table 4.44) can be seen 

as early as 1922 in the Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment and the Çankaya Mansion in 1924 

(Table 4.44, Plans 30, 32). However, apart from these (and few possible other) examples, 

this type is not seen until 1927 with the Hatay Apartment, which is the last example of this 

type in the decade (Table 4.44, Plan 31). Indeed, the L-shape grouping of service spaces and 

excluding them from the living spaces continued to be applied throughout the decade (Table 

4.44, Plans 7, 18, 20, 22). 

 

It can be suggested that, the easiest solution of solving the layout of service spaces was 

grouping them together. This solution was preferred in most examples throughout the decade 

in the most common and easily applied L-form, and separating them from the living areas 

was found necessary. However, with bigger and prestigious examples, such as apartment-

complexes, service spaces were lined in juxtaposition, becoming part of the living areas, 

especially after 1925. 

 

In some special cases, such as the President's Çankaya Mansion, even though being one of 

the early examples of the 1920s, with more care in design and without restraint on financial 

expenses, the service spaces could be separated from each other for the most efficient usage 

(Table 4.44, Plan 30). Again in another example as early as 1922, the apartment on Işıklar 

Street at No:27, built for a rich entrepreneur and constructor, Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey, expenses 

were not constrained so the service spaces could be installed separately (Table 4.44, 32).  

 

In the analyses according to "housing types", it is seen that, in single houses, the most 

common type is the one in which all service spaces are solved together in L-form at corners 

of these houses, and the second most common type is the one in which two service units are 

solved together and one is separated. In the apartments with one residential unit in each 

floor, all types can be observed, but again L-shape solutions are most common. This is also 
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the case for the apartments with multiple units in each floor. However, in the apartment-

complexes, service spaces are lined in juxtaposition and not excluded from the "public" 

spaces of the units. As the final products of the decade, their service spaces became part of 

the living areas almost fully. 

 

In analyzing according to "settlement zones", it is seen that, in the Karaoğlan Quarter of the 

Old City, the first settlement area of the 1920s, the most common type was the L-shape 

grouping of service spaces. In the Anafartalar Quarter, all types can be seen; however, in 

small apartments, service spaces are grouped together in L-forms and ventilated by shafts. In 

the Hacı Bayram Quarter, where single (detached) houses are found, service spaces in L-

shape groups are also preferred (Table 4.44, Plans 9, 13, 17); however, separated service 

spaces can be observed as well (Plan 26) because settlement sites are not so jammed. In the 

Youth's Park Quarter, where the houses and the apartments were built by public initiatives, 

the juxtaposition solutions of service spaces are more common (the examples built by public 

initiatives tend to have this type). 

 

In Yenişehir, it is observed that one of the service spaces is usually separated, and two of 

them are grouped together. The separated space is mostly the kitchen (Table 4.44, Plans 24, 

25). Since they are built at the second half of the decade in empty lands, the installation of 

technical equipment should have been done with more ease; consequently, they are more 

technologically advanced than the previous examples. Additionally, since the construction 

sites are not so constricted in Yenişehir, houses and apartments could be planned as desired 

and with the required functional efficiency, and service spaces could be easily separated. 
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Table 4.45: The Ventilation of the Service Spaces in the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara 

 
 

 

The study on the ventilation of service spaces helps to understand the technological 

advancements of the decade and the arrangement of service spaces when they were 

introduced to the interiors for the first time. This study also shows the congestion of the 

settlement zones, and the way the properties of the settlements affected the plan layouts and 

the planning of service spaces. 

 

If service spaces are grouped together in "juxtaposition" (service space type A, Table 4.45), 

they usually have direct ventilations, facing back-courtyards, inner-courtyards or side streets 

(Ventilation type 1, Table 4.45). If service spaces are grouped in "L-forms" as part of the 

residential units but still grouped in more excluded areas (service space type B, Table 4.45), 

these might open to an inner-courtyard, a ventilation shaft, or a ventilation chimney 
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(Ventilation type 1, 2 and 3, Table 4.45). The L-shape has one disadvantage: In this form 

service spaces can seldom be solved around one shaft, or one chimney, consequently they 

have separate ventilations. If two of the service spaces are grouped together and one of them 

is separated (service space type C, Table 4.45), usually all spaces have direct ventilation, 

opening to courtyards or streets (Ventilation type 1, Table 4.45). In only four examples (out 

of the thirty plans obtained), all the service spaces are separated (service space type C, Table 

4.45). In three of these, the bathroom and the toilet is the same space, whereas in the other 

they are separated. The ventilation of this type shows variety and not a certain pattern: Some 

spaces might have direct ventilation, and others might be located around chimneys or shafts 

(Ventilation type 2 and 3, Table 4.45). 

 

In the Anafartalar Quarter, ventilation shafts are common (Table 4.44, No:1). In the Youth's 

Park Quarter direct ventilations from courtyards or streets are seen (Table 4.44, No: 2, 3, 6, 

18). In Yenişehir direct ventilations are also majority (Table 4.44, No:  4, 16, 24, 25, 28, 30). 

Some examples in the Anafartalar Quarter have both direct (courtyards, streets) and indirect 

ventilation in the same units (shafts, chimneys), i.e. two types of ventilation systems can be 

seen together (Table 4.44, No: 7, 8, 10, 11, 15, 19, 22, 23, 29, 31, 32). In the Hacıbayram 

Quarter, direct ventilations are common (Table 4.44, No: 17, 13), but some direct and 

indirect ventilation may occur together with direct ventilations (Table 4.44, No: 9, 26). This 

occurs when the two service spaces are grouped together and one is separated in the plan 

layout, the separated one tends to have a ventilation shaft or a chimney (Table 4.44, No: 8, 9, 

14, 17, 26, 27). There is also a distinction between chimneys (smaller shafts) and shafts 

(larger, small openings, with lighting). Chimneys are smaller, functions only for the purpose 

of ventilation, and shafts are larger and may function as lighting as well. For example in 

some apartments of the Karaoğlan and Anafartalar Quarters kitchens open to ventilation 

shafts (Table 4.44, No: 1, 11), and in some, especially the apartments of Anafartalar Quarter 

have ventilation chimneys (Table 4.44, No: 29, 31), as being jammed sites for new 

constructions. 

 

From the studied examples, it is seen that the ventilation of the service spaces of single 

houses, either in the Old City or Yenişehir, is generally provided with direct openings, where 

the windows open to the courtyards. The service spaces of the apartments with single unit in 

each floor generally open to shafts; especially the bathroom and the toilet, and sometimes all 

service spaces including the kitchen, might open to ventilation shafts. The service spaces of 
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the apartments with multiple units in each floor show variety in ventilation due to their 

position within the city.  

 

Also as seen, being in a crowded neighborhood or located at wider lots causes major 

differences in terms of the ventilation of service spaces. The service spaces of apartment-

complexes all have direct ventilation, opening to courtyards or side streets: The commercial 

and consequently congested areas of the Old City, i.e. the Karaoğlan, Işıklar and Anafartalar 

Quarters, generated the formation of unsanitary service spaces that are narrow and usually 

ventilated by only chimneys and shafts. In the lower floors, this caused problems as light and 

air was not sufficient for the spaces that require hygiene. The new, wide settlement areas, 

such as the Youth's Park Quarter of the Old City and Yenişehir, produced luxurious houses 

and apartments that have sanitary service spaces usually with direct ventilation. Accordingly, 

the development from the exclusion of the service spaces from the main living areas (despite 

being inside the residential unit) to accepting them as part of the living spaces, showed the 

differences between the congested regions and the new settlement areas. 

 

As seen, the inclusion of service spaces in the living areas was one of the most influential of 

the changes in the transformation of the plans and the functional usage. This inclusion 

effected the formation of circulation spaces and eventually led the way to the introduction of 

the "defined" spaces in residential units. The "defined" spaces changed the way of the 

perception of a "traditional room" and thus interior architectural elements also started to 

vary, by adapting, changing or disappearing all together. In the following part, these interior 

architectural elements, the "movable" and "in-situ" furniture will be analyzed in terms of 

their transformation or continuity amongst all the changes introduced by the modernization 

agenda of the 1920s' Ankara. 

 

4.3.2.3. Furniture 

 

In order to understand the transformation or continuity in the use of interior architectural 

elements, i.e. "in-situ" or "movable" furniture, it is important to be familiar with the use of 

furniture in the traditional residential architecture of Ankara prior to the Republican period. 

For the provision of an organized usage in everyday life148, traditional houses were generally 

built with in-situ furniture. The meaning of in-situ furniture can be described as: "Furniture 

                                                
148 Kömürcüoğlu, "Detaylar", 1950, pp. 81-98, p. 96. 
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that is 'in the original place149', or 'in the original place instead of being moved to another 

place150'".   

 

In-situ furniture found in the rooms of the traditional houses of Ankara can be listed as seki 

or pabuçluk (the platform where shoes are left when entering a space, especially rooms or 

the main entrance)151, yüklük (traditional cupboards), sedir (couches, divan), niş (niches), 

shelves and sometimes ovens or braziers.152 In sleeping rooms, yüklük are the main elements 

where beds are put away daily, only to be used back again at nights. These architectural 

elements might be in simple style with treated and paneled timber doors, or they might be 

highly ornamented, decorated, and colored. 

 

In the 1920s' housing production in Ankara, it is seen that, with the introduction of modern 

plans and a modernized lifestyle, most of the in-situ furniture seen in traditional residential 

architecture were abandoned and replaced with movable furniture, except for few of the 

elements. Movable furniture can be defined as furniture that is "capable of being moved153", 

i.e. not stable, and part of the living unit. In the 1920s' housing production in Ankara, it is 

seen that, apart from the few examples of other elements, the most useful and functional 

architectural elements were kept and adapted into the newer plans. 

 

The only examples that include the traditional architectural elements are Alsancak Street 

No:15 (the Erzurum Hotel, settlement zone 1a, housing type B2b), one of the earliest 

examples of the decade, which has both seki and sedir in some rooms; and the Twin 

Hungarian Houses (settlement zone 1c, housing type B1c), which have original fireplaces at 

kitchens and seki at the entrance (Appendix B). Other than these two examples, in-situ 

furniture of traditional residential architecture was almost fully abandoned, except for the use 

of yüklüks with their original function and the use of gusülhanes with a slightly converted 

formation, and the variations of these two architectural spaces/elements. 

 

                                                
149 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/in-situ, last visited July 1, 2016. 

150 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/in-situ, last visited July 1, 2016. 

151 Kömürcüoğlu, "Plan Tanzimi", 1950, pp.19-55, p. 55. 

152 Kömürcüoğlu, 1950, p. 96. 

153 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/movable, last visited July 1, 2016. 



318 
 

Yüklük could not be easily abandoned since it had been part of everyday life for centuries. It 

was either built at its original location in the room or relocated (with same appearance and 

function) to the circulation spaces (sofas, halls, corridors). In the final transformation phase, 

it was converted into a small space/room defined as sandık odası (from here on referred to as 

lumber-room, a type of storage room), accessed either from circulation spaces (sofas, halls, 

corridors) or from rooms. Storage rooms can be defines as: "Storage room: A room for 

putting and keeping things for use in the future154, space available for storing something155". 

Apart from yüklük and the newly formed space defined as lumber-room, storage rooms in the 

basement or ground floors around taşlık in traditional residential architecture, continued to 

be part of the plan layout in single houses' basement floors156 (not ground floors after 1920). 

These could be seen especially in the Hacı Bayram Quarter in the Old City (settlement zone 

1c), since in this region, new housing production, especially single houses, were mostly 

constructed in a traditional approach in the 1920s.  

 

There are two main types of storage units and spaces: A) yüklük (traditional cupboard), and 

B) lumber room (storage room). Yüklük can be accessed from: 1) rooms, and 2) main 

circulation spaces, which might be: x) sofas, y) halls, and z) corridors. The same type of 

division is used for lumber-rooms as well; they can be accessed from: 1) rooms, and 2) main 

circulation spaces, either from: x) sofas, y) halls, or z) corridors (Table 4.46). 

 

From studied examples of yüklük and the lumber-room, storage units and rooms show 

variety in terms of housing types, but settlement zones affect the evaluation results in spite of 

the housing types; hence, these are analyzed together.  

 

For example, in single houses, the use of yüklük continued in the 1920s. Yüklük, in single 

houses, might still be in rooms (Table 4.46, AY1, Plans 1, 2), or might be accessed from 

circulation spaces (AY2), such as the one accessed from the hall (Table 4.46, AY2y, Plan 3). 

All the examples are from the Hacı Bayram Quarter (settlement zone 1c) where the houses 

continued to be constructed in a more traditional style than modern. 

                                                
154 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/storage, last visited July 1, 2016. 

155 http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/storage, last visited July 1, 2016. 

156 These spaces are included in yüklük/sandık odası/storage-space typology as well. 
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Table 4.46: In-Situ Furniture, Storage Units, and Storage Spaces in the 1920s' Housing Production in Ankara157

 

                                                
157 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing examples. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
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In single houses, storage rooms in basement floors can be observed in the Old City, where 

these rooms are not in a form of a lumber-room but rather more like the wood and coal 

storages of traditional residential architecture. As storage spaces, these are included in the 

evaluation (Table 4.46, Plans 11-14). In the single houses in Yenişehir (settlement zone 2a-

b), the lumber room can be observed, as seen with the house on Milli Müdafaa Street at 

No:4, accessed from the master bedroom (Table 4.46, AS1, Plan 10). The Çankaya Mansion 

(settlement zone2c), on the other hand, has yüklük accessed from the corridor (Table 4.46, 

AY2z, Plan 4). 

 

In the apartments with single residential unit in each floor, yüklük can be seen in the 

circulation spaces (BY2y), for example in the hall of Anafartalar Street No:42 (Table 4.46, 

Plan 5). This is the only example within this housing type in terms of storage spaces; this 

may be due to limited space within this housing type. Since these apartments were built in 

the narrow lots of the Old City, especially in the Karaoğlan and Anafartalar Quarters 

(settlement zone 1a and 1b), they seldom have storage spaces. 

 

In the apartments with multiple units in each floor, yüklük can be seen both in rooms such as 

the living room of one of the residential units of the Mevsim Street Apartment (Table 4.46, 

CY1, Plan 6), or in circulation spaces, such as the hall of Işıklar Street No:27 (Table 4.46, 

CY2y, Plan 7), and in the corridor of another unit in the Mevsim Street Apartment (Table 

4.46, CY2z, Plan 8). Also built within the Old City, but with more space than the apartments 

with single unit in each floor, apartments with multiple units in each floor continued to use 

the traditional elements, as probably they were affected from the traditional lifestyle being 

close to the older neighborhoods. The apartments of the Old City, with extra space for such 

purposes, generally could not also abandon such functional element as the traditional 

cupboards, and continued to construct yüklük in available spaces. In multi-unit apartments, 

the lumber-room can be observed as well, however, not in the ones built in the Old City, but 

those in Yenişehir. The units of the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank have lumber-rooms as 

storage spaces accessed from the entrance corridor (Table 4.46, CS2z, Plan 15), not in the 

main living area, but more secluded. 

 

                                                                                                                                     
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 1-a1, 2-
a12, 3-a13, 4-a122, 5-a68, 6-a61, 7-a44, 8-a61, 9-a98, 10-a113, 11-a122, 12-a12, 13-a14, 14-a13, 15-a120, 16-a79, 17-a79, 18-
a103, 19-a101, 20-a100. The plans of the housing examples of the 1920s' Ankara in this study is given in more detail in 
Appendix B. In Appendix B, the numbers in this Table references to: 1-B16, 2-B17, 3-B18, 4-B29, 5-B9, 6-B8, 7-B6, 8-B8, 9-
B20, 10-B26, 11-B29, 12-B17, 13-B19, 14-B18, 15-B28, 16-B12, 17-B12, 18-B24, 19-B23, 20-B22. 
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The apartment-complexes constructed around the Youth's Park and Anafartalar Quarters 

(settlement zone 1b, 1e) (Table 4.46, Plans 17-20), all have lumber rooms, except for the 

Lodgings of the Tekel Directories, which has yüklük in its corridor instead (Table 4.46, 

DY2z, Plan 9). The apartment-complexes have lumber-rooms accessed from the corridors 

(Table 4.46, DS2z, Plan 17-20), as spaces that are part of the service space groups, facing 

inner, or back courtyards. The Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment was designed 

with a lumber-room, accessed from the master bedroom (Table 4.46, DS1, Plan 16) next to 

the bathroom (which is accessed from the bedroom as well). One of the units differs in the 

Children's Protection Rental Apartment: probably due to an alteration of one unit's usage 

scheme in the complex; in there, the lumber-room is accessed from the corridor (Table 4.46, 

DS2z, Plan 17) rather than the bedroom as seen in the other units of the apartment. 

 

In the analyses according to "construction dates", it is seen that, up until 1925, yüklük was 

still commonly used in rooms and in circulation spaces in housing examples built by public 

or private initiatives (Table 4.46, Plans 4, 7, 8). After 1925, and especially with the 

introduction of the apartment-complexes built by public initiatives, yüklük was no longer 

used, and instead a storage space, the lumber-room, became part of the plan (Table 4.46, 

Plans 15-20). In 1927, the use of yüklük seems to have become popular again; however, this 

time, it was only used in corridors and not in rooms, both in public and private productions 

of housing (Table 4.46, Plans 5, 9). Here it can be suggested that yüklük of the Old City 

transformed into the lumber-room in the new modern settlement areas of the Youth's Park 

Quarter and the New City, Yenişehir. 

 

Towards the end of the decade, due to the gradual change in lifestyle, yüklük as in-situ 

furniture was slowly abandoned, especially the ones that were used as part of rooms, and few 

continued to be applied in corridors. Instead, the concept of yüklük was converted into the 

concept of the storage room, a space, rather than in-situ furniture. Again, with the transition 

into modernized lifestyle, other traditional architectural elements as in-situ furniture such as 

seki, sedir and niches were fully abandoned and they were all replaced by movable furniture. 

 

Apart from yüklük, the conversion of gusülhane can be observed as well, usually seen in the 

private apartments of the Old City. In these examples, the bathroom space (separated from 

the toilet) is like a small cubicle in terms of size and shape (small rectangular) and accessed 

from the master bedroom of the residential unit. With this quality, these bathrooms slightly 

resemble the in-situ traditional architectural element (Table 4.44, Plans 1, 17, 21, 23). One of 
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the apartment complexes, the Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment, has similar 

spaces as well; even though its bathroom spaces are a little larger, they still show the same 

properties with access from the master bedroom and cubicle-shape (Table 4.44, Plan 10; 

Table 4.50, Plan 16). 

 

The transformation of this cubicle-space can be clearly observed throughout the 1920s. With 

the next step of adaptation, these spaces are carried into the corridor but again placed in 

relation with the master bedroom, the entrance located right across or next to the entrance of 

the bedroom (Plan 4.44, Plans 8, 19, 22, 32). As seen from the examples, these are limited to 

the housing examples in the boundaries of the core of the Old City, not surpassing even to 

the newer areas within Ulus. All of them are in the Karaoğlan, Anafartalar and Hacı Bayram 

Quarters (settlement zone 1a, 1b and 1c). As can be perceived from the examples, these 

types of bathrooms are generally seen within the Old City, but not in Yenişehir. 

 

In this section, the spatial analyses were carried out as documentations of the plan layouts 

and the usage schemes, and the use of individual spaces, i.e. the rooms, service spaces and 

furniture. In these analyses, we have seen that the plan layouts varied, the usage schemes 

started to change, the individual rooms started to have "defined" functions, the service spaces 

constituted an important part in the plan layouts, and the in-situ furniture of the previous 

decades continued to be used together with the introduction of new types of furniture. In the 

following part, these documentations will be evaluated in terms of their effects in the daily 

and social lives of the inhabitants of Ankara during the 1920s. 

 

4.3.3. The Use of Spaces 

 

As the built environment supports behavior by enabling certain activities, the housing 

production give clues about the social structure of a household, behaviors of inhabitants and 

their roles in the society. In order to discuss this social meaning of housing, this part 

examines the use of spaces in the housing examples in terms of their characteristics, and 

their importance in the transforming plan layout of the 1920s' Ankara with reference to the 

concepts of "public" and "private". 
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The term "domesticated" refers to a "clean private space" and it is taken as the achievement 

of civilization. Therefore, modernity and domesticity are in direct relation with each other.158 

The modern individual is in a permanent transition; thus, the interior of his/her dwelling 

should be able to answer this transformation process and be capable of continuous change 

and variety.159 In the following part, it will be discussed how the modernization agenda of 

Turkey during the 1920s' was related to contemporary residential architecture as seen in the 

daily use of spaces and plan layouts. 

 

4.3.3.1. Public and Private Spaces 

 

With the introduction of a modern way of living, as a part of the modernization project in 

line with the modernizing ideology of the new government in Turkey, the use of residential 

interiors started to transform along with the changing notions of "public" and "private" as 

related to modernist ideas of individualism and privacy. When public behavior is discussed, 

an action undertaken at a distance from "self" and "individuality" comes to attention.160 In 

discussing residential architecture, the term "public" refers to the outside of the residential 

unit and "private" to the inside (Table 4.47). Kumar states that "the home belongs to the 

private sphere primarily as the locus of the family and the household; it is thus private".161 

However, these concepts also coexist within an individual residential unit and they define 

much about the social life of domesticity and social life in general. "Private"162 areas are less 

known as architectural evidences even though they might tell more about the social life of 

the family. These private areas are generally defined simply as "rooms" in traditional houses; 

                                                
158 Heynen, Hilde. "Modernity and domesticity: Tensions and contradictions" in Negotiating Domesticity: Spatial production of 
gender in modern architecture. Hilde Heynen and Gülsüm Baydar (editors). New York: Routledge; 2005, pp.1-30, p.9. 

159 Heynen, 2005, p. 22. 

160 Publicity is a part of a wide equilibrium within society. It is part of the complete social organization covering political 
behaviors, notion of rights, formation of a family and limits of society. See: Sennett, Richard. Kamusal İnsanın Çöküşü. (The 
Fall of Public Man. W.W. Norton & Company / 1992, Serpil Durak, Abdullah Yılmaz [translators]) (First edition: 1996, second 
edition: 2002). İstanbul: Ayrıntı Yayınları 2002, pp. 124-125.  

161 Kumar, Krishan; "Home: The Promise and Predicament of Private Life at the End of the Twentieth Century" in Public and 
Private in Thought and Practice, Weintraub, J.; Kumar, K. (editors); Chicago University Press, 1997, pp. 204-236, p. 208. 

162 Solove classifies "privacy" into six general types according to scholarly writing; (1) the right to be let alone (theory of 
Samuel Warren, Louis Brandeis*), (2) limited access to the self, (3) secrecy, (4) control over personal information, (5) 
personhood (the protection of one's personality), (6) intimacy. As can be seen, the meanings of words and their content can 
change through time and geography, and something that is considered public might be thought as private in different times. 
According to Solove, a conception of privacy is an abstract mental picture of what privacy is and things that makes it unique 
and distinct; and people can use the word "privacy" improperly by referring to things outside the conceptual boundaries. See: 
Solove, D.J. "Chapter 2: Theories of Privacy and Their Shortcomings" in Understanding Privacy, Harvard University Press, 
2008, pp. 12-38, pp. 12-15. Solove references: 
* Warren, Samuel; Brandeis, Louis. The Right to Privacy, Harvard Law Review, Vol. IV,  December 15, 1890, No. 5, 1890, 
Also Available online at: http://groups.csail.mit.edu/mac/classes/6.805/articles/privacy/Privacy_brand_warr2.html. 
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and only with modernization, these rooms started to have "defined" functions. The "public" 

parts of dwellings are better known with their social use as the reception or gathering spaces, 

and thus, they give clues about the social and economic position of the owner, the family, 

and their situation in the society in general. As Özgenel expresses: 

 
One way to approach the use of space in ... domestic contexts is to look at architecture. The 
plan, location, accessibility, form, and function of some distinctive spaces can provide salient 
clues about how these public areas were spatially distinguished within the house, thus 
respecting the owners' need for privacy.163 

 

Other than official regulations and laws of the society for public behavior, there are also 

social laws produced and organized in residential units, and in the use of each space; these 

laws are not neutral, empty, or meaningless as the forms and the arrangements of spaces 

create hierarchies, and thresholds allow passages where walls separate individuals.164 The 

spatial organization and layout of residential architecture can create and disable certain 

family encounters. The regulations and orders of social living can be carried out in domestic 

space. As Baydar defines: 

 
In domestic space, proper places of familial order such as conversation, dining, and study are 
separated from improper ones... The architecture of the single-family house is a mechanism 
that engineers domesticity. It orders gender, generation, race, and class relations by assigning 
proper places to its occupants... Such role mappings are materially inscribed into the spatial 
order of the house... The spatial hierarchy of the bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, study and  
living room not only separated the private and the public, but also woman's and man's 
spheres.165  
 

 

 

                                                
163 Özgenel, Lale; "Public use and Privacy in Late Antique Houses in Asia Minor: The Architecture of Spatial Control" in 
Housing in Late Antiquity: From Palaces to Shops. Lavan, L.; Özgenel, L.; and Sarantis, A. (editors); Brill, 2007, pp. 239-281, 
pp. 239-340. 

164 Baydar, Gülsüm. "Figures of Wo/man in Contemporary Architectural Discourse" in Negotiating Domesticity: Spatial 
production of gender in modern architecture. Hilde Heynen and Gülsüm Baydar (editors). New York: Routledge; 2005, pp. 30-
47, p. 38. 

165 Baydar, 2005, p. 39. 



325 
 

Table 4.47: The Public and Private Concepts within the 1920s' Housing Production in Ankara 

 
 

 

As seen with the analyses in this study, the terms of "public" and "private" cannot only be 

attributed to the "outside" and the "inside" of the residential unit. The inside of the dwelling 

has public and private areas as well. As seen with the analyses in Chapter 4, in the 1920s' 

housing production in Ankara, "public" spaces that were only used for entertaining guests 

existed, here defined as "house-public" (Table 4.47), which are usually the living and dining 

spaces of residential units. These are the frontal rooms, spaces of self-expression to the 

society: rooms of expression of the desired identity, status, and wealth. There are "semi-

private" spaces within the units, which are used only for family socialization, here defined as 

"family-public" spaces (Table 4.47). For example, there can be another living room just for 

the daily use of the family, a "family-living room". The most important aspect of 

modernization in housing is the formation of the "private" areas in the residential units: 

private rooms of individuals, bedrooms, study rooms, and sometimes even bathrooms can be 

among the private spaces, as bathrooms reached from master bedrooms (Table 4.47). The 

private spaces usually are not shared with guests and they are separated in the plan layouts 

from the "house-public" parts for privacy. Kitchens and toilets are usually in-between the 

"house-public" and "family-public" areas of the housing examples, as they can be used by 

guests as well. The circulation spaces all connect these spaces; however, if there are sofas or 

halls, they tend to be in the "house-public" and "family-public" areas, where corridors are 

part of the "private" areas of the residential units (Table 4.47). 
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Before the more detailed evaluation on the transforming plan layouts of the 1920s' Ankara 

houses and apartments, it is important to look at the requirements of the modernization 

agenda shortly, as discussed in Chapter 2: The modernization agenda required the formation 

of sanitary spaces, the provision of an enlivened social life, and the emergence of individuals 

who were the citizens of the nation-state. Thus, the interiors (the plan layout and spaces) 

changed accordingly: service spaces were provided with technological developments in the 

living units to answer sanitary needs; spaces specifically designed for entertainment and for 

guests were introduced, showing power, status and stability, to provide better social 

relations, and special spaces for each person and/or couple, i.e. private spaces, started to 

form to foster individuality.  

 

This transformation was witnessed rather slowly as the plan layout of the 1920s was caught 

up in-between the "traditional" and the "modern", as if undecided in to which to belong, but 

certainly defined according to functional usage required by the contemporary developments 

of the decade. The social ideas found reflection on the production of housing, and the usage 

scheme of residential units were caught up between stability and change. As Lawrence 

describes: 

 
Buildings of all kinds are handed down as a legacy from one generation to the next; they are 
one vehicle for the embodiment of social ideas. Yet if there is spatial and social order of 
residential environments, then, that order, however it interacts with personal attitudes and 
social irregularities, is an agent of both stability and change.166 

 

To understand the use of spaces and social interactions within them, Hiller and Hanson 

(1984) propose the method of "access analysis and social interaction" as a conceptual 

framework and set of analytical tools for the representation, quantification, and interpretation 

of spatial configuration in built form.167 They suggest that: 

 
...by giving shape and form to our material world, architecture structures the system of space 
in which we live and move. In that it does so, it has a direct relation rather than a merely 
symbolic one to social life, since it provides the material preconditions for the patterns of 

                                                
166 Lawrence, Roderick J. "Chapter 2: A History of Urban House Types" in Housing, Dwellings and Homes, Design Theory, 
research and practice. Great Britain: John Wiley & Sons; 1987, pp. 45-77, p. 51. 

167 Fischer, Kevin D. "Placing social interaction: An integrative approach to analyzing past built environments" in Journal of 
Anthropological Archaeology 28, 2009, pp. 439-457, pp. 440-449, Available online at: http://www.elsevier.com/locate/jaa 
Fischer references: 
* Hillier, B.; Hanson, J.; The Social Logic of Space, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1984. 
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movement, encounter and avoidance, which are the material realization, as well as sometimes 
the generator of social relations (Hillier and Hanson, 1984).168 

 

Their method involves the representation of the built space as a graph. It can be applied to 

building interiors in order to gain an understanding of how each space is integrated with the 

rest of the spaces in the building and outside the building by graphic schemes and charts. 

They propose that a building's usage pattern can be understood in a set of intersecting axial 

lines that represents all major routes of circulation. With the establishment of this graph, one 

can calculate a number of variables in the social aspects of the usage and adapt them into 

understanding the social interactions (Figure 4.5).  

 

In this section, the plan layouts of the residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara are 

analyzed with the Hillier and Hanson's method: the relation of spaces with each other and 

their relation with the main entrance called "depth from the carrier" or "depth from the 

outside". The farthest space from the entrance shows its depth of access, and the 

complication of plan layout increases relatively with depth. In the transition plans of the 

1920s, many attributes of the modernization agenda were calculated such as the concepts of 

public and private, the spaces for entertainment, gathering, and privacy. The aim here is to 

show the transformation of the plan layout from the traditional to the modern during the 

1920s.  

 

In the Tables 4.48 to 4.52, the outside is defined as the "carrier" (as seen with the example 

from the study of Hillier and Hanson, 1984); the spaces are shown in circles with their 

numbers. The connection of spaces with each other and with the outside is shown with 

straight lines. The red lines mark a connection of a specific single space with the outside and 

the other spaces, and each line is a phase of reaching the actual space, also marked with 

numbers (highlighted with red). These numbers show the "depth from the carrier" (see: 

Figure 4.5 and Tables 4.48-4.52). 

 

 

                                                
168 Hillier and Hanson, 1984 referenced in Fischer, 2009. 
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Figure 4.5: Examples of access analysis (access graphs and axial maps) applied to two buildings169 

 

 
Table 4.48: The Types of Plan Layout: The "Traditional" Type 

 
 

 

                                                
169 Fischer, 2009, pp. 440-449.  
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In a traditional plan layout (Table 4.48), usually the farthest space from the entrance (from 

the carrier) is two spaces away: To reach to the destination (farthest) space, one enters a 

space, and only from that space, the destination can be reached. This is a two-step phase and 

the depth from the carrier is two (2). Usually, in traditional houses, the first place entered 

from the street is the main circulation and living space (taşlık or sometimes sofa). From this 

main space, all the other spaces can be accessed. There is only a depth of two spaces and 

thus a limited privacy. This plan layout, defined as the "traditional type plan layout A", was 

repeated in many of the new houses and apartment flats of the 1920s' Ankara, in the Old City 

and Yenişehir (Table 4.49, Plan 1 and 2).170 

 

As the concepts of public/privacy and "defined" spaces were introduced to the residential 

architecture of Ankara in the 1920s, the traditional plan layout started to show a slight 

variation: the depth from the carrier (outside) became three (3), instead of two (2). To reach 

to the farthest space from the entrance (outside), two other spaces are entered, and therefore 

the destination is three steps away. Since it is only a slight variation, this type is defined as 

the "traditional type plan layout B" (Table 4.48). Again, in this plan layout, the first entered 

space is usually sofa or a hall. From there, all the other spaces except for one can be 

accessed. Additionally, one of the spaces open to a third space, which usually is a bathroom 

accessed from a bedroom, as an example of the 1920s' residential architecture's introduction 

of service spaces in living spaces. Sometimes it is a more private bedroom accessed from 

another bedroom. In some cases, it is the dining room accessed from the living room. If, in 

fact, that space is the bathroom (and usually is), that makes the second space the master 

bedroom, which is one of the first clearly defined spaces of the 1920s' residential 

architecture. The examples include the apartment on Alataş Street at No:1, where from sofa 

(1) the master bedroom is accessed (2), and from there the private bathroom (3) is accessed 

(Table 4.49, Plan 4). Similarly, in the Children's Protection Agency Rental apartment, from 

the hall (1), the master bedroom is entered (2), and from there, both a bathroom (3) and a 

private storage space (3) are accessed (Table 4.50, Plan 2). Sometimes, in rare examples, 

when the depth from the carrier is three, the first two spaces might be circulation spaces as 

well, for example, a hall (1) might open to a corridor (2), and from there other spaces (3) 

                                                
170 Examples include the Apt. on Anafartalar St. No:31 (Table 4.37, plan 12), Anafatalar St. No:58 (Table 4.37, plan 20), 
Anafartalar St. No:86 (Table 4.37, plan 19), Belvü Palas (the First Foundation Apt.)(Table 4.37, plan 30), the Building and 
Lodgings of the State Railways Administration (Table 4.38, plans 25-29, Table 4.49, plan 2), the house on Gazi Mustafa Kemal 
St. No:4 (Table 4.37, plan 6), the Hatay Apt. on Hekimler St. No:4 (Table 4.37, plan 21, Table 4.49, plan 1), the Second 
Foundation Apt. (Table 4.38, plan 31), the Mevsim Street Apt. (Table 4.38, plan 28), the Marmara Mansion (Table 4.37, plan 
13), the Three Hungarian Houses (Table 4.37, plan 10), and the Foundation Houses (Table 4.37, plans 5, 14). 



330 
 

might be accessed as seen in the apartment on Işıklar Street at No:27 (the Erzurumlu Nafiz 

Bey Apartment) (Table 4.49, Plan 3).171  

 

With the introduction of the "family" space, "guest" space, and "private" space, and with the 

grouping of similarly functioned spaces in the functional layout, the traditional plan layout 

started to transform and show variations. It became more complicated in the plan layout and 

started to have qualities that are more intricate: the circulation spaces were designed to 

divide and connect similar groups of spaces, from "public" to "private", and accordingly, the 

depth from the carrier increased. 

 

For example, the first variation began when the depth from carrier increased to four (4). That 

is when one has to pass three other spaces to reach the destination space; the farthest space 

from the outside is four (4) phases away. This final space has the uttermost privacy within 

the residential unit. For example, the İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House has a four-phase access: from 

the outside, the staircase shaft is entered (1), from there the hall is entered (2), from the hall, 

a private small corridor is entered (3), and from there either a kitchen or a toilet is entered 

(4). As seen, the service spaces are separated from the living areas. (Table 4.51, Plan 1). 

However, when entered from the study room of İzzet Ulvi Bey, the depth from the carrier 

becomes six, one enters the study room (1), then the living room (2), from there the dining 

room might be entered (3), from there the hall is entered (4), then the master bedroom (5) 

and finally the bathroom (6). This is one of the alternatives of reading the depth and 

complexity in usage (Table 4.51, Plans 1). 

 

Again, if a depth from the carrier is four (4), a plan layout might have other possible 

organizations than the previously defined. Being the products of the "transition period" and 

"hybrid" residential architecture, the residential units might have multiple, unnecessary 

circulation spaces. For example, a residential unit in the Apartment on Alsancak Street at 

No:15 (the Erzurum Hotel) has multiple circulation spaces: an entrance hall (1), hall (2), t-

shaped sofa (one part) (3), sofa (the other part) (4). Only from sofa, the living and resting 

spaces can be accessed (5) (Table 4.51, Plan 2). In this case, the second hall divides the 

entrance and two of the service spaces (kitchen and toilet) from the living and the private 

areas: resting spaces and the bathroom. This plan layout is one of the examples of 

                                                
171 Other examples include, the Apt. on Anafartalar St. No:42 (Table 4.37, plan 18), Anafartalar St. No:83 (Table 4.37, plan 1), 
one of the flats of the Mevsim Street Apartment (Table 4.37, plan 28), and the Sait Bektimur House (Table 4.37, plan 8). 
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"hybrid/eclectic" housing production of the transition period, having all three spaces of sofas, 

halls, and corridors. 

 

Another example to a rather complicated plan layout can be seen in the apartment on 

Karakuş Street No:1. The complexity of the plan layout might have occurred because of the 

multiple circulation spaces intersecting each other (Table 4.51, Plan 4). This plan layout also 

shows the indecisiveness of the transition period having sofas, halls, and corridors. To reach 

the farthest space from the entrance, all these circulation spaces must be passed, and 

therefore the depth from the carrier is four (4) (Table 4.51, Plan 4). Nevertheless, the plan 

layout shows a level of organization as the service spaces are grouped together around a 

private corridor along with a private bedroom, and the living areas are grouped around an 

entrance hall (a small sofa). To reach, for example in flat b (Table 4.51, Plan 4), the 

bathroom, or the private bedroom space, from the entrance, one enters a hall (1), a side-sofa 

(2), a private corridor (3), and the destination space (4). There is four-phase privacy in the 

usage. 

 

When the depth from the carrier increases even more (5 and more), then it becomes clear that 

the articulation of the "defined spaces" were carefully calculated, planned with the 

sensitiveness of "private" and "public" notions. For example, in the apartment on Işıklar 

Street at No:22, in the flats, the depth from the carrier is five (5) (Table 4.51, Plan 3). It 

means that the farthest and the most private space of the residential unit is four spaces and 

five phases away. In this case, to reach the private bathroom, one enters sofa (1), then 

follows the sofa's extension which is an open corridor (2), from there enters a bedroom (3), 

from there another private bedroom (most probably the master bedroom) (4)  and only from 

there the private bathroom can be accessed (5). This shows the level of an adapted privacy 

perception: the private master bedroom and bathroom cannot even be perceived from the 

entrance (Table 4.51, Plan 3). Within the same unit, the social spaces are also separated in a 

three phase depth: from sofa (1), the living room is entered (2), and from there the dining 

room (3) can be accessed (Table 4.51, Plan 3). 

 

In the Lodgings of the Agriculture Bank and the Building and Lodgings of the Tekel 

Directories, very similar approaches to the previous example are seen, both having a depth 

from a carrier in five (5) phases. Again, in both examples, the public and private spaces are 

separated. The bathroom is included in the "private" area, and the kitchen and the toilet re 

included in the "gathering" area (Table 4.49, Plan 1 and 3). 
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With multiple floors, as seen with single houses, naturally, the depth from the "carrier" 

(outside) increases. In a traditional house, with multiple floors, in the simplest plan layout 

(both floors having sofa or taşlık surrounded by rooms), the depth would be four (4): the 

street opens to taşlık (1); from taşlık, the stairs are accessed (2); the stairs lead to sofa (3); 

from sofa, rooms are accessed (4). However, in the houses with multiple floors in the 1920s' 

Ankara, the plan schemes show various formations and accordingly the depth from the 

carrier increases. 

 

For example, in the House on Milli Müdafaa St. No:4, the depth from the carrier is seven (7) 

due to a slight differentiation in the plan layout: from the entrance hall (1), a guest living 

room is accessed (2), from there the hall (3), and from the hall, the staircase (4) is accessed. 

From the stairs, the hall of the first floor is entered (5), and around the hall private rooms are 

located (6). From one of the private rooms, probably the master bedroom, storage room 

(sandık odası) is accessed (7). Thus, the farthest space from the entrance is six spaces and 

seven phases of access away (Table 4.50, Plan 4). There are two other similar examples with 

the depth from the carrier six (6) such as the House on Anafartalar Street No:89 and the 

House on Bentderesi Street (Table 4.52, Plans 1, 2). The House on Anafartalar St. No:89 was 

clearly planned with the separation of public and private spaces, as well as the separation of 

the living areas and service spaces. The service spaces are accessed from a small closed hall 

in each floor separated from the living/sleeping areas. On the other hand, in the Bentderesi 

House, the depth is formed by a later addition of service spaces in the previous courtyard 

space, a two floor mass addition (Table 4.52, Plan 2).  

 

The Twin Hungarian Houses have a plan layout with the depth of nine (9). It is the 

maximum depth seen among the examples of the 1920s' residential architecture (Table 4.52, 

Plan 3). However, it is unclear whether it was planned this way, or the depth occurred due to 

alterations and divisions of spaces, which occurred in time to add service spaces to upper 

floors. Because, the plan layout shows traditional qualities with rooms placed around sofa, 

while the bathroom and/or toilet spaces seem to be formed with later divisions of the sofa 

space. In the plan layout, from the entrance in the ground floor, a hall is accessed (1); and 

this is connected to a second hall (2) that leads to the stairs (3); from the stairs sofa of the 

first floor is accessed (4), and from sofa a living room is entered that has separate doors 

connecting each other (5-6-7). At the end of the living room (7), the door opens to the other 

part of sofa (8), and finally from there the toilet or one of the rooms can be accessed (9). It 

must be stressed that this is the longest route a space can be accessed in this house. The same 
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spaces can be accessed at the minimum level of six (6) phases as well, which is not less 

complicated. As can be seen, the complexity of usage in the 1920s' housing production can 

be perceived very clearly with this nine-phase access (Table 4.52, Plan 3). 

 

From the examples, it is seen that, with the introduction of service spaces in living areas, 

spaces for entertainment purposes, and private spaces for individuals, the plan layouts started 

to have more depth of access from outside towards the end of the 1920s. The plan layout of 

the traditional houses started to transform with the introduction of different levels of privacy 

and public as the requirements of social life started to differ from the previous decades. 

 

In this part, it is seen that the definition of public and private parts of residential units in the 

organization of plan layouts and in the use of spaces give clues about the social behaviors of 

individuals and families. As seen, the usage scheme is shaped and reshaped by the demands 

of the period. In the following part, the definitions, meanings and the transformation of the 

old and the introduction of the new spaces in the 1920s' residential architecture of Ankara 

will be discussed. 

 

4.3.3.2. The Transformation of Traditional Spaces, the Definition of Modern Spaces 

 

From the usage schemes and the plan layout previously discussed, it can be seen that the plan 

layout started to transform related with the ideological views of the era, shaped according to 

the concepts of privacy/individualism, and public/family-guest. With the transformation of 

the functional layout from the traditional into the modern requirements of the decade, some 

of the traditional spaces transformed and some newly defined spaces were introduced. In this 

part, the transformation and introduction of each individual space according to the housing 

types and settlement zones will be discussed. 
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Table 4.49: The Types of Plan Layout of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara I
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Table 4.50: The Types of Plan Layout of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara II
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Table 4.51: The Types of Plan Layout of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara III
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Table 4.52: The Types of Plan Layout of the 1920s' Residential Architecture of Ankara IV172

 

                                                
172 See: Appendix A, for more information on the housing production. The housing production in the 1920s' Ankara is listed 
according to the settlement zones in Appendix A. In the appendix A, the survey numbers in this study references to: 5.4= 1-a31, 
2-a103, 3-a44, 4-a35; 5.5= 1-a120, 2-a79, 3-a98, 4-a113; 5.6= 1-a14, 2-a22, 3-a45, 4-a36; 5.7= 1-a81, 2-a1, 3-a12. The plans of 
the housing examples of the 1920s' Ankara in this study is given in more detail in Appendix B. 
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The actual transformation began with the main circulation spaces. These spaces (sofas or 

large halls) were once the main and the sole gathering spaces of dwellings. The space was 

used for eating, gathering, sleeping, and receiving guests. In time, they transformed into 

smaller spaces with only the circulation function and this transformation happened gradually 

as private bedrooms emerged and as the direct entrance from the private bedroom into the 

public gathering space became no longer acceptable. Thus, the nature of large circulation and 

living spaces started to change and these parts of residential units simply became circulation 

spaces, spaces of introduction, movement, and transition. In the 1920s' housing of Ankara, 

firstly, sofas changed into halls; and then eventually, the hall became a leftover space 

however large or extravagant it might be. It became only necessary for circulation; the 

connection space of other spaces. With this transformation of circulation spaces, the living 

room function of sofas was transferred into the actual living rooms. By the end of the 1920s, 

corridors were preferred instead of sofas and halls: They became a necessity with the 

formation of private spaces. Nevertheless, the main circulation spaces were still either sofas 

or halls, and the corridors were usually the secondary circulation elements during the decade.  

 

The living room was preserved for the best. It became a "frontal room" of the residential 

unit, where the achievements of the family can be read through settings and objects.173 In the 

1920s' residential architecture of Ankara, there were living rooms separated only for guests 

and those used only by family members, thus forming the concepts of "public-guest" and 

"public-family" in the dwellings. The living rooms for guests turned into museum-like 

spaces reserved for use only when guests were received. Another frontal room in the 1920's 

Ankara housing production was the dining room. The dining room became all about show 

and display. The dinner party became the symbol of status, self-image, and domestic pride. It 

was used as a representative space, a room separated for eating food, which had once been 

associated with luxury. The dining room is also a symbol of showing hospitality, and a 

deliberate and politically symbolic gesture of representing family and friendship.174 In the 

1920s' Ankara, with the effort of vitalizing the social life of Ankara with dinner parties and 

celebrations, in the luxurious and even in some humbler housing examples, dining rooms 

were considered indispensable. 

 

                                                
173 As Heathcote states the working-class often used and lived in the kitchen space until the twentieth century, as it is the most 
heated space in the house, however, in time, the middle classes started to use their living rooms more, still keeping a separate 
room as a frontal room. This was followed by the working-class as well and the use of living rooms became common. See: 
Heathcote, Edwin. The Meaning of Home. China: Frances Lincoln Limited Publishers; 2012, pp. 34-35. 

174 Heathcote, 2012, pp. 51-54. 
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Apart from the public rooms of entertaining and receiving guests within dwellings, the 

private rooms emerged with the rise of individualism. As Sparke and Massey express: 

 
Human beings themselves have "interior" lives, i.e. in addition to the public personae that 
people present to the world they also experience a level of existence determined by their 
private, innermost thoughts, their personal experiences, and by their own self-identities - a 
level that has been called one of "interiority". This discussion reverses the metaphorical 
relationship between human beings... and interiors...175 
 

The privacy of the family from the guests and the privacy of the individual from the other 

family members began to be required. Thus, private rooms for parents, children, elderly, i.e. 

for different members of the family, emerged in the 1920s' residential architecture: One 

needed a separate place for studying, reading, or receiving guests. This idea of private space 

converged into the need of private sleeping space, a space formed for the need of intimacy, 

an inner sanctum.176 The study / office room also is not a public space but a private one. Like 

the other defined private spaces of the residential units, it provides individuality. It is a 

privileged space to escape the practicalities of everyday life and domesticity. It functions 

both as work and leisure space. If people are obliged to work from home, then the study 

becomes a necessity, not a luxury, and it allows the proper separation of labor and 

domesticity.177 

 

Apart from the "defined" spaces, the most important impact on the change of plans was the 

introduction of service spaces (kitchens, bathrooms, and toilets) in the living units. This 

particularization started to change the entire social life. These spaces were the main reason of 

moving from the traditional houses into the "contemporary" apartments in the 1920s' Ankara, 

as people looked for the modern amenities. In the previous decades of the 1920s, kitchens 

were located in a separate mass, outside of traditional houses, probably as the fumes were 

regarded as dangerous. Kitchen spaces were introduced into dwellings as a contemporary 

social space during the twentieth century, designed not only for cooking but also for family 

meals and for informal social intercourse. No longer hidden in courtyards, or basement or 

ground floors, the kitchen became the part of the main living areas.178 

                                                
175 Sparke, Penny and Massey, Anne. "Introduction" in Biography, Identity and the Modern Interior. Anne Massey and Penny 
Sparke (editors). Great Britain: Ashgate Publishing Limited; 2013, pp. 1-11, p. 4. 

176 Heathcote, 2012, pp. 71-72. 

177 Heathcote, 2012, pp. 165-168. 

178 With the adoption of chimneys (at the end of the sixteenth century [Heathcote, 2012, p.57]), the kitchens were included 
within the interiors, however were still kept at the back of the house. The biggest change occurred in the kitchen spaces for 
social reasons: the middle classes began to lose their servants as the labor became too expensive. In time, the kitchen became 
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Another and maybe the most important space of the 1920s' housing examples of Ankara was 

the bathroom. As Gürel explains, the bathrooms served as instruments to implement ideals of 

comfort and hygiene equivalent to the Western norms.179 One of the most important features 

of service spaces different from the previous and the following decades was the separation of 

the bathroom and the toilet space: "Inside the house... it became increasingly common for a 

house to include a bathroom and a toilet, rather than rely on communal facilities180". 

 

As Uzunarslan also observes, the bathrooms and toilets in the housing production of the 

early Republican era were separated as the "bathing room" and the "toilet room".181 The 

separation of these spaces, especially the bathroom, might have been influenced by the 

existence of a bathing space, gusülhane (a bathing cubicle in oda), in traditional houses. 

Towards the end of the 1920s, these spaces started to be combined.182 Bathrooms thus 

represented the traditional character of hamams and provided the modern living standards in 

a sanitary and hygienic environment. In time, the domestic bathroom became a vehicle for 

self-expression, as it became a symbol of luxury.183 During the 1920s in Ankara, the 

bathrooms were seen as necessary not only for functional reasons but also for expressing 

status. The contemporary author Refik Halid Karay describes the bathroom spaces in the 

new housing production in the first years of the Republic as follows: 

 
..."bathroom!" What is the meaning of a "bathroom"? The ones who look for houses or 
apartments, run to the bathroom space, right after entering the house, and they either get 
upset or get happy... Either if it [the bathroom space] is bad or good... 
...in hamams of some of the old traditional houses, there would be a wide bath carved out of 
marble. After the Constitution, some placed bathtubs in hamams of the old houses. Now, an 
apartment without a kitchen could be accepted but without a bathroom, it could not!184 

                                                                                                                                     
the realm of the housewife and not of the housekeeper. As Heathcote continues, "kitchens, once functional and mean, became 
representational spaces: expansive, light and airy, filled with expensive equipment." See: Heathcote, 2012, p. 16. 

179 Gürel, Meltem Ö. "Bathroom as a modern space" in The Journal of Architecture, 2008, 13:3, 215-233, p. 215. 

180 Lawrence, "Introduction", 1987, pp. 1-15, p. 10. 

181 Uzunarslan, Şebnem. "Cumhuriyet'in İlk Yirmi Yılında Mimarlık Alanında Gelişmelerin Mekan ve Mobilyaya Yansımaları"  
in Cumhuriyet'in Mekanları Zamanları İnsanları. Elvan Altan Ergut and Bilge İmamoğlu (editors). Ankara: Dipnot Yayınları; 
2010, pp. 169-186, pp. 178-179. 

182 According to Heathcote, the separation and later the combination of these spaces shows the conflicting ideas of purification 
and evacuation. See: Heathcote, 2012, p. 85. In contemporary architecture, the bathrooms started to be constructed all over the 
house, in separate bedrooms and in every floor; "another functional, cold space has become a room for pampering and luxury." 
See: Heathcote, 2012, p. 16. 

183 "We could say that the bathroom is one of the few spaces to have succumbed to recognition of the importance of symbolism. 
The gleaming, super-expensive taps, the huge rainwater shower-heads and mirror-polished controls are all fittings that 
recognize the act of purification as symbolic ritual..." See: Heathcote, 2012, p. 84. 

184 Karay continues: "...a bathroom is not exactly like a hamam. Would it not be wiser that rather than taking all the bathroom 
equipment from the West, we could use a Turkish Bath (hamam) system which became famous all around the world, and 
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The furnishing of dwellings had a significant role in assimilating a contemporary western / 

modern identity as well. The use of furniture was a way of defining the difference between 

the past (the traditional) and the present Turkey (the modern). With the furniture choices, 

social distinctions of the urban cultural capital, and the shared ideals and feeling of 

belonging to a distinguished group were produced and the social rank / status of families / 

individuals could be secured.185 According to Uzunarslan, the concept of movable-furniture, 

which evolved in the spatial organization of the western culture, clashes with the traditional 

spatial organization of the Anatolian house.186 In the 1920s' Ankara, with the transition of 

plans from the traditional into the modern, and with the privatization of spaces, the use of 

movable furniture started to increase. They were used simultaneously with the in-situ 

furniture influenced from traditional houses. In time, after the first decade of the Republic, 

with the modernized lifestyle, all in-situ furniture were replaced with movable furniture that 

were privately owned and could be organized by individual preferences. This was not a 

direct and sudden process, as Uzunarslan states; the first twenty years of the Republic was an 

era when a variety of furniture styles was used together in residential units, forming eclectic 

interiors.187  

 

One of the major transformations in the use of furniture was the gradual transformation of 

storage spaces (lumber room [sandık odası]) and traditional cupboards (yüklük). Storage 

rooms were usually unfinished, without the workmanship of other spaces of the dwelling, 

indicating that they were not designed for habitation but only for storing the unused items 

and relics from the past.188 The cupboards are associated with private life, as they are the 

storages of intimate things, a living unit within another that always could stay the same no 

matter the change within the dwelling. If they were movable, they became the main objects 

                                                                                                                                     
applied it in a smaller scale and a modernized version into the apartments? ...Most of the people still put a wooden stall and a 
bowl that serve as a bath basin, and they bath in an alaturca style. Even though very uncomfortable -old traditions!- I, too, am 
one of the ones who are in that awkward position, and in a modern bathroom lightened up with all the decorated tiles (çini), 
mirrors, chrome tabs, nickel pipes, I bath very difficulty, sitting down cross-legged like a Chinese!." See: Karay, Refik Halid. 
Üç Nesil Üç Hayat. İstanbul: Semih Lütfi Kitabevi; n.d., p. 51 cited in Aydın et al., 2005, p. 436 (translation by the author). 

185 Gürel, Meltem Ö. "Consumption of Modern Furniture as a Strategy of Distinction in Turkey" in Journal of Design History 
Vol. 22 No. 1 (2009), pp. 63-64. 

186 Uzunarslan, 2010, pp. 179-180. 

187 At the beginning of the twentieth century, up to 1910s, Art Nouveau style was common in Europe, and this style had 
influenced the spatial organization of houses prior to the Republican era. See: Boyla, Oya. "Mobilya" in Sanat Ansiklopedisi II. 
1997, pp. 1282-1286 cited in Uzunarslan, 2010, p. 180. 

188 As Heathcote also explains: "Both cellars and attics, in their neglect and their darkness, engage with time, with dust and 
decay and with the past and the subconscious. They are the domestic conduits of memory." See: Heathcote, 2012, pp. 67-70. 
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of consistency; no matter where the family lived, they remained the same. They also became 

the main sculpture-like-element of rooms that expresses luxury and wealth.189 

 

Other major elements of interiors in the twentieth century, and as adapted in the 1920s' 

residential architecture of Ankara, were the technical equipment (pipes, wires, sewers) 

provided by the new technological developments of contemporary living. Contemporary 

housing became surrounded with wires, cables, pipes, conduits and drains behind walls and 

floors, and above the ceilings and under the ground, surrounded by invisible networks.190 

The water drainage pipes had been used throughout history, but gas and electric provision 

represented a radical change. These installations caused a massive change in social life as 

nights transformed with lighting, and life in the houses and apartments became more 

comfortable in general with hot water, heating and proper drainage. However, despite the 

ease these provided, they were not revealed; instead, they were concealed and hidden away. 

 

In the table (Table 4.53), which shows the uses of spaces according to housing types and 

settlement zones in the 1920s' Ankara, the common or non-existent spaces in certain housing 

types and certain settlement zones can be followed. In the evaluation, defined spaces 

(bedroom, dining, study etc.) and service spaces (kitchen, bathroom, toilet) are grouped 

together. 

 

In the analysis according to "housing types" and "use of spaces", it is seen that the traditional 

space, sofa, which had always been part of traditional houses before the 1920s, was also very 

common in the new additions to traditional houses (new constructions in the traditional style) 

in the 1920s, even though some decreased in size. The sofa space was also commonly used 

in the new houses and the new apartments of Ulus built in the style of the period. However, 

not all the new houses and the new apartments of Ulus had sofas, they rather had halls: as the 

transition of the traditional into the modern plans started, the transformation and 

abandonment of the sofa space began as well. The Sofa space could also be seen in some of 

the new single Yenişehir houses. As can be seen, the use of this space was a tradition that 

could not easily be abandoned (Table 4.53).  

 

                                                
189 Heathcote, 2012, pp. 77-79. 

190 "The smallest technical problem might lead to the collapse of the living environment". See: Heathcote, 2012, p. 178. 
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Table 4.53: The Housing Types and the Settlement Zones with the Use of Spaces in the 1920s' Ankara 

 
 

 

The "hall" was not typically used in traditional houses and vineyard houses of Ankara. 

Instead, taşlık and sofa spaces functioned as halls. However, in the new additions to 

traditional houses, due to limited construction sites in the Old City, sofas decreased in size 

and started to function as halls. Halls started to be typical of the new houses and apartments 

of Ulus, as only a circulation space (and not living like in sofas). They became smaller and 

windowless, replacing sofas. Most of the new houses of Yenişehir also had halls rather than 

sofas. However, in the new apartments of Yenişehir, halls were replaced by multiple 

corridors, dividing groups of defined spaces. Eventually, halls became small entrance and 

introductory spaces that led to the corridors (Table 4.53).  

 

Corridor spaces were observed in the new houses and apartments of the old and the new 

cities, and could not be seen in traditional houses or vineyard houses, and not even in the 

new additions to traditional houses. Corridors were firstly introduced with the new 

apartments of Ulus (as the single-houses of Ulus usually followed the traditional plan layout, 
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corridors were not seen in them). In the contemporary apartment-complexes of Ulus, units 

were mostly solved with corridors as the main circulation spaces surrounded by other spaces, 

no longer having sofas and halls. In Yenişehir, the use of corridors was very common, could 

be seen together with other circulation spaces of halls and sometimes sofas. In time, 

corridors became the main circulation spaces, where halls started to be secondary circulation 

spaces, if added to plans at all (Table 4.53). 

 

By decreasing the size of sofas, converting them into halls, the other spaces became larger 

and variable in shape and size, and thus led to the formation of the "defined spaces". As an 

alternative to sofas for living, the living rooms became necessary in the new houses and 

apartments. Interestingly, the transition was not sudden, and in some examples sofas and 

living rooms can be seen together both as living spaces. The new constructions / additions to 

traditional houses also showed this duality of usage, having both sofas and living rooms.191 

In the apartment-complexes of Ulus, the living and dining spaces were usually defined very 

clearly, position, size and quality wise, and sofas were not included. In Yenişehir, as halls 

were preferred to sofas, living room spaces became more prominent (Table 4.53).  

  

The other defined spaces, such as bedroom, dining room, study room etc., were introduced to 

the housing of Ankara with the new houses and apartments built in Ulus during the 1920s. 

Most were influenced by the housing examples produced by public initiatives and designed 

by pioneer architects of the period, such as the apartment-complexes and the renovation of / 

addition to the Çankaya Mansion. The examples were influential so that the defined spaces 

also started to be seen in the new additions to traditional houses. Most defined spaces could 

be seen alternatively, in the single houses and in the apartments of Ulus and Yenişehir, each 

with different preferences (Table 4.53).  

 

All the new houses and the apartments of Ulus and Yenişehir, were constructed with service 

spaces in living areas. Later, even the traditional houses were exposed to alterations by their 

users. To fit the service spaces inside the living areas, the rooms were divided with walls and 

divided spaces were converted into kitchens, bathrooms and toilets. Especially bathrooms 

and toilets were formed with the conversion of the traditional cupboards and gusülhanes. 

This shows that, while traditional spaces influenced some of the new spaces in the 1920s' 

housing production, vice versa, the new spaces affected the plan layout of traditional houses. 
                                                
191 This arrangement is still in use in many traditional houses of the Old City as observed recently. In most cases, apart from 
sofa as the living space, one of the rooms is defined as the living room. Observed by the author from the site studies in 2010-
2011 in the İstiklal (Jewish) Neighborhood and in 2013 in the Kaleiçi Neighborhood. 
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The analysis according to the "settlement zones" and the "use of spaces" shows the direct 

relation of the "housing types" and the use of spaces as the use of spaces are typical to 

certain housing types (Table 4.53). However, when analyzed in more detail, it can be seen 

that certain regions show similar characteristics in terms of the use of spaces as well. This 

might be related with the fact that the emergence of a certain type of housing influenced 

others in the same and neighboring regions.  

 

For example, sofas are common in the areas close to traditional neighborhoods, however 

fewer in the new blocks in the new settlement areas around the Old City such as the 

Gündoğdu Quarter, and in new blocks on the north of the Youths' Park (Table 4.53). In the 

Hisarönü Quarter, even though it is a newly constructed zone, the housing examples were 

often built with sofas since the neighborhood was in the middle of the old settlement areas. 

This shows the influence of other housing in the neighboring regions (Table 4.53). Sofas can 

be seen in Yenişehir as well, however in fewer examples than the new houses and new 

apartments in the Old City (Table 4.53). 

 

Halls are not very common in the traditional residential neighborhoods in the Old City. They 

are, however, common in the newly constructed settlement areas close to the center of the 

Old City such as the Hisarönü and İsmetpaşa Quarters (farther from the center but directly 

related to Karaoğlan); they can also be seen at the periphery of the Old City, such as the 

north of the Youth's Park and Gündoğdu Quarters (Table 4.53). In these areas, sofas and 

halls are preferred in place of one another. In Yenişehir, halls are more commonly seen than 

sofas; towards the south of the Sıhhıye Quarter and Kazım Özalp (Ziya Gökalp) Street, they 

are more common, as these are the initially built areas of Yenişehir; and towards the south of 

the Ziya Gökalp Street, they are replaced by halls/corridors as later productions (Table 4.53). 

 

The living room space is not typical of traditional neighborhoods, but can be seen anywhere, 

in any settlement area, with a new house or an apartment. They are more commonly seen in 

the new blocks of the Old City and they can be seen in almost every example in Yenişehir. 

This situation is also applicable for the "defined" spaces of rooms. These are not typical of 

traditional houses, however, they can be seen anywhere in the Old City with new housing. 

Some of the new houses adapted these spaces and some did not, so it is difficult to 

distinguish certain areas of their appearance. However, it can be observed that they are 

common in the Hisarönü Quarter and the new blocks towards the station. The defined spaces 

of rooms are also very common in the housing examples of Yenişehir (Table 4.53). 
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Service spaces can be seen in all of the housing examples in the Old City and Yenişehir. As 

the products of the transition into fully modernized lifestyle, the new housing of the 1920s 

could not even be imagined without service spaces. However, the old neighborhoods still 

lacked installations of these spaces, and adapted them later on in the following decades. 

 

Overall, as can be seen, the newly introduced social life, contemporary/modern way of 

living, changed the plan layouts and the use of spaces in the residential architecture during 

the 1920s in Ankara with the increasingly clearer differentiation of public and private spaces 

by the definition of spaces for certain different functions. The circulation and living spaces 

transformed with the impact of these changes and the plan layouts started to transform. The 

rise of individuality affected the formation of private spaces, and the enlivenment of social 

life formed the levels of public/privacy within residential units. Service spaces are triumphs 

of modernization, however they also show that there could not be a direct break from 

tradition: as their appearance, size and location refer to the bathroom cubicles of traditional 

houses (gusülhanes). 

 

*** 

 

In this chapter, the transformation process of the residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara 

has been analyzed in detail. Firstly, formal analyses were made to study the architectural 

elements of the "national style", their impact on shaping the appearances of housing 

production according to the ideologies of the period, reflecting the national aspects. 

Secondly, technical analyses were made to study the construction techniques, the use of 

materials and infrastructural solutions of the housing production of the 1920s' Ankara to 

understand whether they could be adapted to the technological developments of 

modernization. Thirdly, spatial analyses were made in order to understand the transformation 

of plan layouts and usage schemes with the changes in the features of the interiors, i.e. the 

defined rooms, the service spaces and the use of in-situ and movable furniture, followed by 

the evaluation of the plan layouts and the use of spaces. From these analyses, it is evaluated 

that, despite the persistency in the use the "First National Architectural Style" on facades and 

decorations of interiors in line with the nationalist ideological approach of the period, the 

technical and spatial changes were also witnessed in the housing production during the 1920s 

in Ankara in line with the modernization process of the period. This resulted in a gradual 

transformation process from the traditional to the modern rather than a direct imposition of 

modernization. Eventually, it has been observed that, towards the end of 1920s, a simpler 
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and more austere approach in stylistic terms was also accepted, as the historicist "First 

National Architectural Style" was gradually abandoned in favor of the modernist 

"international style". Most importantly, it has been observed that the actual modernization 

occurred in technical aspects, i.e. the infrastructure and construction techniques; and in the 

spatial aspects, i.e. the plan layout, the usage scheme and the use of spaces. Thus, it can be 

suggested that the exteriors, the facades and the architectural elements were just an 

appearance of the tradition/past, and the actual transformation into the modern progressed 

behind this appearance. The changes in the usage schemes and the plan layouts showed that 

the new social expectations from the society and individuals could be easily imposed upon 

inhabitants. As spaces changed with the notions of "public" and "private", daily behaviors 

changed as well in the residential units, and these new daily habits required newly "defined" 

spaces with specific functions. Additionally, with the new understanding of privacy that 

prevented direct entrance from the "public" to the "private" spaces, transition spaces 

emerged, causing the conversion of sofas into the halls and then finally into the corridors of 

modern housing. 

 

Ankara of the 1920s turned into a space of display for contemporary transformation after the 

establishment of the Republic as exemplified in the housing projects: A combination of the 

traditional and the modern was seen in contemporary housing production with the use of the 

"First National Style" in historicist exteriors, the application of modern technological 

conveniences, and the changes in plans and uses in interiors. It can be seen that the 

adaptation to the fully modernized housing by changing the traditional applications was a 

gradual process, and the 1920s was the period when the residential production in Ankara 

resulted in an "eclectic" and "hybrid" architectural approach exemplifying this 

transformation process.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

Before he is thrown into the world, man is put in the cradle of the house.1  

 

The study of the residential architecture helps understand a variety of aspects from individual 

to social behaviors by focusing on how houses are produced, used, and re-produced through 

living. Understanding housing and especially the use of their interiors, i.e. the plan layouts, 

usage schemes, and individual spaces, are important in evaluating the wider contextual 

characteristics of the built environment. In any society, the organization of residential 

activities, i.e. practices of daily life in a household, is determined by various contextual 

factors that define the behaviors of different social groups and their interactions. As 

Rapoport states: 

 

Environment and behavior research in design, architecture, and archaeology is...based on the 
idea that built environments are created (and, normatively, should be created) to support 
desired behavior. This implicit assumption is that architecture encloses behavior and does so 
tightly. If architecture encloses behavior tightly, then activities will tend to shape 
architecture.  
... Environments are created to be supportive for the activities and lifestyles of people; form 
tends to respond to activities. ... Note that the process is two way: built environments 
influence behavior both instrumentally and through communicative situations. They are also 
used to communicate and asset status, power, roles, etc.2  

 

Houses are the products of their contexts and affect these contexts by answering not only 

functional, but also a variety of social, financial, political and educational needs (Table 5.1).3 
                                                        
1 Bachelard, G. Poetics of space. (First edition: 1958). Boston: 1964 cited in Norberg-Schulz, 1985, p. 89. 

2 Rapoport, Amos. "Systems of Activities and Systems of Settings" in Domestic Architecture and the Use of Space: An 
interdisciplinary cross-cultural study. Kent, Susan (editor). (First edition: 1990, first paperback edition: 1993). Cambridge 
University Press; 1993, pp. 9-21, p. 11. 

3 See: the writings of Tekeli on housing, the problems of housing and the story of housing in Turkey: 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Konut Sorununu Konut Sunum Biçimleriyle Düşünmek. İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2010. 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Türkiye'de Yaşamda ve Yazında Konutun Öyküsü (1923-1980). İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2012. 
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The first purpose of housing is functional: The housing production meet sheltering needs of 

people and provide protection from natural sources. The second purpose of housing is related 

with social aspects: A house provides a tangible self-protection, and as the ownership of 

assets, it provides financial assurance for the existence in a society. Houses are also 

indicators of social status/rank and symbols of prestige. The quality and quantity of housing 

indicates its inhabitant's social rank within a society. This aspect is directly related with the 

third purpose of housing, which is financial. Houses are produced and consumed; and 

people, by buying houses, invest in the capital goods, which is a method of self-assurance, 

referring to the first and second purposes of housing. Besides, the consumption of houses 

contributes to the economy in relation to the industry of construction and labor. This leads up 

to the fourth aspect of housing, which is political. By housing projects, an urban environment 

is planned and constructed; cities come into being, rise, and disseminate. Thus, with housing, 

new zones within a city are born, which are planned with the ideological and socio-political 

influences of their production period. These new housing zones represent and create 

symbols, habits, and characteristics of an era, thus they become "cultural artifacts"4. They 

can erase and/or support the socio-political aims of the previous or the following periods. 

Hence, housing also has a fifth aspect that supports the other four components, which is the 

educational purpose (Table 5.1). As Daunton expresses, "much of the work of housing 

reform may be interpreted as an attempt to change social behavior via physical change5". 

 

                                                        
4 Tekeli, 2012, pp. 12, 16. 

5 Daunton, M. J. "Public place and private space: The Victorian city and the working-class household" in "5: Living downtown: 
nineteenth century urban dwelling" in "Part II: Themes in Modern Domestic Architecture" in Housing and Dwelling, 
Perspectives on Modern Domestic Architecture. Barbara Miller Lane (editor). USA and Canada: Routledge; 2007, pp. 128-132, 
p. 128. 
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Table 5.1: The Production of Housing6

 
 

                                                        
6 Prepared from the information gathered from the writings of Tekeli on housing, the problems of housing and the story of 
housing in Turkey: 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Konut Sorununu Konut Sunum Biçimleriyle Düşünmek. İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2010. 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Türkiye'de Yaşamda ve Yazında Konutun Öyküsü (1923-1980). İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2012. 
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This study analyzed the production and the usage of the residential architecture constructed 

during the 1920s in Ankara, the capital city of the new Turkish Republic, and evaluated it in 

such a contextual frame. The housing production of the decade was actually part of the very 

comprehensive process of building the capital city of the new Turkish Republic that brought 

about such political, social, economic and educational transformations in accordance with its 

nationalist and modernizing interventions. Not only the construction of public buildings but 

also the housing production of the period was affected from and played a role in this process 

as examined in this study.  

 

The implementation of the urban and architectural practices of the new socio-political order 

surely presented a challenge. The construction of the new capital, both ideologically and 

spatially, took place on different and interdependent phases from the definition of the new 

citizen to the larger geopolitical regularizations.7 Thus, after the "longest century"8 of the 

Ottoman Empire, the "longest decade" of the Republican regime was experienced during the 

1920s with many projects applied as related to the ideologies of modernization and 

nationalism effective in the building of the capital city. The construction of a new capital 

was considered as a great opportunity to inscribe the structural transformation of the nation-

state in the physical landscape.9 Ankara became a "house" itself for the new regime, and the 

new capital city became a "demonstration space"10. The founders largely invested in the 

construction of Ankara politically, symbolically and materially. As the city developed, the 

first plan of Ankara was proposed by Lörcher in 1924-25, and the urbanization of the capital 

city was in process during the decade with the aim to create a capital as a model of a modern 

city to set an example for other cities in the country. The architectural products of the period 

answered the needs of such a modern city while the stylistic choice of the architecture of the 

period was historicist and neo-classical, called as the "First National Architectural Style" in 

historiography, which had already been in use during the late Ottoman decades, and was 

appropriated in the first decade of the Republic as a tool to form a bond with the past as 

required by the contemporary nation-building process. In this contextual frame, the character 

of the 1920s' architecture was drawn in-between the "historical-traditional" and the 

"modern". 
                                                        
7 Kezer, Zeynep. Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the Early Republic. Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of 
Pittsburgh Press; 2015, p. 11. 

8 Ortaylı, İlber. İmparatorluğun En Uzun Yüzyılı. (First printed in 1983) İstanbul: Alkım Yayınevi; 2006. 

9 Kezer, 2015, p. 17. 

10 İnce, Şengül. "Cumhuriyet'in Evi: Var mı? Yok mu?" in Cumhuriyet'in Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol Cantek (editor). 
Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 365-388, p. 365. 
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As the city developed, new settlement zones formed during the 1920s in Ankara in relation 

with the political agenda. The old neighborhoods of the Old City started to transform, the 

new areas within the Old City started to form, and a New City, Yenişehir, was planned in the 

expropriated empty lands at the south of the Old City. Additionally, the vineyards started to 

change and few shed-houses appeared around the Old City. In line with the modernizing 

ideology of the period, the government executed great efforts in the formation of the new 

housing neighborhoods that would accommodate an enlivened social life in the Old City, and 

in the new city, Yenişehir, where a quiet, spacious and sterile settlement zone was intended 

by the application of the "garden city" concept. In relation with the developing settlement 

zones, different housing types emerged in the 1920s' Ankara. The constructions of traditional 

houses continued in the old neighborhoods, new houses and new apartments were 

constructed in the Old City and new houses were constructed in Yenişehir. Due to the 

geographical conditions and crowdedness in the Old City, not all production could be in 

wide courtyards, and the buildings were constructed as "attached" to, "semi-detached" or 

"detached" from other buildings, and more apartments were constructed there than in any 

other part of Ankara during the 1920s. Nevertheless, the attached houses and apartments 

were seen only at the central commercial parts of the Old City, and towards its periphery, 

detached ones increased. On the other hand, in Yenişehir, all houses were single and 

detached. In the Old City, a new type of housing emerged as the most extravagant housing 

productions, both physically and technologically, of the decade, and these were the 

apartment-complexes.11 
                                                        
11In the Ulus journal of 1935, a questionnaire took place, asking the readers for the solution of hindering the housing problem of 
Ankara. In this questionnaire, three questions were asked: (1) One of the questions concerned the housing for the civil servants, 
asking whether these houses should be single houses in gardens or apartments, and if they were to be single garden houses as 
either adjacent on one side to or detached from other houses. It was also asked whether the houses of civil servants should be 
related with their official positions or whether these should eventually be the authorized property/estate of civil servants; (2) the 
second question concerned the housing cooperatives, asking for which social and financial groups they would be most 
functional for, and how the funds and additional capital for these cooperatives could be gathered; (3) the third question 
concerned the laborer-houses, asking about any suggestions for the sheltering problems of laborers with families, seasonal 
laborers and single laborers. The answers to these questions indicate the contentment or dissatisfaction of the Ankara citizens 
about housing production during the first twelve years of the Republican capital city. The answers of 17 people who contributed 
to this survey were published in the journal, including Jansen, architect Vietti Violli (designer of the "19 Mayıs" Stadium), a 
French engineer Kazalonga, a French head-specialist in fine arts and national palaces B. Laprade. The Turkish answerers were 
architects, urban-planners, and initiatives of housing-cooperatives, a woman deputy, and some known intellectuals of the era. 
According to the answerers, the civil servants' houses should be designed as garden houses, and they should be real-
estate/property houses. Even though they were desired as separate single houses, the answers suggested that adjacent ones could 
be "bearable". Housing production with cooperatives was approached positively, however they should provide at least 90% 
low-interest-loan. For laborer-houses, the answers suggested that humbler houses in the image of civil-servant houses could be 
designed for the ones with families. For single and seasonal laborers, specific solutions should be offered in bigger buildings. 
Only one of the answerers suggested the use of apartments for the housing problem, also suggesting that civil servant houses 
should not be property houses as the users would move away to the countryside when they would retire. The same answerer 
suggested that singles, women and students could live in apartments whereas families could live in garden-houses. Architect 
Burhan Arif Bey, on the other hand, suggested that all over the country, the apartments should be banned. The supporters of 
single-garden houses related their suggestions with a number of reasons such as the relation of Turkish people with land, for the 
provision of sanitary lifestyle, the fact that Turkish people being not accustomed to the apartment-lifestyle, and the availability 
of wide plantation areas within the city. Garden houses were desired as single detached houses, and adjacent houses could only 
be appreciated if the production and the final cost would be cheaper. Only one of the answerers, B. E. Asım Bey, suggested 
adjacent single houses for the functionality in the use of streets, thinking in an urban-scale design approach. See: Ulus, Kasım 
28, 1935 and Karınca Dergisi, A.2, Mart 1936, p. 121 cited in Tekeli, 2012, pp. 82-83. 
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In the housing production, many actors were involved as investors, architects and builders. 

By the means of the public initiatives such as the Municipality and the Ministry of 

Foundations, the government contributed greatly to the housing projects, while some other 

public institutions also constructed houses for their employees, or tenement apartments for 

their foundations. Additionally, to encourage housing production, the government provided 

very favorable conditions for private building initiatives, with supports from banks and 

provision of available construction sites. Both public and private initiatives worked with the 

known architects of the period, and additionally, many local and foreign craftsmen 

contributed to the construction of houses, among them Hungarian craftsmen, who were 

invited to Ankara for their expertise and as a result of the good relations with Hungary, were 

prominent. The inhabitants were also important to understand the contemporary housing as 

they experienced its transformation at the first hand, and their social lives and daily habitual 

activities started to change with the use of the new residential architecture, resulting in their 

demands for new spatial solutions for residential architecture. 

 

The formal, technical and spatial characteristics of the residential architecture of the 1920s 

could be analyzed according to their settlement zones, housing types and the investors. The 

formal analyses show that the exteriors of the contemporary housing examples in Ankara 

followed the principles of the historicist "First National Architectural Style", thus it can be 

suggested that, from the exteriors, contemporary modernization of the housing production 

could not be deciphered. Nevertheless, the modernization process affected the housing 

production behind the historicist exteriors. The houses and apartments of the period were 

constructed with new techniques and materials, providing contemporary amenities for the 

daily life of inhabitants.  

 

The use of the "national" style and the technological developments, which are defining for 

the housing production in the 1920s' Ankara, had already started to be seen during the late 

Ottoman period especially in the imperial capital İstanbul. As Yavuz also expresses, "the 

roots of this new housing type (in Ankara), to which the İstanbul elites had been accustomed 

to a certain degree, could [thus] be found in the Ottoman community in the nineteenth 

century."12 Nevertheless, in Ankara, a small Ottoman city in the midst of Anatolia, these new 

housing developments had not been introduced until the Republican regime, and Ankara's 

transformation into the capital city of the modern nation-state. Hence, the modernization of 

the housing production in Ankara took place during the 1920s. 
                                                        
12 Yavuz, Yıldırım. "1923-1928 Ankara'sında Konut Sorunu ve Konut Gelişmesi" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz 
(editor). (First edition: 1981). Ankara: TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 233-253, p. 234. 
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The transformation of the housing via the contemporary modernization process was mainly 

experienced in spatial terms as new social aspects were introduced to everyday lives of 

citizens. Modernization required the enlivenment of social life, the triumph of the individual, 

and the provision of sanitary living. As a result, interiors of the new housing production 

started to change. For the enlivenment of social life, "public" spaces for guests and 

entertainment appeared, and for the requirement of individuality, "private" spaces started to 

form. Thus, "public" and "private" distinctions of spaces in the residential units became 

apparent. Moreover, sanitary living conditions were provided by the introduction of 

improved service spaces, which were realized by technological advancements and the 

upgrading of infrastructure.  

 

As a result of all these transformations, the traditional plan layout, which had been used for 

centuries, started to change. The first change occurred in the circulation and living spaces, 

since direct entrance from the "private" into the "public" space was not suitable any longer 

with the introduction of privacy in residential units. Thus, sofas started to transform into 

halls with only the circulation function, and finally into corridors. With these changes, the 

rooms, which had been similar in size and characteristics, started to transform as they were 

designed according to specific functions, thus introducing the "defined" spaces into the 

housing production of Ankara during the 1920s. With these specifically functioned rooms, 

the spaces started to differ from each other and they would be located in the plan layout 

according to their functions, and "public" and "private" properties. Nevertheless, the change 

in plans was gradual and the housing of the 1920s mostly had layouts in-between the 

"traditional" and the "modern" schemes. As it is hard to say that there was a direct 

transformation, the best example that clarifies this in-between character of the decade is the 

use of some traditional architectural features such as the continuation of the existence of 

some in-situ furniture like storage spaces (yüklüks), and the influence of bathing spaces in 

bedrooms (gusülhanes) on the placement of bathrooms in or next to bedrooms in new plan 

layouts. This shows the "eclectic" character of contemporary interiors. As defined by 

Heynen, "eclecticism" is born with the combination of the concepts of simplicity, 

authenticity, and integrity, and their contrasts, sentimentality, ornamentation, and 

ostentatious presentations.13 Thus, it can be suggested that, the production of the housing in 

the 1920s' Ankara was "eclectic" and/or "hybrid", i.e. in-between ostentation and simplicity, 
                                                        
13 Heynen also states that "In tracing the history and meanings of domesticity, one sees that there was a direct connection 
between the emergences of the domestic ideal on the one hand and the rise of industrial capitalism and imperialism on the 
other". See: Heynen, Hilde. "Modernity and domesticity: Tensions and contradictions" in Negotiating Domesticity: Spatial 
production of gender in modern architecture. Hilde Heynen and Gülsüm Baydar (editors). New York: Routledge; 2005, pp. 1-
30, p. 6. 
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and "historical-traditional" and "modern". As a result, although still incorporating 

"traditional" characteristics, the housing of the 1920s' Republican capital city of Turkey can 

be evaluated as "a symbol of modernization"14 ideology of the state, as the places where 

citizens of the new state experienced the lifestyle of modernity.15  

 

The modernity of the housing produced in the early Republican period should also be 

considered in relation to the identity of its inhabitants. It is necessary to remember at this 

point that the production of contemporary housing did not answer the needs of all members 

of the society. Nalbantoğlu asks a very important question on this point: 

 
....apart from the intellectuals and bureaucrats who experienced a westernized living, are 
there any local/native urban class who can assimilate this world view and living patterns by 
exact means or by adaptations?16 

 

The ones who experienced the transformation of the residential architecture were not mostly 

the "natives", the local Ankara citizens, but the "foreigners"; i.e. the newcomers, the 

founder/ruler class of civil servants who had the means to acquire the new houses. While the 

new areas in the Old City and Yenişehir developed, the old neighborhoods continued the 

habitual life of the previous decades, thus creating two separate cities in Ankara. The living 

conditions created for the wealthier could not be created for the financially challenged 

classes of villagers who came to the city to find new work opportunities (construction 

workers, the house-helpers, etc.) as well as the native Ankara dwellers who continued to live 

in poor conditions.17  

 

This separation within Ankara and the failure in getting local Ankara dwellers in the new 

houses might have occurred due to the Republican ideological desire for fast 

modernization.18 In reality, at the other side of Ankara, behind the planned newly developed 
                                                        
14 İnci, H. Roman ve Mekan Türk Romanında Ev. İstanbul: Arma Yayınları; 2003, p.180 cited in İnce, Şengül. "Cumhuriyet'in 
Evi: Var mı? Yok mu?" in Cumhuriyet'in Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol-Cantek (editor). Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi 
Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 365-388, p. 371. 

15 İnce, 2012, p. 371. 

16 Nalbantoğlu, Hasan Ünal. "Cumhuriyet Dönemi Ankara'sında Yükselen Orta Sınıf Üzerine", in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl 
Tükel Yavuz (editor). (First edition: 1981, second edition: 2000). Ankara: T.B.M.M Basımevi; 2000, pp. 287-300, pp. 288-89 
(translated by the author).  

17 In 1935, only 1/12 of the population lived in the Republican modern house, and these were the Republican elites. This ratio 
shows that, even after twelve years of the Republic, still 82.500 people out of 90.000 of contemporary population could not 
have a new house. See: İnce, 2012, p. 384. The children of the poor would also be the deprived class of native Ankara dwellers 
and the newcomer villagers would create a new "subculture" in the following decades. See: Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, 
Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 2005, p. 504. 

18 İnce, 2012, p. 384. 
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parts of the city, the transformation process would take longer than planned. There may be 

two reasons why only few of the "natives" could move into the new houses, one related to 

the economic, the other to the social identity of these people: Firstly, even though the 

modernization was a comprehensive project, the changes in the modernization of lifestyle 

could not go hand in hand with the improvement in the economic conditions of all city-

dwellers; and secondly, the "natives", who had been accustomed to certain traditional living 

habits in houses suitable for this lifestyle, living together in extended families, could not 

relocate to contemporary housing which were built to shelter small families.19 

 

In evaluating the modernity of the housing production of the 1920s, another point to evaluate 

in addition to the identity of its inhabitants is the extent of its provision of contemporary 

comfort means. Despite the new technologies and planning approaches applied, the products 

of the residential architecture of the 1920s still presented problems in terms of the living 

conditions that were desired.20 As contemporary journalist Refik Halid Karay criticized:   

 
... most of the new apartments that we think would be endurable to summers and winters just 
by looking at the exterior ornamentations, deceiving solid/robust appearance... are not built 
according to seasons and with great architectural mastership. ...even if the main heater 
functions at its full capacity and the boiler boils-up, even then the building cannot be 
sufficiently heated at its every corner. Just because less money spent, selfishly cared for the 
financial income, and only deceiving with colored exteriors, most of the constructed 
apartments lack double-glass windows, and are vulnerable against the harsh winds, and the 
bathrooms with singular squatty radiators are not places to comfortably bath in cold 
weathers....The water supply is inordinate; the pipes are constantly clogged and overflowed. 
When the north-eastern wind comes, if the building is not covered on that side with another, 
the dampness infiltrate inside; and the pieces of walls which were plastered and painted with 
poor-quality plaster and paint come off... In the so-called "modern" and "palas" apartments, 
the door and windowsills, -like done in the old timber houses-, are covered with starched 
clothes or covered with cotton dilled casings... With the deceiving saying of "the sun should 
infiltrate! A sun-drenched house is sanitary.", and the riddance of shutters and covering the 
buildings with large glasses, the buildings could not endure the harsh winters and burning 
summers.21 

 

                                                        
19 İnce, 2012, p. 384 

20 In the Panorama novel of Karaosmanoğlu, the main character Servet Bey moves from the Hamamönü Neighborhood to 
Yenişehir. However, he becomes displeased with his new house, as "the new modern house caused a new problem every day, 
either in the water pipes, in the cracking walls, with swelling doors which would get stuck, and the cesspool which would 
always fill sooner than it is supposed to, and had to be evacuated all the time". The final problem occurred with the collapse of 
the ceiling in one the rooms in the basement. Nevertheless, by consulting a contractor, this situation becomes a fortunate 
situation for Servet Bey, and now he becomes a speculator, and builds a luxurious and flamboyant four-storey apartment in 
place of this house (p.109). See: Karaosmanoğlu, Yakup Kadri. Panorama. İstanbul: Remzi Kitabevi; 1971 as cited in Kaynar, 
2012, pp. 404-405 (translated by the author). 

21 Karay, Refik Halit, in Yapı, year 5, January 15, 1942, p.19 cited in Tekeli, 2012, pp. 66-67 (translated by the author). 
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Thus, it could be concluded that, while adapting to the modernizing way of living, the past 

could not be easily dismissed or overcome, and the new could not be easily implemented, as 

exemplified in the case of Ankara's transformation during the 1920s. The built environment 

of the city, which had been a small Ottoman town, started to transform with the 

establishment of the Republic that declared it as the capital. Cities of the twentieth century 

grew and hence transformed into "a vast, unknowable city of unexpected events, and recent 

migrants"22. During this process, the transformation of the house, "the last refuge of the 

familiar in the tumult of the city"23, became both a traumatic and a stimulating aspect with 

the transformation of everything else in its changing socio-cultural context. The relationship 

of the inhabitants with their houses, and in relation, the use of the interiors, also started to 

change. This study has clarified that this transformation was experienced in the case of the 

new housing production in Ankara; although the process was slow during the first decade of 

the Republic, reflecting and affecting the identity of the new state in Turkey that was in-

between the "historical-traditional" and the "modern".  

 

The housing production in Ankara during the decade of the 1920s has been a largely 

unexplored topic in the historiography. Earlier studies have mostly covered the housing 

production of Ankara before the 1920s, i.e. the traditional residential architecture produced 

from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century during the period of the Ottoman Empire, as 

well as the production of the Republican period after the 1920s when a more radical 

modernizing approach was seen. The residential architecture of the 1920s' Ankara, on the 

other hand, has been defined in the limited literature mainly with reference to the 

"traditional-national" features of its style while the "modern" features it provided are 

mentioned only to some extent. The literature and archival research and thorough site 

surveys undertaken in this dissertation have contributed to the historiography of the built 

environment in Ankara by documenting a large number of examples of its new housing 

production during the 1920s. By analyzing in detail the formal-stylistic, the newly 

introduced technical and the changing spatial characteristics of the documented examples  in 

relation to their settlement zones, types and investors, this study has evaluated the 

contemporary identity of the built environment in the city as incorporating both historical 

and contemporary features, and thus provided a basis to better understand the transformation 

of Ankara from a small Ottoman city to the new capital city of the new Republican regime. 

Additionally, the study of the 1920s' residential architecture in Ankara has contributed to the 
                                                        
22 Heathcote, Edwin. The Meaning of Home. China: Frances Lincoln Limited Publishers; 2012, p. 186. 

23 Heathcote, 2012, p. 186. 
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historiography of housing in Republican Turkey, opening up further discussions on its 

identity formed in between the "traditional-historical" and the "modern" characteristics, and 

hence providing a comparative ground for studies on the housing production of later 

decades.24 Lastly and relatedly, the study has contributed to the historiography of the 

Republican architecture in Turkey and the modern architecture in general by situating the 

housing production in the socio-political context of nationalist and modernizing aims, which 

presents an explanatory and prevalent frame for understanding similar processes of 

architectural production in the twentieth century. 

                                                        
24 For a general evaluation of the housing production in the later decades, see: Uysal, Yüksel Yeşim. "Kübik Mimariden 
Apartman Bloğuna: Ankara'da Konut Planlarında Değişim, 1930-1980" in Sivil Mimari Bellek Ankara 1930-1980. Nuray 
Bayraktar (editor). Ankara: VEKAM Yayınları, 2017, pp. 137-204.  
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APPENDICES 

 

 

A. THE MAP OF THE 1920s' ANKARA AND 

THE LIST OF HOUSES AND APARTMENTS BUILT IN ANKARA DURING THE 

1920s 

 

 

In this part, the houses and apartments of the 1920s' Ankara are listed and grouped according 

to the settlement zones, starting from the northwest of the Old City, Ulus, to the south, 

towards Yenişehir, as shown on the prepared map. The map is prepared by the bringing 

together the 1924 Ankara Old City Map, Lörcher's 1924-1925 Ankara Urbanization and 

Development Plan, Jansen's 1928 Ankara Urbanization and Development Plan and the 

current map of Ankara (to compare the exact position of the remaining dwellings) as 

retrieved from Google Earth (2015-2017) (See: Chapter 2). The houses and apartments are 

listed as an inventory on the map. The list provides information about the address, 

construction date, building initiative (whether built by public or private), construction 

technique and materials, architect or master builder, and the current use of the dwellings as 

well as their current condition. The list has been prepared with the information about the past 

and current status of the dwellings as seen on the old (if available) and the new (current) 

photographs (photographed by the author unless cited otherwise). Finally, the plans are 

added if available. 
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                      Figure A.1: THE HOUSES AND APARTMENTS BUILT IN ANKARA DURING THE 1920s. 
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B. SURVEY SHEETS 

THE PLANS OF THE HOUSES AND APARTMENTS 

BUILT IN ANKARA DURING THE 1920s 

 

 

In this part, the available plans of the houses and apartments built in Ankara during the 

1920s are listed as an inventory. These plans are listed in the order of the settlement zones 

grouped in the study (see: Chapter 3). All the plans have been re-drawn either from the 

original plans or other sources or from schematic illustrations found (all the information 

about the original sources can be found in the footnotes). Some of the plans are taken from 

the Ankara Metropolitan Municipality Department of Cultural and Natural Assets. The 

photographs are taken by the author unless cited otherwise. The analyses are done by the 

author unless cited otherwise. 

 

Settlement Zone 1a 

1. Alsancak Street No: 15 (Erzurum Hotel), See: Table B1 (Appendix A, List No: 22). 

 

Settlement Zone 1b 

2. Anafartalar Street No: 31-Hekimler Street No:2, See: Table B2 (Appendix A, List No: 

30). 

3. Hatay Apartment Hekimler Street No: 4, See: Table B3 (Appendix A, List No: 31). 

4. Alataş Street No: 1, See: Table B4 (Appendix A, List No: 35). 

5. Karakuş Street No: 1, See: Table B5 (Appendix A, List No: 36). 

6. Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey Apartment Işıklar Street No: 27, See: Table B6 (Appendix A, List 

No: 44). 

7. Işıklar Street No: 22, See: Table B7 (Appendix A, List No: 45). 

8. Mevsim Street No: 6, 8, 8a, See: Table B8a, B8b (Appendix A, List No: 61). 

9. Anafartalar Street No: 42, See: Table B9 (Appendix A, List No: 68). 

10. Anafartalar Street No: 58, See: Table B10 (Appendix A, List No: 73). 

11. Hasan Fehmi Ataç Apartment Anafartalar Street No: 62, See: Table B11a, B11b 

(Appendix A, List No: 78). 
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12. Children's Protection Agency Rental Apartment Anafartalar Street No: 68, See: Table 

B12 (Appendix A, List No: 79). 

13. Anafartalar Street No: 83, See: Table B13a, B13b (Appendix A, List No: 80). 

14. Anafartalar Street No: 89, See: Table B14a, B14b (Appendix A, List No: 81). 

15. Anafartalar Street No: 86, See: Table B15 (Appendix A, List No: 82). 

 

Settlement Zone 1c 

16. The House on Bentderesi Street, See: Table B16a, B16b, B16c (Appendix A, List No: 1). 

17. Twin Hungarian Houses Gaziantep Street No: 17, 19, See: Table B17a, B17b, B17c 

(Appendix A, List No: 12). 

18. Three Hungarian Houses (Gülbaba) Yayık Street No: 19, 21, 23, See: Table B18a, B18b, 

B18c (Appendix A, List No: 13). 

19. İzzet Ulvi Aykurt House Taşpınar Street No: 1, See: Table B19a, B19b, B19c (Appendix 

A, List No: 14). 

 

Settlement Zone 1e 

20. The Building & Lodgings of Tekel Directories Kediseven Street / Atatürk Boulevard No: 

11, See: Table B20a, B20b (Appendix A, List No: 98). 

21. The Foundation Houses İstiklal Street, See: Table B21a, B21b (Appendix A, List No: 

99). 

22. The First Foundation Apartment (Belvü Palas) İstiklal Street, See: Table B22 (Appendix 

A, List No: 100). 

23. The Second Foundation Apartment İstiklal Street, See: Table B23a, B23b, B23c, B23d 

(Appendix A, List No: 101). 

24. The Building & Lodgings of State Railways Administration (on the Station Square) 

Hipodrom Boulevard, See: Table B24a, B24b, B24c (Appendix A, List No: 103). 

 

Settlement Zone 2a-2b 

25. The House on Gazi Mustafa Kemal Street No: 9 Yenişehir, See: Table B25 (Appendix A, 

List No: 111). 

26. The House on Milli Müdafaa Street No: 4 Yenişehir, See: Table B26 (Appendix A, List 

No: 113). 

27. The Sait Bektimur House Mithatpaşa Street No: 35 Yenişehir, See: Table B27a, B27b 

(Appendix A, List No: 119). 



413 
 

28. The Building & Lodgings of Ziraat Bankası (Altılıtip) Adakale Street Yenişehir, See: 

Table B28a, B28b, B28c (Appendix A, List No: 120). 

 

Settlement Zone 3 

The Vineyards 

29. The Çankaya Kiosk Çankaya Vineyards, See: Table B29a, B29b, B29c (Appendix A, 

List No: 122). 

 

Atatürk (Gazi) Orman Çiftliği 

30. The Marmara Kiosk Atatürk Orman Çiftliği, See: Table B30 (Appendix A, List No: 

123). 

31. The Building & Lodgings of Gazi Station (Silahtar Street No: 220) Atatürk Orman 

Çiftliği, See: Table B31a, B31b (Appendix A, List No: 125). 
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Table B1 (Appendix A, List No: 22) 
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Table B2 (Appendix A, List No: 30) 
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Table B28c (Appendix A, List No: 120) 
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Table B29a (Appendix A, List No: 122) 
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Table B29b (Appendix A, List No: 122) 
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Table B29c (Appendix A, List No: 122) 
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Table B30 (Appendix A, List No: 123) 
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Table B31a (Appendix A, List No: 125) 
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D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

MODERN ULUSU BARINDIRMAK:  

ANKARA'DA KONUT MİMARİSİNİN 1920'LERDEKİ DÖNÜŞÜMÜ 

 

 

Bu tezin konusu, 1920'lerde Ankara'da üretilen konut mimarisidir. 1920'ler Türkiye 

Cumhuriyet tarihinde önemli bir on yıl ve dönüm noktasıdır; çünkü bir imparatorluğun sona 

erişine ve bir ulus devletin doğuşuna şahit olmuştur. Yıllarca süren savaşlar ve Osmanlı 

İmparatorluğu'nun dağılması sonrasında 1920'ler, "tarihsel-geleneksel"den "modern"e, 

imparatorluk yönetiminden cumhuriyet rejimine geçiş dönemidir. Günlük yaşamın her yönü 

1920'lerde dönüşüm sürecine girmiş; yeni ulusun inşa edilmesiyle başta başkent Ankara 

olmak üzere tüm şehirler modernleşmeci ve milliyetçi ideolojilere göre değişmeye 

başlamıştır. Mimari üretim bu değişikliklerden doğrudan etkilenmiş, karşılığında değişimi 

etkilenmiş ve dönemin konut üretimi bu değişim sürecinin önemli bir parçası olarak yeni 

devletin kimliği kabul edilen "modern" ve "milli" unsurlara uyacak yeni bir sosyal yaşam 

oluşmasına katkıda bulunmuştur. Bu çalışmadaki amaç, bu geçiş dönemini etkileyen 

konutları incelemek ve bunların modern ulus-devletin inşasındaki yer ve rollerini 

tartışmaktır. 

 

Yeni Cumhuriyet rejimi tarafından getirilen değişiklikler şehir sakinlerinin günlük 

hayatlarını, konutların kullanımlarını ve dolayısıyla konut üretimini değiştirmiştir. 

Geleneksel konutların kullanımları dahi, kente yeni gelenlerin bir süre o evlerde kalmalarıyla 

gerçekleşen bölünmeler ve eklemelerle değişmeye başlamıştır. Dolayısıyla, yeni üretilen 

konutların inşaları ve tasarımları da çağdaş dönüşümlerden doğrudan etkilenmişlerdir. 

Politik ideolojiler çerçevesinde üretilen dönem mimarisinin sembolik değerlerine uygun 

olarak konutların fiziksel görünüşü, yani üslubu, toplumsal dönüşümler sebebiyle ise 

konutların mekânsal özellikleri, yani mekânsal kullanım düzenleri ve şehirdeki konumları ile 

çevreleriyle ilişkileri etkilenmeye başlamıştır. Mali koşullar ise, hızlı konut inşası, yeni 

inşaat teknik ve materyalleri kullanımı ve evlerin büyüklüğü gibi (daha büyük evler güç, 

statü ve istikrar göstergesiydi) üretim özelliklerini şekillendirmeye başlamıştır. Sonuç olarak, 
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denilebilir ki, 1920'lerin Ankara'sının konut üretimi, evlerin şehirdeki konumlarından iç 

mekânlarına, mahallelerinin sosyal karakterinden fiziksel, teknik ve mekânsal özelliklerine 

kadar, Cumhuriyet devletinin bağlamsal özellikleri tarafından belirlenmekteydi. 

  

Bu bağlamda 1920'ler Ankara konut mimarisini analiz etmeyi amaçlayan bu tezin ilk adımı, 

o dönemde Türkiye'de modern bir ulus-devlet ve başkent kurmanın politik, sosyal ve 

ideolojik konularını anlamaktır. Bunun için öncelikle erken Cumhuriyet döneminin ulus-

devlet ideolojileri ve kimlik oluşturma çabalarının yeni bir başkent kurulması, Ankara'nın 

seçilmesi ve konut üretimi üzerindeki etkilerini anlamak için tarihsel ve kuramsal 

araştırmalar yazılı kaynakların incelenmesiyle yapılmıştır. Bu çalışmaların ardından 

belgeleme, analiz ve değerlendirme süreçleri gelmektedir. Bu tezin yöntembilimi, konut 

örneklerinin belgelenmesine, elde edilen belgelerin analizlerine ve bu analizlerin 

değerlendirilmelerine dayanmaktadır. 

 

Öncelikle belirtmek gerekir ki, daha önce detaylı olarak çalışılmadığından dolayı, 1920'ler 

Ankara'sında üretilen konutlarla ilgili sınırlı sayıda ikincil kaynak bulunabilmiştir. Bu 

yüzden, kitap, dergi vb. kaynaklarda yer alan konutları listeleyen bu çalışmada, daha sonra 

VEKAM (Vehbi Koç Ankara Araştırmaları Merkezi) Arşivi'nden, 1920'lerin Ankara 

konutlarının belediyedeki dosya numaraları bulunmuş ve bu dosya numaralarıyla Ankara 

Büyükşehir Belediyesi Arşivleri taranmıştır. Bu arşivlerde çok az sayıda da olsa bazı 

konutların dosyaları bulunmasına rağmen, dosyaların içinde ilgili belgeler bulunamamıştır. 

Bunun üzerine arşiv yetkilisinin yönlendirmesiyle belediyenin Kültür ve Tabiat Varlıkları 

Dairesi Başkanlığı'nda araştırma sürdürülmüştür. Burada, Ankara'nın tarihi kent merkezi 

Ulus'un tarihi yapılarının yenileme ve bakım projeleri yapılmakta olduğundan, bu projelerin 

arasında 1920'ler konutlarının bir kısmının çizimleri (plan, cephe, kesit) bulunabilmiştir. 

 

Ankara'nın 1920'lerde üretilen konutları hakkında çok az belge ve çalışma bulunduğu için, 

konutların çoğu Ulus, Cebeci ve Kızılay bölgelerinde gerçekleştirilen arazi çalışmaları ile 

tespit edilebilmiştir. Tespit edilen konutlar, bu tez kapsamında 1924 Ankara Haritası1, 

Lörcher Planı2, Jansen Planı3 ve günümüz Ankara haritasının (Google Maps) birleşimi ile 

                                                   
1 Günel, G. and Kılcı, A. "Ankara Şehri 1924 Haritası: Eski Bir Haritada Ankara'yı Tanımak" in Ankara Araştırmaları Dergisi, 
No: 3(1), Haziran/June 2015, pp. 78-104.  

2 Cengizkan, Ali. Ankara'nın İlk Planı: 1924-25 Lörcher Planı, Kentsel Mekan Özellikleri, 1932 Jansen Planı'na ve Bugüne 
Katkıları, Etki ve Kalıntıları. Ankara: Ankara Enstitüsü Vakfı; 2004. 

3 https://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de, last visited: January, 2018. 
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hazırlanan 1920 Ankara haritası üzerine işlenmiştir. Arazi çalışmaları sırasında, konutların 

tespiti ile birlikte yapıların fotoğrafları çekilmiş, mimari özellikleri ve elemanları 

belgelenmiş, günümüzdeki durumları incelenmiştir. Çalışmanın ek kısımlarında bu 

dokümanların envanteri bulunabilir (Bknz: Appendix A ve B). 

 

2010 yılında Makbule İlçan & UTTA Planlama, Projelendirme, Danışmanlık Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

tarafından "Ankara, Ulus Tarihi Kent Merkezi, Kentsel Sit Alanı Koruma Amaçlı Nazım 

İmar Planı" kapsamında gerçekleştirilen arazi çalışmaları sonucunda çeşitli analiz paftaları 

hazırlanmıştır. Bunlar Ankara'nın tarihi kent merkezi Ulus'ta bulunan yapıların inşa 

dönemlerinin işlendiği paftayı da içermektedir. Tarihlerin doğru tespitleri için, bu pafta ile 

konutların tarihlerini gösteren dokümanlar ve VEKAM Arşivlerinde bulunan 1920'lere ait 

kartpostal ve fotoğraflar karşılaştırılmış ve tekrar gözden geçirilmiştir. Bazı konutların 

tarihleri ise sadece 1920'lere ait kartpostallarda yer alan bazı konutların tarihleri ise 

kartpostalın tarihine göre yaklaşık olarak tespit edilebilmiştir. 

 

1920'ler Ankara'sının konutlarının yapım tarihleri bu yöntemlerle tespit edilip kontrol 

edildikten sonra, belgeleme aşamasındaki bir sonraki adım yapıların planlarını edinmek 

olmuştur. Planlar yine kitap, dergi gibi kaynaklar ve Büyükşehir Belediyesi Kültür ve Tabiat 

Varlıkları Dairesi Başkanlığı'ndan elde edilmiştir. Bulunan planlar orijinal kaynaklarından 

yararlanılarak tekrar çizilmiş; mekanlarının özellikleri tespit edilerek envanter olarak 

hazırlanmış ve çalışmanın ek kısmına eklenmiştir (Bknz: Appendix B). 

 

Çalışmanın bir sonraki aşaması konutların fiziksel, teknik ve mekânsal analizlerini yapmak 

olmuştur. Bu çalışmalarda Kültür Varlıkları ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü tarafından 1996 

ve 2010 yıllarında yürütülen çalışma sonucu hazırlanan Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları Koruma 

Envanteri (D.K.V.K.E.) kaynak olarak kullanılmıştır. Konutların altyapıları hakkında bilgi 

ise birkaç farklı kaynaktan elde edilebilmiştir. Öncelikle, kamu eliyle veya dönemin tanınan 

şahısları inşa edilmiş ve tanınan mimarları tarafından tasarlanmış olan konutların bir kısmı 

daha önceden belgelenmiş ve altyapıları hakkında çalışmalar bulunmaktadır. İkinci olarak, 

Ankara'da o dönemde kurulan fabrikalar üzerine yazılar ve şehrin altyapı organizasyonunu 

gösteren belgelere ulaşılmıştır. Son olarak ise, 1928 ve 1935 yıllarında hazırlanan İstatistik 

Yıllıkları4, 1920'lerde Ankara'nın ve konutlarının altyapılarını anlamak bakımından yardımcı 

olmuştur.  

                                                   
4 Aydın, S.; Emiroğlu, K.; Türkoğlu, Ö.; Özsoy, E.D. Küçük Asya'nın Bin Yüzü: Ankara. Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yayınları; 
2005. 
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Bundan sonraki aşama, belgelenmiş verilerin erken Cumhuriyet dönemi konutlarının ulus 

inşa etme ve ülkeyi modernleştirmedeki rolleri bakımından değerlendirilmesidir. Bu 

verilerden anlaşılmaktadır ki, 1920’lerin konutlarının cepheleri daha önceki on yıllara benzer 

şekilde inşa edilseler de, Cumhuriyet'in modernleşme sürecinde üretilmiş olan bu yapıların 

görünüşlerin arkasında çağdaş teknik uygulamalar ve değişim gösteren mekânlar 

bulunmaktadır. 

 

* 

 

Yeni cumhuriyetin başkenti Ankara'da 1920'li yıllarda yapılan konut üretimini ve 

kullanımını inceleyen bu tez, dönemin belgelenebilen konut projelerini detaylı bir şekilde 

analiz etmiş ve bunları bu bağlamda değerlendirmiştir. "Bölüm 2: Bir Ulus Oluşturmak, 

Modern Bir Başkent Oluşturmak" bu çerçevenin ana hatlarını, siyasi ve toplumsal bağlamın 

yanı sıra kentsel ve mimari özellikleri de tanıtarak çizmiştir. Bu bölüm 1920'lerde yeni 

devletin yeni başkentinin sosyo-politik yapısını, Ankara'nın Cumhuriyet'in başkenti 

seçilmesinde ve daha sonra başkent olarak inşasında etkili olan milliyetçilik ve modernleşme 

ideolojilerini ve yeni başkentin, ülkenin yeniden inşası için bir model olarak sunulmasını 

incelemektedir.  

 

13 Ekim 1923 tarihinde başkent olmasıyla nüfusu artmaya başlayan Ankara’da ortaya çıkan 

yerleşim ve konut sorunları kentsel büyümeyi zorunlu kıldı; böylece, Ankara'nın ilk Kentsel 

Gelişim Planı 1924-1925'te Alman mimar Dr. Carl Christopher Lörcher tarafından 

tasarlandı.5 Lörcher'in ilk planı 1924 yılında Ankara'nın Eski Şehir bölgesi, yani tarihi kent 

merkezi (Ulus) için tasarlanmıştı. Fakat bu bölgede bulunan dik yamaçlar, kuzeyde bulunan 

Bentderesi, eski mahallelerdeki tapu sorunları gibi ortaya çıkan engeller yeni bir yerleşim 

bölgesini zorunlu kıldı. Dolayısıyla Lörcher, hükümetin çağdaş ideolojilerinin de daha rahat 

bir şekilde hayata geçirebileceği bir bölge olarak talep ettiği üzere, adına da uygun olan Yeni 

Şehir planını 1925 yılında önerdi. Bu plana göre Yenişehir, "bahçe şehir"6 kavramına uygun 

olarak tasarlanacak, konut bölgesi geniş bahçeler içinde bulunan bir iki katlı ferah evlerden 

oluşacaktı ve bu evler yine geniş sokaklar, parklar, meydanlar vb. kamusal alanlar arasında 

yer alacaktı. Konutlar, sağlıklı insanların ancak sıhhi bölgelerde yaşayabileceği düşüncesiyle 

                                                   
5 Cengizkan, 2004. 

6 Benevolo, Leonardo. History of Modern Architecture (translation from Italian, 1960). Cambridge, Massachusetts: M.I.T. 
Press, 1971. 
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bu şekilde üretilmişti; böylece insanların günlük hayatları da konut üretimi aracılığıyla 

çağdaş ideolojilere uygun olarak değişebilecekti. 

 

Bölüm 2, bilinen çalışmalarda ortaya konmuş olan dönemin ana çerçevesini oluşturan 

mimari üslup seçimine de bakmaktadır. Görülmektedir ki, dönemin "Birinci Ulusal Mimarlık 

Üslubu" çağdaş ulus inşası ideolojilerinden etkilenen tarihselci bir yaklaşımla 

biçimlendirilmiştir.7 Bu üslup, on dokuzuncu yüzyılın sonunda Avrupa'da ortaya çıkan neo-

klasik akımdan etkilenen Osmanlı İmparatorluğu'nda, özellikle imparatorluğun başkenti 

İstanbul'da zaten uygulanmaktaydı. Genellikle o dönemde üretilen mimarinin, özellikle kamu 

yapılarının planları simetrik düzenli bir organizasyona uyarken, cepheleri Avrupa'daki neo-

klasik akımın Yunan, Roma, Rönesans özelliklerine sahip olması gibi, Osmanlı ve Selçuklu 

mimarisine işaret eden öğeler içermekteydi.8  1920'lerin mimarlığı, yeni işlevsel ve 

teknolojik gelişmeler ve yeni mekânsal çözümleri benimserken, kütleyi ve cepheyi tarihselci 

bir yaklaşımla vurgulayan süslemeci bir üslubla şekillenmiştir. Kütlesel kuleler, çıkmalar 

kullanılmış olup, cepheler dekoratif unsurlarla, yani geniş saçaklar, kemerli pencereler, 

kapılar ve ilaveten süslemeler ile bezenmiştir. Bu mimarlık üslubu, dönemin çağdaş 

kimliğine uygun olarak, "tarihsel-geleneksel" ile "modern" arasında bir geçiş sağlamıştır. 

 

Bu bölümde incelendiği gibi, yeni devletin sosyo-politik düzeninin, fiziksel, toplumsal ve 

mekânsal uygulamalarda gerçekleştirilmesi zorlu bir süreçti. Yeni başkentin hem ideolojik 

hem de mekânsal olarak inşası, yeni devletin yurttaşının kimliğini tanımlamaktan başlayarak 

daha geniş jeopolitik düzenlere kadar farklı ve birbirine bağlı fazlarda gerçekleşti. Böylece, 

Osmanlı İmparatorluğu'nun "en uzun yüzyılından"9 sonra, Cumhuriyet rejiminin "en uzun on 

yılı" olan 1920'lerde, başkentin inşasında etkili olan modernleşme ve milliyetçilik ideolojileri 

kapsamında birçok yenilik yaşandı. Yeni başkentin inşaatı, ulus-devletin yapısal 

dönüşümünü fiziksel alana uygulamak için büyük bir fırsat olarak görülüyordu.10 Ankara 

                                                   
7 Bknz: 
- Aslanoğlu, İnci. Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Mimarlığı (1923-1938) (First edition 1980, Third edition 2010). İstanbul: Bilge 
Kültür Sanat; 2010. 
- Batur, Afife. A Concise History: Architecture in Turkey during the 20th Century. Ankara: Mimarlar Odası Yayınları; 2005. 
- Sözen, Metin. Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türk Mimarlığı. Ankara: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları; 1984. 

8 Bergdoll, Barry. European Architecture 1750-1890. Oxford University Press; 2000. 

9 Ortaylı, İlber. İmparatorluğun En Uzun Yüzyılı. (First edition: 1983, Hil Yayınları; 24th edition: 2006). İstanbul: Alkım 
Yayınevi; 2006. 

10 Kezer, Zeynep. Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the Early Republic. Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of 
Pittsburgh Press; 2015, p. 17. 
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yeni bir başkent olarak yeni rejimin kendisi için bir "ev" ve "gösteri mekânı" haline geldi.11 

Kurucular Ankara'nın gelişimi için ideolojilerin getirdiği sembolik amaçlar doğrultusunda 

maddi açıdan büyük yatırımlar yaptılar. Bu bağlam çerçevesinde, "tarihsel-geleneksel" ve 

"modern" arasındaki 1920'lerin mimarisinin karakteri çizildi. 

 

Özetlemek gerekirse, Cumhuriyetin ilk yıllarının yapıları on dokuzuncu yüzyılın sonu ve 

yirminci yüzyılın başında ortaya çıkan ideolojik ve siyasi gelişmeler tarafından 

şekillendirilen tarzın etkisi altında üretilmiştir. Dönemin neo-klasik ve tarihselci yaklaşımı 

tarafından belirlenen üslup "melez" ve "eklektik" özelliklere sahipti. İdeolojik olarak bu 

üslubun benimsemesi, geçmişin istikrarı ve temsilini, yani "icat edilmiş" bir geleneği 

gösteriyordu.12 Bu üslup, "milli kimlik" tanımlama / oluşturma hedefleri nedeniyle hem 

Osmanlı döneminin sonu hem de Türkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin başlangıcı için uygundu. 

Mimarlık ise dönemin ideolojisini ve klasikten modern çağa geçiş dönemini temsil eden 

kanallardan biri olarak kullanıldı. Dönemin mimarlık uygulamaları, yeni işlevsel 

gereksinimlerin karşılanmasına ve teknolojik gelişmelere uyum sağlanmasına katkıda 

bulunurken, "yeni" olanı, dekoratif kütle ve cephelerin ardında gizlemiştir. Bu bağlamda, 

"Birinci Ulusal Mimarlık Üslubu"nun, geçiş sürecinde uygun ortamı sağladığı için, politik ve 

ideolojik olarak doğru bir seçim olduğu söylenebilir. 

 

* 

 

1920'lerin Ankara'sında konut mimarisinin üretimini anlamak için, "3. Bölüm: Başkenti 

Barındırmak", yerleşim bölgelerini, tarihi mahallelerin dönüşümünü ve yeni mahallelerin 

ortaya çıkışını inceleyerek konut bölgelerinin kentsel bağlamdaki değişimlerine 

odaklanmaktadır. Yerleşim bölgeleri; (Ulus) Eski Şehir'de Karaoğlan ve Taşhan Bölgesi 

(1a), Anafartalar ve Hisarönü Bölgeleri (1b), Hacıbayram, İsmetpaşa ve Atıfbey Bölgeleri 

(1c), Hamamönü, Gündoğdu ve Dumlupınar Bölgeleri (Samanpazarı'ndan Cebeci'ye doğru) 

(1d), ve son olarak İstiklal Bölgesi, yani Gençlik Parkı'nın kuzeyi ve İstasyon Bölgeleri (1e), 

Yenişehir'de ise Sıhhıye'den Havuzbaşı Meydanı'na kadar olan kısım, yani Sıhhıye ve Zafer 

Meydanı çevresi (2a), Havuzbaşı Meydanı'ndan daha sonra gelişecek olan Vekaletler 

Mahallesi'nin bitimine kadar olan bölge (2b), ve Vekaletler Mahallesi'nden Çankaya 

bağlarına doğru gelişmekte olan Yenişehir bölgesi (2c), bunların dışında plansız Ankara 

                                                   
11 İnce, Şengül. "Cumhuriyet'in Evi: Var mı? Yok mu?" in Cumhuriyet'in Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol-Cantek (editor). 
Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 365-388, p. 365 

12 Hobswam, E.; Ranger, T. The Invention of Tradition. Editors. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 1992, p. 8. 
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başlığı altında incelenen Cebeci, baraka evler bölgeleri ve Bağlar Bölgeleri (3) şeklinde 

sıralanabilir.  

 

Yerleşim bölgeleriyle ilişkili olarak 1920'lerin Ankara'sında inşa edilen konut türleri, yani 

eski evlerin dönüşümleri ve yeni evlerin ve apartmanların ortaya çıkması incelenmiş ve 

tipolojik olarak gruplanmıştır. 1920'lerin Ankara'sında yeni üretilen konutlar bölgelerle 

alakalı olarak özetle şu şekilde sınıflandırılabilir: (1) eski içinde eski (tarihi kentin içinde 

geleneksel konutlar), (2) eski içinde yeni (tarihi kentin içinde yeni konutlar) ve (3) yeni 

içinde yeni (Yenişehir'in yeni konutları). Eskinin içinde eski konutlar, inşalarına devam 

edilen tarihi geleneksel Ankara konutlarıydı; Ankara yerlileri, günlük hayatlarına devam edip 

genişleyen aileleri ve artan nüfusları için geleneksel konutların inşasını sürdürüyorlardı. Eski 

içinde yeni konutlar, 1916 Ankara Yangını'ndan13 sonra yeni inşaatlara uygun hale getirilmiş 

olan Hisarönü ve Anafartalar çevresinde; Hacıbayram'ın kuzeybatısında, yani İsmetpaşa ve 

çevresinde; Hamamönü'nden güneydoğuya, yani Gündoğdu Mahallesi ve çevresinde ve Eski 

Şehir'in güneyinde, Gençlik Parkı'nın ve İstasyon'un çevresinde inşa edilmekteydi. Yeni 

içinde yeni konutlar ise Yeni Şehir'de inşa edilen bahçeli evlerdi. 

 

Tipolojik olarak incelendiğinde ise 1920'lerde Ankara'da üretilen konut türleri şu şekilde 

sıralanabilir: Ankara'nın eski geleneksel konutları (A1), geleneksel bağ evleri (A2), 

geleneksel konutlara yeni ekler (A3), bunlara ek olarak, yeni teknik ve malzemelerle çağdaş 

üsluba uygun inşa edilmiş evler ise; Ulus'un müstakil evleri (B1), Ulus'un apartmanları ve 

apartman-kompleksleri (B2), Yenişehir'in müstakil evleri (B3), Yenişehir'in apartmanları 

(B4) ve son olarak; dönemin baraka evleri ve plansız bölgelerde gelişen konutlar (C). Ulus'ta 

inşa edilen müstakil evlerin ve apartmanların, o bölgedeki arsa sorunları ve sıkışıklıktan 

dolayı başka yapılarla olan ilişkileri; bitişik (B1a, B2a), yarı-bağımsız (B1b, B2b) veya 

tamamen bağımsız olabilirken (B1c ve B2c), Yenişehir'in tüm evleri ve apartmanları 

çevrelerinden bağımsız olarak inşa edilmişlerdir (B3 ve B4). Yenişehir'de ise iki tür müstakil 

konut tipi üretilmiştir: bunlardan birincisi daha mütevazı bir-iki katlı evlerken (B3a), ikincisi 

ise üç-dört katlı daha büyük olan villa tipi evlerdir (B3b). Eski Şehir'de Yenişehir'de inşa 

edilmeyen, 1920'lerde hem fiziksel olarak hem de teknolojik olarak en gelişmiş konutlar 

yapılmıştır. Bu çalışmada apartman-kompleksleri olarak tanımlanan bu yapılar (B2d), her 

                                                   
13 Esin, Taylan; Etöz, Zeliha. "Ankara Yangını" in 1916 Ankara Yangını: Felaketin Mantığı. İstanbul: İletişim; 2015, pp. 175-
189. 
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katta dört ile sekiz arası daire barındırabilen, alt katları ofis veya ticari amaçlı kullanılabilen, 

geniş avluları olan ve kendi içinde her türlü imkânı barındırabilen yapılardır.  

 

Yapılan tipolojik çalışmalarda görülmektedir ki, konut-avlu-sokak ilişkisi de konut tipolojisi 

ile doğrudan ilişki içindedir. Konumlarına göre avlu ve sokak ilişkilerinde, konutlar "bitişik", 

"yarı-bağımsız" veya tamamen "bağımsız" olabilmektedirler. Ulus'un merkezi ve ticari 

bölgelerinde bitişik veya en iyi şartlarda yarı-bağımsız evler ve apartmanlar görülmektedir. 

Konutların bitişik konumda olmaları durumunda bir cephe sokağa bakarken, diğer cephe 

avluya bakmakta, yarı-bağımsız konumda olmaları durumunda ise konutların iki cephesi 

sokağa ve bir cephesi avluya bakmaktadır. Eski Şehir'in merkezi ticari bölgelerinde avlusuz 

ev ve apartmanlar da bulunabilmekte olup bu konutların içlerinde, özellikle de servis 

mekânları için ışıklıklar ve havalandırma şaftları bulunmaktadır. Ticari merkezden 

uzaklaştıkça, Ulus ve çevresinde de bağımsız evler artmaktadır. Yenişehir'de ise inşa edilen 

evler ve apartmanlar bağımsız, geniş avlular içindedir. Ulus'un apartman-komplekslerine 

gelince; bunlar hem dış avlulu hem de yapının ortasında bulunacak şekilde iç avlulu 

olabilmektedirler. İç avlulu olmaları durumunda, avlu büyük olduğu gibi daha ziyade ışıklık 

işlevini de gören küçük bir avlu da olabilir. 

  

Yerleşim bölgeleri ve konut türlerini inceledikten sonra, 3. Bölüm 1920'lerde Ankara'nın 

konut üretiminde rol oynayan aktörleri, yani çağdaş evlerin kimler tarafından üretildiğini; 

girişimcileri, mimarları ve ustaları tanımaya çalışmaktadır. Belediye ve Vakıflar gibi 

kamular aracılığıyla hükümet konut projelerine büyük katkıda bulunurken, devletten ayrı 

olarak başka kamu kurumları da kendi çalışanları için evler ve kendi vakıflarına destek için 

kira apartmanları inşa etmişlerdir. Bunlara ek olarak, konut üretimini teşvik etmek için 

hükümet, bankalardan destek ve şehirde inşaat arsaları sağlayarak özel girişimcilere çok 

uygun koşullar sağlamıştır. Hem kamu kuruluşları hem de özel girişimciler dönemin etkili 

mimarları Kemalettin Bey, Arif Hikmet Koyunoğlu ve Giulio Mongeri ile çalışmışlardır. 

Dönemin müteahhitleri ile ilgili bilgiler ise sayılı tarihi doküman ve anılarda görülmektedir; 

müteahhitler arasında Reşit İvaz, Erzurumlu Nafiz Bey, Hasan Fehmi Ataç ve Nuri Conker 

öne çıkan isimlerdir. Mimarlara ek olarak birçok yerel ve yabancı zanaatkâr evlerin inşasına 

katkıda bulunmuş, aralarında uzmanlıkları sebebiyle ve Macaristan'la iyi ilişkilerin sonucu 

davet edilen Macar ustalar öne çıkmıştır. 3. Bölüm'ün sonunda, evlerin dönüşümünü ilk 

elden deneyimleyen, yeni konutları ile sosyal yaşamları ve günlük alışkanlıkları değişmeye 

başlamış olan ve yeni sosyal yaşamlarına uygun olarak evlerinde yeni mekânsal çözümler 
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talep ederek bu evlerin dönüşümlerine katkıda bulunmuş olan ev sakinlerine odaklanılarak, 

dönemin konut üretimi kentin demografik yapısına referansla incelenmiştir. 

 

Ankara'da 1920'li yıllarda farklı kimlikli şehir sakinleri belirli yerleşim bölgelerini ve konut 

tiplerini tercih etmeye başlamışlar veya o bölgelerde ve evlerde oturmaya zorunlu 

kalmışlardır. Ankara'nın "yerliler"i14 eski mahallelerinde yaşamaya devam ederken, 

azınlıklar ya eski mahallelerinde oturmaya devam etmişler, ya da başka ülkelere göç etmeye 

başlamışlar15, Mübadele yasasıyla gelen azınlıklar ise Ankara dışında onlar için yapılan 

köylere yerleştirilmişlerdir16. Ankara'nın "yerliler"ine karşılık "yabanlar"17 kimliği, 

Ankara'ya yeni gelenleri, yani dönemin varlıklı sınıfını oluşturan hükümet görevlilerini, orta 

sınıfını oluşturan memurları ve az varlıklı kısmını oluşturan, Anadolu köylerinden iş 

imkânları için gelenleri, yani inşaat işçilerini ve hizmet sektöründe çalışanları 

kapsamaktaydı. 1920'lerin ilk yarısında yeni gelen hükümet görevlileri ve orta sınıf 

memurlar, öncelikle Ankara'nın eski mahallelerindeki geleneksel konutlara, bağlardaki 

evlere ve inşaları bittikçe Ulus'un yeni ev ve apartmanlarına yerleşmişlerdi. Anadolu 

köylüleri, kalacak yer bulamıyor ve şehrin çevresinde kendi imkânlarıyla barınıyorlardı. 

1920'lerin ikinci yarısında, yükselen sınıf, yani hükümet görevlileri, Ulus'un en yeni 

apartmanlarına, apartman-komplekslerine ve son olarak inşaları bittikçe Yenişehir'in evlerine 

taşınırken, orta sınıf memurlar Ulus'taki ev ve apartmanlarda kalmışlar; bunun sonucunda 

hükümeti kuran ve Ankara'nın başkent olarak gelişimine katkıda bulunan yeni gelenler 

arasında sınıf ayrımı oluşmaya başlamıştır. Anadolu köylüleri ise şehrin çevresinde kendi 

imkânlarıyla kalmaya devam etmiş ve baraka evler yapmaya başlamışlardı. Bu durum 

sonraki on yıllarda Ankara'nın sorunu haline gelecek olan gecekondu mahallelerinin temelini 

oluşturmuştur. 

 

Bu bilgiler, yani 3. Bölüm'de yer alan yerleşim bölgeleri, konut türleri ve yapım girişimcileri 

üzerine detaylı inceleme, bir sonraki bölümde yapılan analizlerin temelini oluşturmaktadır. 

Özetlemek gerekirse, bu bölümde incelenen veriler, artan nüfus ve 1920'lerde acil konut 
                                                   
14 Şenol-Cantek, L. Funda. "Yaban"lar ve Yerliler. Başkent Olma Sürecinde Ankara. (First edition: 2003, Second edition: 2011). 
İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları; 2011. 

15 Kezer, Zeynep. "Of Forgotten People and Forgotten Places" in Building Modern Turkey: State, Space, and Ideology in the 
Early Republic. Pittsburgh: the University of Pittsburgh Press; 2015, pp. 114-157, p. 120. 

16 Cengizkan, Ali. "İskan Çalışmasının Planlama ve Mimari Tasarım Örnekleri" in Mübadele Konut ve Yerleşimleri. Ankara: 
ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi & Arkadaş Yayıncılık; 2004, pp. 27-31. 

17 Şenol-Cantek, 2011. 
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ihtiyacı için kapsamlı planlama ve inşaat projelerinin, başta Belediye'nin iyileştirilmesiyle, 

daha sonra kurumların ve bankaların kurulmasıyla, üçüncü olarak yasal düzenlemelerin 

yapılmasıyla ve son olarak kamu kurumlarının ve özel girişimcilerin sahada girişimde 

bulunmaları yönünde desteklenmesiyle gerçekleştirildiğini göstermektedir. Hızlı şehirleşme 

ve kapsamlı konut bölgelerinin kurulması ile tarihi şehrin sınırları genişlemiş, eski 

mahalleler dönüşürken yeni mahalleler oluşmaya başlamıştır. Ankara'nın her yerinde, Eski 

Şehir içinde ve çevresinde ve tamamen yeni inşa edilmiş Yenişehir'de gerçekleştirilen konut 

projeleri, başkenti bir inşaat alanına dönüştürmüştür. 

 

* 

 

"Bölüm 4: Ankara'nın Konut Mimarisini İnşa Etme", 1920'lerin Ankara'sının konut üretimini 

biçimsel, teknik ve mekânsal analizlerini yaparak, dönemin çağdaş konutlarına kapsamlı bir 

şekilde odaklanmaktadır. Biçimsel analizler, "Birinci Ulusal Mimarlık Üslubu"nda Osmanlı 

döneminden beri kullanılmakta olan mimari unsurların dönemin konut üretiminde de 

kullanıldığını ve tarihselci yaklaşımın önceki on yıllarla aynı kaldığını göstermektedir. 

Biçimsel analizler kapsamında kuleler, çıkmalar, saçaklar, kapı ve pencereler, korkuluklar ve 

süslemeler çalışılmış, tipolojik özelliklerine göre sıralanmışlardır. Cephe ve mimari 

elemanların tipolojik analizlerinde görülmüştür ki, 1925 ile 1927 yılları arasında, yani konut 

üretiminin en fazla, en hızlı ve "Birinci Ulusal Mimarlık Üslubu"nun en popüler olduğu 

dönemde, bu üsluba uygun biçim ve tarzda mimari elemanların kullanımında artış olmuş, 

daha sonra 1928'den itibaren "milli" üslubun popülerliğinin azalmasıyla beraber, tarihselci 

tarza sahip olan mimari elemanların kullanımı da kademeli olarak azalmıştır. Üstelik şu da 

önemlidir ki, dönemin konutları "moda"ları takip etmektedir; örneğin aynı sokak üzerinde ve 

hatta aynı mahallelerde birbirine çok benzer konutlar veya farklı konutlarda benzer 

süslemeler ve detaylar görülmektedir. 

 

Teknik analizlerde, teknolojik gelişmelerin etkisiyle dönüşüm, çağdaş evlerin inşaat 

teknikleri ve malzemeleri ile altyapıları değerlendirilerek tartışılmaktadır. Teknik analizlerde 

görülmektedir ki, dönemin konutları yeni strüktürel sistemler ve malzemelerle inşa edilmiş; 

geleneksel ahşap veya yığma konutlara ek olarak, inşaatlarda beton taşıyıcı sistemler ve 

demir taşıyıcı sistemler kullanılmaya başlanmıştır. Bu inşa tekniklerine ek olarak, yığma 

yapım tekniklerinde beton veya demir öğelerin kullanımı artmıştır; yığma duvarlarla birlikte 

beton katların, levhaların ve taşıyıcıların bir arada kullanıldığı örnekler vardır. Demir taşıyıcı 

sistemlere çok olmasa da özellikle apartmanlarda ve hatta daire planlı kısımları olanlarda 
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rastlanmaktadır. Taşıyıcı sistemler haricinde beton ve demir mimari öğelerde sıklıkla 

kullanılmıştır. İnşaat teknikleri dışında çağı etkileyen en önemli faktör, evlerin içine su, 

elektrik, gaz, havalandırma ve gider sağlayan altyapıdaki gelişmelerdir. Maltepe Elektrik ve 

Havagazı Fabrikası'nın Yenişehir'in batısında 1928 yılında hizmet vermeye başlaması, 

elektrik ve ısınma problemlerini büyük ölçüde çözmüş,18 gider problemleri ise fosseptik 

çukurları ile çözülmeye başlanmıştır.19 

 

Mekânsal analizler ise çağdaş evlerin planlarının, kullanım düzenlerinin ve mekânlarının 

özellikleri hakkında ayrıntılı bilgi vermekte ve 1920'lerin evlerinin mekân kullanımlarının, 

geleneksel mekânların dönüşümü ve modern mekânların oluşmasıyla nasıl değiştiklerini 

değerlendirmektedir. Mekânsal analizlerde öncelikle 1920'lerde Ankara'da yeni üretilen 

konutların plan tipleri çalışılmıştır. Bu çalışmaya göre, dönemin üç farklı plan tipi 

"geleneksel", "geleneksel" ile "modern" arası ve "modern" planlar olarak sınıflandırılmıştır. 

Geleneksel plan, Ankara'nın tarihi geleneksel konutlarına çok benzer olarak, ana dolaşım ve 

günlük yaşam alanı sofa etrafında biçimlenmiş ve bu mekânın aynı büyüklükte ve karakterde 

odalarla çevrilmiş olan kullanım şeklidir. Arada kalan planda, sofa küçülmeye, yaşama 

mekânı özelliğini yitirmeye ve sadece dolaşım işlevine karşılık vermeye başlamış, hol 

şeklinde tanımlanabilen bir mekâna dönüşmüştür. Bu planlarda odalar işlevlerine göre 

karakteristik özelliklere sahip olmaya başlamışlardır çünkü oturma odası işlevi artık dolaşım 

mekânından ayrılarak işlevine uygun bir odaya taşınmıştır. Modern planda ise sofa tamamen 

ortadan kalkmış, ya küçük bir hole ya da tamamen koridora dönüşmüştür. Koridorun 

etrafında bulunan odalar ise işlevlerine uygun büyüklükte ve karakterde ve plan şemasındaki 

uygun yerlerinde şekillenmeye başlamışlardır. 

 

1920'lerin Ankara konut mimarisinde dönüşen tek şey dolaşım mekânları değildir; 

geleneksel odalar da dönüşmeye başlamış ve "tanımlı" mekânlar ortaya çıkmıştır. "Tanımlı" 

mekân, odaların işlevlerine göre tasarlanması demektir; yani 1920'lerde odalar; oturma odası, 

yemek odası, yatak odası, çocuk odası, çalışma odası, hizmetçi odası şeklinde 

ayrılmaktadırlar. 

 
                                                   
18 Saner, Mehmet and Severcan, Yücel Can. "Fabrikada Zorunlu Sorumlu Olarak Barınmak: Ankara Maltepe Elektrik ve 
Havagazı Fabrikası Konutları" in Fabrika'da Barınmak, Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi'nde Türkiye'de İşçi Konutları: Yaşam, 
Mekan ve Kent. Ali Cengizkan (editor). Ankara: Arkadaş Yayınevi; 2009, pp. 45-76. 

19 Yavuz, Ayşıl Tükel. "İzzet Aykurt Evi: Bir Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi Konutu" in Tarih İçinde Ankara II, Aralık 1998 
Seminer Bildirileri. Yıldırım Yavuz (editor). Ankara: ODTÜ Mimarlık Fakültesi Yayınları; 2001, pp. 289-327; Yavuz, 
Yıldırım. "1923-1928 Ankara'sında Konut Sorunu ve Konut Gelişmesi" in Tarih İçinde Ankara. Ayşıl Tükel Yavuz (editor). 
(First edition: 1981). Ankara: TBMM Basımevi, 2000, pp. 233-253; Kültür Varlıkları ve Müzeler Genel Müdürlüğü tarafından 
1996 ve 2010 yıllarında yürütülen ve hazırlanan Doğal ve Kültürel Varlıkları Koruma Envanteri (D.K.V.K.E.). 
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Konutları kendi kendilerine yeterli hale getiren bir diğer büyük değişim ise ıslak hacimlerin, 

yani mutfak, banyo ve tuvaletlerin, artık geleneksel konutlarda olduğu gibi avlularda veya 

bahçelerde değil, hanelerin içinde, yaşama mekânlarının arasında olmalarıdır. Bu muhakkak 

teknolojik gelişmelerin altyapının düzenlenmesindeki etkisiyle alakalıdır. Yine de, ıslak 

hacimler hane içinde birbirinden ayrı yerlerde değil, bir şaft etrafında olmak üzere, yan yana 

ve hatta çoğunlukla L-şeklinde çözülmüşlerdir. Özellikle Ulus'un sıkışık olan bölgelerinde, 

konutların ıslak hacimleri havalandırma da sağlayan ışıklıklara veya sadece havalandırma 

şaftlarına ve bazen de bacalara açılmaktadırlar. Burada belirtilmelidir ki, döneme özgü 

olarak tuvalet ve banyolar birbirinden ayrı mekânlar olarak tasarlanmışlardır, yani çoğu 

banyo mekânı sadece yıkanma işlevine karşılık vermektedir. 

 

Cephelerin ardında gerçekleşen teknolojik gelişmelerde ve mekânsal kullanımlarda çağdaş 

yaşamın etkileri baskın olmasına rağmen, günlük yaşamda bazı kullanım alışkanlıklarının 

kolay kolay değiştirilemeyeceği de mobilya kullanımlarıyla kendini göstermektedir. 

Geleneksel konutların vazgeçilmez bir unsuru olan geleneksel dolaplar, yani yüklükler, 

1920'ler Ankara'sının konut mimarisinde de görülmektedir. "Yerinde" (in-situ) mobilya 

olarak tanımlanabilecek bu dolaplar, ya geleneksel konutlardaki gibi odalarda, ya da önceki 

dönemlerden farklı olarak dolaşım mekânlarında bulunabilmektedirler. Çağdaş banyolar ise 

yatak odalarının içinde veya tam karşısında bulunan konumları ve boyutlarıyla ve sadece 

yıkanma işlevine karşılık vermeleriyle yine geleneksel konutların elemanı olarak odalarda 

bulunan yıkanma kabinlerine, yani gusülhanelere benzemektedirler.  

 

Bütün analizler sonucu görülmektedir ki, 1920'lerin Ankara'sında üretilen konutların dış 

görünümleriyle konutlardaki modernleşme tam olarak anlaşılamamaktadır. Bununla birlikte, 

teknik ve mekânsal analizlerle görüldüğü gibi, modernleşme süreci, konut üretiminin tarihsel 

dış cephelerinin arkasında gerçekleşmektedir. Nitekim dönemin evleri, sakinlerinin günlük 

yaşamı için çağdaş olanaklar sunan yeni teknikler ve malzemelerle inşa edilmişlerdir.  

 

4. Bölüm, konutların mekânsal tüm özelliklerini, yani plan tipolojilerini, dolaşım 

mekânlarının dönüşümlerini, yeni "tanımlı" mekânların ortaya çıkmasını, ıslak hacimlerin 

tipik özelliklerini ve mobilya kullanımlarını belgeledikten sonra, bir sonraki kısımda, bu 

verileri değerlendirmektedir. Bu değerlendirmeler, konutların dönemin ideolojik ve sosyal 

gelişmeleri tarafından etkilenip etkilenmediklerini, etkilendilerse bu etkileşimin fiziksel 

karşılığını ve fiziksel değişimlerin sosyal hayatta da nasıl karşılık bulduklarını anlamak için 

yapılmaktadır. 
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Konutların mekânsal özelliklerini etkileyen en büyük gelişme sosyal yaşamdaki 

değişikliklerin günlük hayata yansımasıydı. Modernleşme, toplumsal yaşamın 

canlandırılmasını, bireyin/bireyselliğin öne çıkmasını ve sıhhi yaşam koşullarının 

sağlanmasını talep etmekteydi. Bu taleplere göre evlerin iç mekânları değişmeye başladı: 

öncelikle sosyal hayatı canlandırmak için evlerin içinde sırf konuklara ve eğlence işlevine 

özel "ortak" alanlar ortaya çıktı. 1920'lerin Ankara konutlarında misafirler için ayrılan 

mekânlar çok önemliydi; salonlar ve yemek odaları misafirlere ayrılır, aileler kendi içlerinde 

"yarı-ortak" olarak tanımlanan aile oturma odalarını kullanırlardı. Misafirler için ayrılan 

odalar, ailenin sosyal ve ekonomik durumunu sergileyen, ailenin kimliğini ortaya koyan 

itibar (prestij) mekânlarıydı. Yemek odalarının konutların içinde bulunmaları ise Ankara'nın 

sosyal hayatını canlandırma çabasının fiziksel yansıması olarak sosyal toplanmaları ve 

eğlenceleri teşvik ediyordu. Çağdaş ideolojilere paralel olarak hanelerde bireyselliğe verilen 

önem de artmıştı; küçük aileler için düşünülen evlerde ebeveynlerin ve şahısların kendilerine 

ait odalarının olması bu talebin fiziksel karşılığıydı. Böylece bireysel "özel" odalar oluştu ve 

hanelerin içinde dışarıdan gelenlere açık olmayan "özel" bölümler oluştu. Dönemin 

beklentilerine uygun bir sıhhi yaşam için ise teknolojik ilerlemelerle ve altyapının 

geliştirilmesiyle iyileştirilen ıslak hacimler evlerin içine taşındı ve sağlıklı yaşam koşulları 

sağlandı. 

 

Bütün bu gelişmelerin sonucu olarak, yüzyıllar boyu kullanılmakta olan geleneksel plan 

düzeni değişmeye başladı. İlk değişiklik, dolaşımda ve yaşam alanlarında gerçekleşti, çünkü 

artık "özel" odalardan "ortak" alana doğrudan geçiş, talep edilen mahremiyete uygun değildi. 

Dolayısıyla, sofaların yalnızca dolaşım işlevine sahip mekânlara ve koridorlara dönüşmeye 

başlaması, "özel" yatak odalarının ortaya çıkmasıyla gerçekleşmiştir. "Ortak" ve "özel" 

mekân talepleri sonucu, boyut ve özellik bakımından benzer olan odalar önceden belirlenmiş 

işlevlerine göre tasarlanıp dönüşmeye başladılar ve 1920'ler Ankara evlerini "tanımlı" 

bölmelere ayırdılar: İşlevlerine göre değişen ve birbirinden farklılaşmaya başlayan odalar, 

"ortak" veya "özel" olmalarına göre plan düzeninde yerlerini almaya başladılar. 

 

Buna rağmen, 1920'lerde üretilen Ankara konutlarının plan düzenindeki bu değişimler 

aniden değil, kademeli olarak gerçekleşiyordu ve dolayısıyla 1920'lerin Ankara konutlarının 

planları çoğunlukla "önceki" ve "sonraki" on yılların planlarına benzemekte ve "geleneksel" 

ve "modern" plan düzenleri arasında kalmaktaydılar. Kullanım bakımından ani bir değişimin 

olmadığını ve on yılın "arada-kalmış" karakterini açıklayan en iyi örnekler, yüklük gibi 

"yerinde" mobilyaların odalarda kullanımlarına devam edilmesi, farklılaşarak koridorlara 
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taşınmaları veya "sandık odası" gibi depolama mekânlarının oluşumunda rol oynamalarıdır. 

Başka bir örnek olarak ise yatak odalarında bulunan banyo alanlarının gusülhaneleri 

çağrıştırmaları verilebilir. Bu özellikler, dönem konutlarının ve özellikle iç mekânlarının 

"eklektik" karakterini göstermektedir.  

 

* 

 

"Bölüm 5: Sonuç", konut mimarisinin "tarihsel-geleneksel" dönemden "modern" döneme 

geçiş sürecinde oynadığı rolü tartışmaktadır. Türkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin kurulmasından 

sonraki ilk on yılın, yeni devlet tarafından tanımlanan modern ve milli bir kimlik oluşturma 

çabaları bakımından önemli bir etkisi vardı. Buna göre, bu çalışmanın amacı, yeni ulus-

devlet ve modernizasyonun eşzamanlı uygulanması sürecinin örneği olarak 1920'lerin 

Ankara konut mimarisini belgelemek, analiz etmek ve değerlendirmekti. Dolayısıyla, bu tez, 

dönemin ideolojileriyle ilişkili mekânsal çevrelerdeki değişimleri inceleyerek bu değişimde 

konut mimarisinin rolünü ve yerini bu bağlamda netleştirmeye çalışmıştır. 

 

Konutlarının incelenmesi, evlerin yaşanarak nasıl üretildiği, kullanıldığı ve yeniden 

üretildiğine odaklanarak, bireylerden toplumsal davranışlara kadar çeşitli yönleri anlamaya 

yardımcı olur. Konutları, özellikle de plan düzenlerini, kullanımlarını ve bireysel alanlarını 

anlamak, yerleşimlerin toplumsal yapılarını değerlendirirken önemlidir. Bir toplumdaki 

konut faaliyetlerinin organizasyonu, yani hanede günlük yaşam uygulamaları, farklı 

grupların toplumsal davranışlarını ve etkileşimlerini tanımlayan faktörler tarafından 

belirlenmektedir. Dolayısıyla toplumsal davranışlar ve mimarlık karşılıklı bir ilişkiye 

sahiptir: İnsanların davranışı mimariyi ve üretilen mimari insanların davranışlarını 

şekillendirir; dolayısıyla konut mimarisini çalışmak, toplum hakkında bilgi verebilir; çünkü 

evler daha geniş toplumsal bağlamların ayrılmaz bir parçasıdır. İnsanlardan arzulanan 

davranışlar, içinde yaşadıkları konutların üretilmesi yoluyla yaratılabilir; çünkü evler, yapılı 

çevrenin büyük bölümünü kaplarlar. 

 

Konutlar, yalnızca işlevsel olarak barınma ihtiyacını karşılayarak değil aynı zamanda çeşitli 

sosyal, finansal, politik ve eğitimsel ihtiyaçlara da cevap vererek bireylerin, ailelerin ve 

toplumların sosyal davranışlarını etkiler.20 Konut üretiminin ilk amacı her zaman işlevseldir; 

konutlar insanların barınma ihtiyaçlarını karşılamakta ve doğadan korunma sağlamaktadırlar. 
                                                   
20 Bknz: 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Konut Sorununu Konut Sunum Biçimleriyle Düşünmek. İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2010. 
- Tekeli, İlhan. Türkiye'de Yaşamda ve Yazında Konutun Öyküsü (1923-1980). İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları; 2012. 
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Konut üretiminin ikinci amacı sosyal yaşamın gerektirdikleri ile ilgilidir; konutlar taşınmaz 

varlık olarak sahibine toplumda ekonomik güvence sağlar. Aynı zamanda toplumsal statü / 

derece göstergeleridir ve itibar (prestij) sembolleridir: Sahip olunan konut kalitesi ve miktarı,  

toplum içindeki sosyal sıralamada sahibinin yerini belli eder. Bu husus doğrudan konut 

üretiminin üçüncü amacı ile ilgilidir ki, bu da bireyler ve ülkeler için bir nevi finansal 

yatırım olmalarıdır. Bireyler / aileler evler satın alarak, yukarda sıralanan konut üretiminin 

birinci ve ikinci amaçlarına uygun olarak kendilerine güvence sağlamak için sermaye 

mallarına yatırım yaparlar. Ayrıca, sürekli tüketilen konutlar sayesinde, bireyler ülkenin 

ekonomisine, inşaat ve emek sektörüne katkıda bulunarak destek olurlar. Konutların 

teknolojik olarak gelişmeleri ve gelişmelere göre sürekli yeniden üretilmeleri, konut 

üretiminin dördüncü amacına karşılık gelir, bu da politik amaçtır. Konut projeleriyle, kentsel 

çevreler planlanmakta ve inşa edilmektedir. Böylece şehirler oluşmaya başlar, yükselir ve 

yayılır; şehirler içinde ve etrafında yeni bölgeler doğar; bunlar üretim dönemlerinin ideolojik 

ve sosyo-politik etkileri ile planlanır. Yeni konut bölgeleri çağının sembollerini, 

alışkanlıklarını ve karakteristik özelliklerini temsil eder ve hatta yaratır, bu nedenle "kültürel 

eserler"21 olarak tanımlanabilirler. Ayrıca denilebilir ki konut üretimi, önceki ya da sonraki 

dönemlerin toplumsal amaç ve ideolojilerini silebilir ya da destekleyebilir. Son olarak, 

konutlar, diğer dört unsuru destekleyen beşinci bir özelliğe daha sahiptir, o da eğitimsel 

araçlar olmalarıdır. Daunton'un da ifade ettiği gibi, "konut reformu çalışmalarının büyük bir 

kısmı, toplumsal davranışı fiziksel yolla değiştirmek için bir girişim olarak 

yorumlanabilir"22. 

 

Türkiye'de 1920'lerin "modern" evinin kimliğini, şehir sakinlerinin kimlikleriyle ilişkili 

olarak değerlendirmek gerekirse, bu noktada vurgulanmalıdır ki çağdaş konut üretimi 

toplumun tüm üyelerinin ihtiyaçlarını karşılayamamıştır. Ankara'da 1920'lerde üretilen 

konutların dönüşümünü deneyimleyenler "yerliler", yani yerel Ankara sakinleri değil, 

"yabancılar", yani yeni ev sahibi olma gücüne sahip olan hükümet görevlileri ve memurlar 

gibi Ankara'ya yeni gelenler olmuştur. Eski Şehir'de ve Yenişehir'de yeni alanlar gelişirken, 

Eski Şehir'in eski mahallelerinde önceki on yıllarda süregelen yaşam devam etmiş ve sonuçta 

Ankara'da iki ayrı şehir oluşmuştur. Maddi durumu iyi olanlar için yaratılan yaşam koşulları, 

                                                   
21 Tekeli, 2012, pp. 12,16. 

22 Daunton, M. J. "Public place and private space: The Victorian city and the working-class household" in "5: Living 
downtown: nineteenth century urban dwelling" in "Part II: Themes in Modern Domestic Architecture" in Housing and 
Dwelling, Perspectives on Modern Domestic Architecture. Barbara Miller Lane (editor). USA and Canada: Routledge; 2007, 
pp. 128-132, p. 128. 
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şehre inşaat ve hizmet sektörlerinde iş imkânları için gelen köylüler ve yoksul Ankara 

sakinleri gibi mali zorluk çekenler için sağlanamamıştır. 

 

Ankara'nın eski ve yeni olarak ikiye ayrılması ve yerel Ankara sakinlerini yeni üretilen 

konutlara yönlendirmedeki başarısızlık, Cumhuriyet rejiminin hızlı modernleşme isteği 

nedeniyle gerçekleşmiş olabilir.23 Gerçekte, Ankara'nın görülmeyen tarafında, yeni gelişen 

bölgelerin arkasında, dönüşüm süreci planlanan süreden daha uzun sürmekteydi. "Yerlilerin" 

modernleşen konutlara taşınamamasının iki nedeni olabilir; bunlardan biri ekonomik, diğeri 

ise bu insanların sosyal yaşam tercihleridir. Modernleşme kapsamlı bir proje olmasına 

rağmen, yaşam tarzının modernleşmesi, kent sakinlerinin ekonomik koşullarının 

iyileşmesiyle aynı hızda gidememiştir. Ayrıca, belirli yaşam stilleri ve gelenekleri olan geniş 

aileler içinde doğmuş ve büyümüş Ankara sakinleri, küçük aileleri barındırmak için inşa 

edilen evlere taşınamamıştır. 

 

Dolayısıyla, yeni konutların modernliğini değerlendirirken, yaşayanlarının kimliğine ek 

olarak vurgulanması gereken diğer önemli nokta, bu konutların hedeflenen modern kimliği 

ne kadar gerçekleştirebilmiş olduklarıdır. Uygulanan yeni teknolojilere ve planlama 

yaklaşımlarına rağmen, 1920'lerin konut mimarisinin ürünleri çağdaş konforlu yaşam 

koşulları sağlamaları açısından hala sorunlar ortaya çıkarmaktaydı. Bu sorunlar üretilen 

konutların, tüm modernleşme çabalarına rağmen, Ankara'nın iklimsel koşullarına, yani sert 

kışlarına ve kavurucu sıcaklarına uygun şartlarda üretilememelerinden kaynaklanmaktaydı; 

ince duvarlar, büyük pencereler, havalandırması güç rutubetli ıslak mekânlar bu sorunların 

bir kısmını oluşturmaktaydı. 

 

1920'lerin Ankara'sının tespit edilebilmiş konutlarını analiz eden bu çalışma, tarih yazımında 

"geleneksel-tarihsel" olarak tanımlanan biçimsel özellikleri ve aynı zamanda "modern-

çağdaş" karakterleri ile 1920'lerin Ankara'sının konut mimarisinin kimliğini ayrıntılı olarak 

yorumlayarak tartışmaktadır. Görülmektedir ki, "modern"e geçiş sürecinin sonucu olarak, 

1920'lerde Cumhuriyet Türkiye'sinin başkenti olan Ankara'da "ev" kavramı, 

"modernleşmenin simgesi"24 olarak değerlendirilmekteydi. Bu nedenle 1920'lerde üretilen 

konutlar, Ankaralıların modernitenin değerlerini ve yaşam tarzlarını deneyimledikleri ve bu 

evlerin sakinlerinin istisnasız modern vatandaş olarak kabul edildiği yerler olmuştur.  

                                                   
23 İnce, Şengül. "Cumhuriyet'in Evi: Var mı? Yok mu?" in Cumhuriyet'in Ütopyası: Ankara. Funda Şenol-Cantek (editor). 
Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Yayınevi; 2012, pp. 365-388, p. 384. 

24 İnce, 2012, p. 371. 
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Küçük bir Osmanlı kasabası olan Ankara'nın yapılı çevresi, Ankara'nın başkent ilan 

edilmesiyle dönüşmeye başlamış; yeni başkent, yirminci yüzyılın diğer şehirleri gibi 

büyümüş ve bu nedenle "beklenmedik olaylara ve göçlere tanıklık eden, bilinmeyen bir 

şehre"25 dönüşmüştü. Bu süreçte, konutların "kentin kargaşasında bilinen son sığınak"26 

olarak görülmeleri, sosyo-kültürel bağlamda her şeyin dönüşümüyle birlikte hem travmatik 

hem de yenilikçiydi. 1920'lerde Ankara'da konut üretimi örneğinde incelendiği gibi, konut 

sakinlerinin evleriyle ilişkileri ve buna bağlı olarak mekânsal kullanımları da değişmiş; fakat 

bir yandan modernleşen yaşam biçimine adapte olunurken diğer yandan geçmişten kolaylıkla 

vazgeçilememiştir. Sonuç olarak denilebilir ki, toplumsal yaşamın mekânsal merkezleri 

haline gelmiş olan Ankara konutları, Cumhuriyet'in ilk on yılında yavaş yavaş dönüşerek, 

Türkiye'deki yeni devletin "tarihsel-geleneksel" ve "modern" arasındaki çağdaş kimliğini 

yansıtıp etkilemiş; "eklektik" ve / veya "melez" özellikler, yani geçmiş ile geleceğin, gösteriş 

ile sadeliğin karşıtlıkları içinde bir karakter sergilemişlerdir. 

 

1920'lerde Ankara'da konut üretimi, tarih yazımında büyük ölçüde keşfedilmemiş bir konu 

olmuştur. Daha önceki çalışmalar, 1920'ler öncesi Ankara konutlarını, yani Osmanlı 

İmparatorluğu döneminde on altıncı yüzyıldan on dokuzuncu yüzyıla kadar üretilen 

geleneksel konut mimarisini ve 1920'lerden sonra Cumhuriyet döneminde, daha radikal bir 

modernleşme yaklaşımıyla üretilen konutları ele almıştır. 1920'ler Ankara'sının konut 

mimarisi ise sınırlı literatürde, dönem üslubunun "geleneksel-ulusal" özelliklerine atıfta 

bulunarak tanımlanmış, sahip olduğu "modern" özellikler ise bir dereceye kadar 

belirtilmiştir. Bu tez çalışmasında yapılan literatür ve arşiv araştırması ve kapsamlı saha 

araştırmaları, 1920'lerde üretilen Ankara konutlarının çok sayıda örneğini belgeleyerek, 

Ankara'nın yapılı çevresine üzerine yapılan tarih çalışmalarına katkıda bulunmuştur. 

Belgelenen konut örneklerinin biçemsel-üslupsal özellikleri, yenilenen teknik özellikleri ve 

değişen mekânsal özelliklerini, konutların yerleşim bölgeleri, türleri ve yatırımcıları ile 

birlikte karşılaştırmalı olarak inceleyen bu çalışma, kentteki yapılı çevrenin kimliğini, hem 

tarihsel hem de çağdaş özellikler bakımından değerlendirerek, Ankara'nın küçük bir Osmanlı 

kentinden yeni Cumhuriyet rejiminin başkenti haline dönüşmesini anlamak için bir temel 

oluşturmuştur. Buna ek olarak, 1920'ler Ankara'sının konut mimarisinin incelenmesi, 

Türkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin konut mimarisinin tarih yazımına katkıda bulunmuş, "geleneksel-

tarihsel" ve "modern" özellikler arasında oluşan kimliği üzerine yeni bir tartışma başlatmış 

ve sonraki yıllarda üretilen konutlar üzerine yapılan çalışmalara karşılaştırmalı zemin 
                                                   
25 Heathcote, Edwin. The Meaning of Home. China: Frances Lincoln Limited Publishers; 2012, p. 186. 

26 Heathcote, 2012, p. 186. 
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oluşturmuştur. Bununla ilişkili olarak, konut üretimini, sosyo-politik bağlamda milli ve 

modernleştirici amaçlarıyla değerlendiren bu çalışma, erken Cumhuriyet mimarlığı ve genel 

olarak modern mimarinin tarih yazımına katkıda bulunmuş ve yirminci yüzyılda benzer 

mimari üretim süreçlerini anlamak için açıklayıcı genel bir çerçeve sunmuştur. 
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