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ABSTRACT

URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS AS DISCURSIVE PRACTICE IN
TURKEY: 1980-2009

Cimen, Devrim
Ph.D., Department of City and Regional Planning

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ozcan Altaban

September 2010, 278 pages

It is being observed that there has been an increase in the number of urban
design competitions in the last decade in Turkey. Competitions are crucial
methods of enriching theoretical and practical frameworks of the disciplines by
creating a platform for discursive attitudes. That reveals the importance of the
notion of competition as a process covering from the decision for organizing a
competition to the decision of the jury for the winner and also post-competition
events such as colloquium. Due to these facts, competition process as a
whole can be considered as a discursive practice where diverse discursive
approaches are represented via design brief, submitted projects and

colloquiums that enrich and develop both theory and practice of urban design.

There is not a single definition for urban design rather there are some
approaches to the field mostly pointing to its interdisciplinary features. This
fact makes urban design field vulnerable and open to critiques but at the same
time enables contributions from diverse disciplines. It reveals the importance
of competitions which forms a platform for new ideas and perspectives.
Competition, with its definite structure of rules, definite role players from
diverse disciplines who are involved in the process, documents produced

throughout the process by different discourses, can be conceptualized as a
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dimension in space-time that makes it possible to observe different discourses
in the same place and at the same time, sometimes in conflict with each other,
sometimes overlapped onto each other and sometimes juxtaposed. Therefore
competition is a platform where different discursive formations, with their
objects, enunciative modalities, concepts and strategies, are exercised and
practiced by human subject. When considered from that point of view, instead
of focusing on the inception of urban design in Turkey, when the term is
conceptualized, how and when competitions were utilized and
instrumentalized in spreading the term, as a consequence how this struggle

enabled positions for the field can be diagnosed more explicitly.

The aim of this dissertation is to analyze urban design competition processes
via design briefs, questions-answers, winning projects, jury reports and if
available evaluation articles and colloquium reports with the adoption of
archaeological methodology of Michel Foucault, discursive formation. His
methodological approach in his book Archaeology of Knowledge(1972), has
been adopted to construct a conceptual framework within that context, the
study has focused on national, open, single phase competitions containing the
term “urban design” in its announced title and it has been found that there are
35 cases starting from the year 1980. Design briefs, questions-answers, prize-
winning projects and jury reports were analyzed, in addition survey and
interview methods are utilized to reveal the discursive formations within the
competition process. It is found that this is an ongoing process of forming a
discursive formation when urban design is concerned and competitions play a

significant role in framing such attitudes.

Such a discursive analysis made within the context of competitions will help us
to draw a general framework to reveal the discursive formations in the field
that will help us to understand its position, grasp the underlying facts behind
these processes of Urban Design Competitions in Turkey and this will give us
the chance to rethink and define new frameworks and discursive formations to
establish new perspectives and understandings of urban design in Turkey in

the context of competitions.



Key Words: Michael Foucault, (relations of) power, positions, urban design,
competition, discourse, discursive practice, discursive formation, ambiguity,

interdisiplinarity.
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SOYLEMSEL PRATIK OLARAK TURKIYE’'DE KENTSEL TASARIM
YARISMALARI: 1980 - 2009

Cimen, Devrim
Doktora, Sehir ve Bélge Planlama BalUim

Tez Yoneticisi: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ozcan Altaban

Subat 2010, 278 sayfa

Son yillarda Turkiye'de agilan kentsel tasarim yarigsmalarinin sayisinda ciddi
bir artis gdzlenmektedir. Yarismalar genel anlamda disiplinlerin hem teorik
hem de pratik gergevelerini zenginlestiren ve bu disiplinler icin sdylemsel
pratiklerin Uretilebilmesini saglayan onemli araglardir. Bu tespit, yarismalarin
bir slire¢ olarak 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir. Tim bu degerlendirmelere
dayanarak yarisma sureci, 0zellikle kentsel tasarim yarisma sureci, bir butin
olarak degerlendirildiginde, farkh aktorlerin, farkh sdylemlerin farkli ortamlarda
ortaya konabildigi genel cerceveyi gizmesi anlaminda kentsel tasarima hem

teorik hem de pratik anlamda ¢ok dnemli katkilar sunmaktadir.

Kentsel tasarimin tek bir tanimi olmamasina karsin tim yaklasimlarda 6ne
cikan Ozelligi “disiplinler-arasi”’liktir ve bu 6zelligi tanimlarda her zaman
muglak alanlar birakmaktadir. Bu tespit kentsel tasarim alanini elestirilere agik
hale getirirken bir yandan da onu farkl disiplinlerden gelebilecek katkilara
acmaktadir. Bu tur katkilar s6z konusu oldugunda, yeni fikirler ve
yaklagimlarin Uretildigi yarismalarin 6nemi yeniden ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Yarigsma, tanimli bir striktlrG olmasi, farkli disiplinlerden taniml rollerin tarif
edilmis olmasi, sire¢ icinde farkl sdylemlere ortam hazirlayan dokimanlar

uretmesi Ozellikleri ile aslinda zaman-mekanda 6yle bir boyut olugturmaktadir
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ki, sirece dahil olan tim farkli disiplinlerin izdGsUmleri bu boyuta yansimakta
ve bu farkli séylemler bazen birbirleriyle c¢atisir halde, bazen birbirleriyle
kesisim kimesi olusturmus, bazen de Ust Uste cakismis halde
bulunmaktadirlar. Bdylece yarisma, objeleri, ifade (isluplari, kavramlari ve
temalari ile sOylemsel olusumlarin insan 6znesi tarafindan Uretildigi ve
egzersizinin yapildigi ortamlar olarak tarif edilebilir. Bu anlamda bakildiginda
aslinda kentsel tasarimin ne zaman basladiginin tartisiimasindan ¢ok ne
zaman kavramsallastinldigi, yarismalarin bu kavrami yayginlastirmada ne
zaman ve nasll aragsallastirdiklari ve bunun nasil bir alana yer agtiginin tespiti

daha net olarak yapilabilir.

Bu tezin amaci, kentsel tasarim yarisma sureglerinin sartname, soru-cevap,
kazanan projeler, juri raporu ve ulasilabildigi 6lctide dederlendirme yazilari ve
kolokyum raporlarina dayanarak, Michel Foucault'nun Bilginin Arkeolojisi
(1972), kitabinda ortaya koydugu metodolojinin uyarlanmasi ile incelenmesidir.
Bu baglamda, bu ¢alisma ulusal, acik, tek agsamali ve isminde kentsel tasarim
ibaresi gegen yarigmalara odaklanmig ve ilki 1980°’de olmakla birlikte 35 adet
yarisma tespit edilmistir. Yarisma sartnameleri, soru-cevaplar, kazanan
projeler, juri raporlari, degerlendirme yazilari ve kolokyum notlari incelenerek
bunlara ek olarak kentsel tasarim yarisma slreclerinde yer almis, farkh
kusaklari temsil eden meslek insanlar ile yapilmis olan sdylesilerden de
faydalanilarak, Turkiye’de kentsel tasarimin yarigsmalar baglaminda farkli

sodylemselliklerinin izleri strtilmeye calisiimistir.

Bu tirden bir c¢alismanin kentsel tasarim alaninda yapilmamis olmasi,
yapildiinda ise kentsel tasarimi meydana getiren farkli sdylemlerin
irdelenmesi, bu sdylemlerin birbirleri ile olan iligkilerinin anlasiimasi ve
yarigsmalar baglaminda kentsel tasarima farkli yaklagsimlar ve farkh ¢erceveler

cizilebilmesinin 6nind agmasi itibariyla 6nemli oldugu disunilmelidir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Michael Foucault, gug (iliskileri), pozisyonlar, kentsel
tasarim, yarisma, sdylem, sOylemsel pratik, sOylemsel formasyon, muglaklik,

disiplinler-arasilik.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. CONTEXT

The notion of discourse elaborated in Foucault’s studies occupies a central
position in human sciences and also in urban studies. In structuralist thought
all relations were seen as linguistic, symbolic and discursive. In later studies of
some theorists the notion of power is added in the model. Foucault’'s work can
be evaluated in the second domain positing power in a central location. His
work in 1960s focused on language and the constitution of the subject in
discourse. In his later work he left this determinant position to the view that
individuals are constituted by power relations, power being the ultimate

principle of reality.

The main concern of this understanding is how language practices are thought
to interact with other social practices. The main assumption is that language
constitutes or produces the concepts and categories we use to make sense of
the world. According to Ferdinand de Saussure linguistic signifiers have only
arbitrary connection to material objects (Burr 1995). This argument gives
language a productive role and problematizes the common sense view that
language is simply a transparent medium for representing preexisting
concepts and objects. Foucault takes this productive language from the
production of knowledge and extends it to other dimensions of social life,
including social relations, identities and subject positions (Fairclough 1992).
What he proposes that discourses produce social knowledge and practice
through their connection to power, implying a critical interdependence
between meanings which individuals are able to make and the social,

historical and political positions they occupy (Lemke 1995).



Two claims of Foucault’s thought on the relation between discourse and power
is crucial. First he argues that power is prior to language. According to that
affirmation, language is motivated by power and therefore language is
reflection of power. Second, language is a medium where power relations are
realized. This means that language is not simply a reflection of power
relations; on the other hand it is where these relations are concretized and
made real. These two claims are the basis of Foucaultian conception of the
link of discourse to society where language is a reflection of power and where
power is exercised. This approach is criticized to be unidirectional regarding
the relation of power and language. In critical discourse analysis, a recursive
rather than a unidirectional relationship between language and power is
proposed. Fairclough and Wodak (1997) argue for a dialectical relationship

between language and power:

“...the discursive event is shaped by situations, institutions and social
structures, but it also shapes them. ...discourse is socially constitutive as
well as socially shaped; it constitutes situations, objects of knowledge,
and the social identities of and relationships between people. It is
constitutive both in the sense that it helps to sustain and reproduce the
status quo, and in the sense that it contributes to transforming it.”
(Fairclough and Wodak 1997:258)

This approach claims that as much as power organizes language, language
can change or at least transform power. This approach is elaborated by

Fairclough (1992) in his book “Discourse and Social Change”.

The notion of discourse is starting to be a focal point in urban studies since
late 1990s but still fragmented between disciplines and institutions. These
studies generally deals with how discursive practices and language use,
mediated through the arena of political action and policy intervention, interact
with other kinds of societal processes and practices operating within the urban
sphere (Hastings 1996). This can be interpreted as a shift from culturalist to a
linguistic perspective relating to the new conceptualization of language,

productive role in social processes and time.



In urban design field it is not possible to mention adequate number of studies
of discursive analysis. It is only recent that social scientists have come to use
discursive approach in urban studies.' There are a few contemporary articles
focusing on the discourse of urban design particularly, especially Fraker’s
(2007) article which focuses on the different cannons in urban design. In this
study, he tries to draw boundaries between diverse urban design approaches
and formulates 6 different urban designs. Like Fraker, Kelbaugh (2007)
discusses three different urban design discourses and searches for the
possibility of an integrated paradigm. In another article on urban design
discourses Solinis (2006) focuses on the invention of the field and its relation
with utopia discourse. Like Solinis (2006), Hatuka and D’Hooghe (2007)
concentrate on the role of utopian discourse in urban design and put forward
utopian approach as a method of thinking in order to invent new forms of our
social environment. In the field of architecture and planning we should mention
the study of Cengizkan (2000) where he focuses on discursive formations in

Turkey’s residential architecture.

Within this context what this study focuses particularly on is urban design
competitions as discursive practices, where competitions are formulated as
structures of definite rules, role players, documents, interdependencies and
processes. This kind of a conceptualization of competition enables the
discursive analysis to be implemented where documents, role players with
their discursive positions, relations and interdependencies can be analysed

and deciphered.

1.1.1. Foucault and Archaeology of Knowledge
1.1.1.1. Unities of discourse

Human subject is the center of classical history approach. Structuralist thought

decentered human subject in some fields like language, culture and

! The first issue of Urban Studies 1999 (Vol.36) has many articles that use Foucaultian terminology.



unconscious but what Foucault aims to do is to expand this approach to all
fields of human thought. In the history of thought, the subject has primarily
been a principle of continuity and transmitting ideas from one mind to another
through mechanisms such as influence and tradition. Besides Bachelard,
Canguilhem, Gueroult and Serres as the frontiers of the new approach, what
Foucault tries to formulate in all his books is a methodology for a non-subject-
centered history (Gutting 1989).

This may seems incoherent, a history without thinkers. Archaeology as a
historical method that decenters the human subject, concerned not with
structural possibilities but with actual occurrences and their effects. This
feature of archaeology makes Foucault utilize its methodology while
approaching to history of thought purged from the human subject. To begin
undermining this notion, Foucault starts with criticizing “subjective unities”
which form the objects of classical history approach. Subjective unities can
summarized as various products of intellectual activities of human subject.
These activities have a hierarchical relation depending on their closeness to
the immediate activity of the individual subject. At the fundamental level
Foucault puts book by a given writer, next he places oeuvre, the assembling of
all the work of a writer. At a higher level periods and traditions, works of
writers are related by the way of interests and influences. At the final level
disciplines each having in itself hierarchies that include different traditions
through different periods. Within the thought of classical history these
subjective unities, which we put forth in a hierarchical order, are related to
each other by a number of subjective means of transmission, which is
mentioned above. After putting the main elements, Foucault starts to criticize
these notions which are central to classical history of thought approach. He
does not mean that these notions are useless but using them as if they are
unproblematic starting points is what he wants to reveal using the fundamental
notions such as human subiject, tradition, influence, development and means

of transmission (ibid.).



1.1.1.2. Discourse Formation’s Elements and Their Rules of Formation

Foucault's archaeology begins like any historical inquiry with documents,
where classical history treats them as clues to the intentional acts of those
who produce them; on the contrary Foucault treats them as monuments in the
first place rather than documents. But what he argues is that the classical
approach takes documents, where certain gaps within them are inevitable,
divides, reorganize and categorize them and then after turn into monuments.
These documents are composed of statements where a set of statements
belongs to what he calls a discursive formation. Gutting (1989) puts the
elements of discursive formations giving no room for doubt as the objects as
its statements are about, the kinds of cognitive status and authority they have
as enunciative modality, the concepts in terms which they are formulated, and
the themes (theoretical viewpoints) they develop. Discursive formation is not
distinguished by any unity provided by its elements, rather a discursive
formation is a “system of dispersion” for its elements for Foucault. It is a field
where variety of different, even conflicting set of elements can be deployed.
Thus, the unity of a discursive formation is related totally to the rules that
govern how the concepts are formulated of different system of obijects,
showing different enunciative modalities, employing different conceptual

frameworks, and depicting different theoretical viewpoints (ibid.).

1.1.1.2.a. Objects

Objects of a discursive formation are what the statements are about. There
are three rules of their formation. First is the surface of emergence, can be
social norms, second is authorities of delimitation, can be experts, and last is
grids of specification, can be systems in discursive formations making

classification and relation among objects.

1.1.1.2.b. Ennunciative modality

Enunciative modality is cognitive status and authority that statement has.
There are three rules of their formation. First is that only certain people can
use a given mode of speech, can be a doctor making a authoritative medical

statement for instance. Second is “institutional site” that the statement should
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originate from, can be a report of laboratory test and the last one is the
position of the subject in direct relation to the object of discourse, can be direct
perceptual report or a conclusion drawn from evidence by theoretical
calculation or a restatement o such a conclusion, on a theoretician’s authority,

by a classroom teacher (ibid.).

1.1.1.2.c. Concepts

Concepts are the terms that discursive formation is formulated. They are
specified by a complex set of rules regarding our treatment of statements.
Foucault again sets three rules. The first rule establishes relations of ordering
and succession among statements. The second rule establishes various
attitudes of acceptance or rejection toward classes of statements. Such rules
define, first a field of presence, where some statements are accepted, some
are rejected, and some are in need of critical evaluation. They also define a
field of concomitance, where statements from other discursive formations
posit. Finally these rules define a field of memory, resembling to statements
that are no longer accepted but have various historical connections with
accepted statements. Third, the formation of concept is governed by rules
specifying various procedures of intervention that may be applied to a
discursive formation’s statements to produce new statements. This is about

techniques of rewriting, transcribing of translating statements (ibid.).

1.1.1.2.d. Strategies

Strategy is a specific theory of theme that develops within a discursive
formation, can be theory of evolution in biology for instance. There are three
rules regarding the range of theoretical alternatives. First, points of diffraction
where there are two or more statements, existing on the same level and
equally permitted by the discursive formation’s rules, and they are
incompatible with each other. This togetherness can yield theoretical turns,
leading to a very different theoretical developments. Second, there are
“authorities” that limit the number of alternatives of strategies. Third, the
economy of discursive constellation to which the discursive formations in

question belongs. This is an inter-discursive formations field where they are



analogous or complementary with each other and this relation lead to the

elimination of points of diffraction.
1.1.1.3. Statements

Foucault defines discursive formations as groups of statements but what he
mentions with statement is different than in grammar and logic, where
statement is mostly identified with sentence as a linguistic unit. What Foucault
means with statement, a series of sign systems, is a function and statements
are related with other statements. Every statement has a subject but not in the
sense of grammar. When an individual makes a statement she/he takes a
position but this does not mean that it is an intellectual practice. Which the
individual take as a position is already established by the rules of discursive
formation. Within this context Foucault puts forth the term positivity which
corresponds to a group of statements of a discursive field, and must be
treated as historical facts. In a higher level he puts achieve meaning, for a
given society or culture “the law of what can be said, the system that governs

the appearance of statements as unique events” (ibid.).
1.1.1.4. History of Ideas for Foucault

It is obvious that Foucault's archaeological approach to history of ideas is
different than the traditional approach. The former’s focus is not the human
subject rather the conditions that define discursive space in which speaking
subjects exist. On the other hand the latter defines history of ideas as
constituted by the human subject. This different approach of Foucault’'s has a
number of consequences for the attitudes towards tradition and innovation,

contradictions, and the problem of change and discontinuity.

1.1.1.4.a. Tradition and Innovation

History of ideas is dominated by the two poles, the old and the new.
Traditional approach defines the thoughts of individuals as a single great
chronological series but what Foucault on the other hand argues is that the
question of banality or originality is not relevant where he seeks for the

regularities of discursive practices, and under what rules and order emerges
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the old and the new statements. Thus, subject as transmitting ideas is

criticized as a presupposition which enables continuity theoretically.

1.1.1.4.b. Contradictions

Contradictions occurred in a given society and what archaeology does not
look after interpreting or understanding why conflict exists. It rather tries to
describe the discursive conditions that make them possible and how those
disagreements correspond to a “point of diffraction”. Thus, Foucault is in

search of the order and rules that make these conflicts occur.

1.1.1.4.c. Change and Discontinuity

Foucault associates the notion of discontinuity when explaining change in
history of thought. He argues that history of ideas is dominated by the linear
and homogeneous processes but according to his perspective discontinuities
are as important as continuities. He does not refuse continuities but also notes
that discontinuities are as important as continuities. By introducing the notion
of discontinuity what Foucault does is to replace the human subject in history
of thought. He explains change according to the rule of formation principle of
multiplicity and dispersion and argues that when a change occurs, it is not
necessary that all of the objects, enunciatives, concepts and themes are all
replaced by the new ones. In some cases same set of objects, enunciatives,
concepts and strategies cases can be governed by different rules of different

discursive events.

1.1.1.5. History of Science for Foucault

Discursive formation is the background of science according to Foucault. It is
a grouping of all the heterogeneous and dispersed elements whose complicity
will prove to be necessary to the establishment of science (Gutting 1989). A
scientific discipline can be formed with different parts of different discursive

formations where it can be formed with a single discursive formation also:

“Discursive formations can be identified, therefore, neither as sciences,
nor as scarcely scientific disciplines, nor as distant prefigurations of the

sciences to come, nor as forms that exclude any scientificity from the
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outset. What, therefore, is the relation between the positivities and the

sciences?” (Foucault 1972)

He tries to make a clear distinction between scientific discipline and discursive
formation where he thinks discursive is more than that, and that is what he
wants to reveal and describe. This distinction of him also appears on the two
concepts connaissance and savoir. Connaissance is a body knowledge found
in disciplines. In Foucault’s view, a particular science, or more generally a
discipline is the locus of connaissance. On the other hand a discursive
formation is the locus of savoir. As such, the savoir of a discursive formation
provides the objects, enunciative modes, concepts, and strategies that are
necessary for a body of scientific connaissance. Therefore we can not talk of a
connaissance without a savoir. But this does not mean that savoir is
connaissance’s preliminary form. He defines an axis of discursive practice,
savoir and science rather that consciousness, connaissance and science.
What Foucault wants achieve with his archaeological method is to enable
analyzing nonscientific disciplines as much as scientific ones and draws a
frame that discursive formations, scientific disciplines and nonscientific
disciplines exist at the same time within the same space under complex set of

rules.

One of other contributions of Foucault is the notion of threshold. He defines for
stages of threshold for the production process of knowledge of a discipline,
namely threshold of positivity, threshold of epistemologization, threshold of

scientificity and lastly threshold of formalization.

1.1.2. Urban Design Competition: Field of Discursive Formations

Urban design theory covers a dispersed area located between various
disciplines such as architecture, planning, landscape and alike. There are also
diverse definitions of the term and the limits cannot be definitely drawn.
Despite its frequent appearance in educational and professional literature,

urban design is still an ambiguous term, used differently by different groups in



different circumstances according to Madanipour (1998). This reveals the fact
that it is in a process of becoming and this process still goes on. Positioning in
the intersection of many disciplines gives urban design this amount of
ambiguity. Being in the intersection of different disciplines and defined as an
interdisciplinary area, urban design theory can be scrutinized as a
juxtapositioning of these theoretical frameworks onto each other. Foucault
(1972) speaks of a mutation which indicates a transformation in the
conceptualizing linearity in the process of history and replacing it with a more

complex structure. He says:

“In the history of ideas, of thought and of the sciences, the same mutation
has brought about the opposite effect; it has broken up the long series
formed by the progress of consciousness, or the teleology of reason, or
the evolution of human thought; it has questioned the themes of
convergence and culmination; it has doubted the possibility of creating
totalities. It has led to the individualization of different series, which are
Jjuxtaposed to one another, follow one another, overlap and intersect,
without one being able to reduce them to a liner schema.” (Foucault
1972:8)

Foucault renders a complex set of relations and a nonlinearity of ideas that
can never be represented through traditional schemes of thought anymore.
Urban design field occupies a particular space in the history of ideas and
Foucault's determination is still valid for all the disciplines produced by human
mind. An important aspect put forward by this definition of Foucault’s is the
notion of limit and boundary. The problem is no longer one of tradition, of

tracing a line, but one of “division”, of “limits” according to Foucault (1972).

The notion of interdisciplinarity is undoubtly at the hearth of this argument.
Interdisciplinarity is defined as a field of study that crosses traditional
boundaries between academic disciplines or schools of thought, as new needs
and professions have emerged. Urban design, with its diversity, is one of the
outcomes of this argument. In the process of becoming, urban design field
lean against both the theoretical and practical frameworks of surrounding
disciplines of its vicinity. This makes it borrowing objects, concepts, and

10



strategies and trying to blend them within a coherent structure. This brought to
the surface a pressing need for a clearer definition. But this affirmation poses
a question, whether we need a clear definition or not (Madanipour 1998). If the
answer is yes, this means that the limits are fixed and no room for flexibilities.
But if our answer is no, this means that limits are transcendental and open for
contributions from different disciplines. The aim of this study is not to find a
clear definition of urban design; on the contrary we aim to find out traces of
unities of diverse discourses and approaches that contribute and enrich the
field.

Urban design competitions with their interdisciplinarity and intense amount of

participation are the main focus area of this study.

Competition, with its definite structure of rules, definite role players from
diverse disciplines who are involved in the process, documents produced
throughout the process by different disciplines, can be conceptualized as a
dimension in space-time that makes it possible to observe different
discoursive practices in the same place and at the same time, sometimes in
conflict with each other, sometimes overlapped onto each other and
sometimes juxtaposed. Therefore competition is a platform where different
discursive formations, with their objects, enunciative modalities, concepts and

strategies, are exercised and practiced by human subiject.

The main aim of this study is to analyze the brief to jury report processes of
particular urban design competitions and trace for unities to reveal or acquire
clues about the discursive formations of urban design in competitions of
Turkey. Such an analysis will also put forward the shifts, ruptures, breaks,
discontinuities and transformations in the field in the context of competitions,
which occurs with the participation of an important part of professionals
dealing with urban design field and this may gives us the opportunity to reach

to reliable consequences.
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1.1.3. Competitions as Discursive Events: Literature Review

Competition studies represent an infant field in urban and architectural work.
The literature on competitions is limited to architectural competitions, most of
which focuses on biographic histories of well-known single contests of the
European and American contexts. Stillgoe (1982) studied three early-20"
century cases, in which he wanted to display the importance of codification of
entrance rules in competitions that started to emerge in the late 19" century.
He argued that these rules and the well-written competition program as well as
the phrasing the design problem is very crucial in order to capture well-framed
design solutions to complicated issues instead of producing debate and
acrimony. Another study made by Bannon (1999) on the Dublin town planning
competition of 1914, that was famous with the winner of Abercrombie and
Kelly and Kelly’s project, focused on another competition entry project done by
Ashbee and Chettle, which were highly effected from Geddes’ views on civics.
The study shows the combat of different planning approaches and discourses

by using the instrument of competition.

There has recently been an academic interest toward a historiography of the
competition process, in which a time interval is chosen and all of the
competitions that took place in that era are analyzed in order to make a clear
picture of intricate relations and processes between different actors and
processes of competitions. The study made by Lipstadt (1989b) focused on
the after-1960 period of American context, which indicated a rediscovery of
competitions that was mainly affected from the Sydney Opera House
competition (1957) and Toronto City Hall competition (1958). Prominent jurors
and finalist competitors from the U.S. took place in both events. Similarly,
Shanken (1999) made a reading of architectural profession / government
relation through competitions in the United States of the 1934-1945 era, which
witnessed a remarkable flourish in competitions due to the Great Depression
and its negative effects on the building industry. Sayar (1998) made an
evaluation of architectural trends through competitions of the 1933-1950
period in Turkey, which was associated with the construction of secular

identity in the history of freshly constructed Republic of Turkey.
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The general trend in research is the conclusion that competition process
guarantees the architectural quality (Cabanieu 1994; Larson 1994).
Nevertheless, the research is limited to architectural practice, while there is a
gradually growing field of urban design that represents various aspects that
are different from architectural design. In parallel with the growth of the
practice area of urban design, professional competitions in the field have also
been steadily increasing, not only in Europe and America (geographies where
competition tradition is institutionalized and settled), but also in other regions.
Turkey displays a significant case in this respect, since in the last decade
urban design competitions have almost reached the number of architectural

competitions.

1.2. OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

Putting discourse in the heart of its argument, the study will seek to bring forth
discursive formations in urban design competition history of Turkey and try to
find out unities, discontinuities, ruptures and breaks that outline the field of the
study utilizing Foucault's methodological approach to discourse. One of the
comprehensive researches on discourse in urban studies belongs to
Cengizkan (2000), where he discussed the discursive formations in Turkish
residential architecture. In this study, Cengizkan tries to understand
discourses of the new Republic with ideals of modernity and discusses the
role players’ positions and their discursive practices via municipal documents,
written documents, graphic documents and alike. Apart from Cengizkan’s, this
study tries to trace such discourses evolving and becoming within a more
contemporary history which is still being written. The main study period
consists of last three decades where the cases are national, open, single
stage and urban design term contained in the heading of the competition.
Totally 35 cases from 1980 to 2009 were found in order to analyse disciplines
and their discursive practices in urban design competitions. In addition to
discourse analysis, interview method will be used to reveal the discursive

attitudes of various role players, mainly competitors and jury committee.
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It is expected that, from the analysis of design briefs, which draws a general
framework and limits, as representing the constituted consensus norms in the
defined framework of the particular problem definition, question and answers,
which functions as a fine tuning instrument of the general framework, projects
as variations of interest of the role players in the field with thematic choices,
concepts or types of statements and finally the jury report, announcing and
legitimizing the projects chosen by the jury where the role players’ positions
and dispositions are revealed, will yield discursive formations in urban design
competitions and this analysis will give crucial data to understand the field

more in national context.

1.2.1. Research Questions

Setting the rules for the discursive formation, the design brief, giving the
general framework and problem definition, forms the beginning of the process
defined in the study. Second, questions and answers function as fine tuning
instruments in this general framework. Projects are mediums where objects,
concepts, themes and theoretical viewpoints are revealed and finally the jury
report as legitimizing the discursive practice as an enunciative modality. This
conceptual framework for urban design competitions forms the main

affirmation of the thesis. The approach poses the following questions:

- How competition institution was utilized as a discursive platform to

legitimize and spread the term “urban design” by academic figures?

- How urban design competitions were utilized to gain position in power

relations among related disciplines?

- Are there any coherent and meaningful discursive series and unities

that can be traced throughout competition processes?

- What kind of discursive value did the documents of urban design

competitions have and how did they transform in time?
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- What sort of discursive formations can be observed in the process of
urban design competitions in Turkey considering various disciplines
and role players involved in the process and how did they relate with

each other?

- Are there shifts, ruptures or discontinuities regarding the theoretical
approaches that can be revealed in the history of urban design

competitions in Turkey?

- What kind of contributions can be made out of such an analysis of

discourse to urban design field?

- To what extend urban design competitions made discourses possible
from different disciplines and fields? Which body of knowledges rather
than design disciplines were involved in the process and what kind of

discourses they produced?

1.3. METHODOLOGY: DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

The methodology of this study will be based on an adoption from Michel
Foucault’s discourse analysis which he elaborated in his book Archaeology of
Knowledge (1972). An inquiry of the participants and documents of
competitions held between years 1980 and 2009 will help us to trace the
theory and practice frames of urban design competitions in Turkey as well as
disputes, discourses and attitudes. Design brief is a medium where different
role players’ discursive attitudes are represented through language, foreword
of the promoting body or objects and concepts put forth by the jury and alike
should not be evaluated as an objective text just defining the problem. Rather,
it has a discursive content. Questions document on the other hand,
competitors’ concern regarding the design brief, is a medium where the
competitors question the general framework drawn by design brief. They
mostly approve the framework with little shortcomings, but some questions the
discursive framework drawn. This document is important in the sense that it

maps the general approach of the competitor for the competition, defined by
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the design brief. Answers, jury committee’s answers to competitors’ questions,
are the documents where the jury committee mostly legitimizes the design
brief once more, or sometimes pronounce to provide the missing documents.
Projects, documents proposed by the competitors including written text and
schemes and graphical representations, should be evaluated as discursive
practices, with their objects of design, concepts that the design is formulated
and themes that define the general approach strategy. Jury report, document
where the evaluation process and its phases are written, should be evaluated
as the legitimization document of the choice of the jury, enunciative modality
we can say. Colloquium, a meeting of all role players after the declaration of
the results, is an arena where diverse approaches positions of role players are
revealed through speech. Most of the competitions are not achieved but the
ones we have will be included in the analysis because they give valuable data
about constellation of discursive attitudes among role players. Evaluation
articles, documents published in design magazines or newspapers regarding
the competition, provide crucial data about various positions of role players

and include a general evaluation of the whole process.
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1.3.1. Research Strategy

The research strategy is the “case study research”. Since the research
focuses on urban design competitions of the last three decades (Table 1.1), all
national open competitions that belong to that era and include the term “urban
design” in their announcement name in the formal competition announcement
are accepted as case studies for an analysis of documents such as design
briefs, questions-answers, jury reports and if available evaluation articles. This
brings the natural consequence of eliminating the ones which are urban
design in both character and program and projects submitted but not having

the naming of “urban design” in its official announcement documents.

Table 1.1. Selection of the case studies of the research.

The national and open competitions of the 1980-2009 period are selected, which include the
definition of “urban design” in their announcement heading.

periods urban design competitions
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total case study: 35

1.3.2. Data Collection Instruments and Procedures
1.3.2.1. Documentation

The formal competition documents constitute the primary data for the research
(Table 1.2). These include:
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Regulations (laws and bylaws): They are the rules that the process of

competition is designed and organized accordingly. One of the role
players involved in the process is the Public Procurement Authority
(KiK) where competitions are treated as one of the methods for tender
processes defined in the related law. Other role player is the Chamber
of Architects having a bylaw for various types of competitions and their

processes.

Design briefs and auxiliary documents: They are procedural written

and drawn materials of competitions produced by the promoting body
(the institution that organizes the event) and jury committee, which
outline the content and the context of the project site that is subject to
competition. Auxiliary documents might be either maps or development
plans of the area or the photographs and various schematic drawings
that belong to the site. They are given to the competitors who

subscribe and pay the fee of competition entrance.

Questions and answers: They are formal documents first sent by the

competitors in form of questions about the design brief and the
competition then responded by the jury members, and then sent back

to all of the competitors.

Prize-winning projects: Projects are the responses of the competitors

to the competitions. The first three prizes are the documents of the

study in order to evaluate jury - design brief - competitor discourses.

Jury reports: The jury evaluates all of the projects sent to the promoting
body, makes election phases and distributes the prizes after the last
election phase. Jury reports include comments on prize-winning as well
as other eliminated projects, and also the objections of jury members
to the selected or eliminated projects, in some cases with explanations

of the objections.
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Table 1.2. List of documents used in the study relying on their availability.

periods year urban design competitions (selected case studies)
- w 1 1980 Eskisehir Fuari ve Dinlence Eglence Kiiltir Alanlari Kentsel Tasarim Y.
o > W o 2 1984 Adana Kiiltur ve Edlence Vadisi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y.
_m M m m M 3 1985 Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Bel. Yenikapi Kiltiir ve Eglence Parki Kentsel Tasarim Y.
W o w M 3 4 1987 m:qwm Buyiiksehir Bel. Zafer ve Sehrekiistii Meydanlari Kentsel Tasarim Y.
m emu T = 5 1988 Istanbul Beyazit Meydani Kentsel Tasarim Y.
6 1989 Gaziantep 100.Y1l Atatlrk Kiiltirparki ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y.
_.Or < 7 1990 Antalya Kent Merkezi iginde Kale Kapisi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y.
= W H nNu o 8 1990 Istanbul Besiktas Meydani ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y.
OnoOES 9 1991 Glzel Ankara Projesi Kent Omurgasi Kuzey Bélimi Kentsel Tasarim Y.
ﬂ _._D._ m ﬂ M 100 1995 Gaziantep Merkezi Hal Bélgesi Koruma Gelistirme Amagl Kentsel Tasarim Y.
W Jus} W_ W m 11 1996 Bagcilar Meydan Diizenlemesi ve Kentsel Tasarim Y.
m W m w 12 1997 Isparta Bel. Carsamba Pazari Kentsel Tasarim Y.
o X 13 2000 Ankara Bilyiiksehir Belediye Sarayi lle Sosyal-Ticari Tesisleri Mim.-Miih. ve Kentsel Tas. Y.
T14 T2000 Istanbul Buyiksehir Bel. Kadikdy Meydani Haydarpasa-Harem Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y.
15 2001 Ankara Gélbasi Ozel Cevre Koruma Bolg. Bélge Parki ve Yakin Cev. Kentsel Tas. ve Peyzaj Pr. Y.
m 16 2002 Antalya Tarihsel Karaalioglu Parki Belediye Binasi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim ve Koruma Proje Y.
m 17 2002 50.Yil Parki ve Sehitler Aniti Kompleksi Kentsel Tas., Peyzaj Mim., Plastik Sanatlar Igerikli Mim. Pr.Y.
m 18 2003 Panas Plaji (Selguk) Kentsel Tasarim ve Peyzaj Proje Y.
o 19 2004 Gaziosmanpasa Belediyesi Belediye Binasi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y.
W 20 2004 Konyaalti Belediyesi Kent Meydani Kentsel Tasarim Fikir Proje Y.
M 21 2005 Van Begyol Meydani Hastane Caddesi Milli Egemenlik Caddesi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tas. Proje Y.
| 22 2005 Bursa Kaplikaya Rekreasyon Vadisi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y.
=g 23 2005 Gebze Tarihi Kent Merkezi Kentsel Tasarim Fikir Proje Y.
w.nn m. 24 2005 Bursa Santral Garaj Kent Meydani Mimari ve Kentsel Tasarim Y.
W W 25 2005 Burdur Sehirlerarasi Otobiis Terminal Kompleksi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y.
o« 26 2005 Istanbul Beylikdiizii Cumhuriyet Caddesi ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y.
m 27 2006 Unye Belediyesi Kent Meydani Yunus Emre Parki Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y.
m 28 2006 Bursa Kizyakup Kent Parki Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y.
g 29 2006 Balikesir Camlik Kentsel ve Mimari Tasarim Ulusal Proje Y.
Zz 30 2006 Diyarbakir Bilyliksehir Belediyesi Dicle Vadisi Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tas. ve Mimari Proje Y.
W 31 2007 Basaksehir Kent Merkezi Il Kademeli - Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarigsmasi
_& 32 2007 Adana mcé_@mq: Bel. Ziyapasa Mahallesi Mimar Sinan Parki Kesimi Kentsel Tas. (Ulusal) Proje Y.
k4 33 2008 Kigukgekmece ligesi Kent Merkezi Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y.
34 2008 Uludag Milli Parki I. Ve Il. Gelisim Bolgeleri Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tas. ve Mimari Proje Fikir Y.
35 2009 Denizli Hikimet Konagi Mimari Proje ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y.

_H_ not found

. available

availability of documents

DESIGN QUESTION -  WINNING JURY
BRIEF ANSWER PROJECTS REPORT

E found in magazines

_H_ comp. booklet
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Beside these documents listed above, there area colloquium records: When
the competition ends, the promoting body calls for every competitor to the
prize-giving ceremony which is a part of a larger interactive activity of
competitions: colloquiums. In some cases, the discussions (questions of
competitors or non-competitors and even non-professionals like citizens of the
region as well as answers and explanations of the jury members or promoting
body representatives) are recorded and saved, rarely published. They are
significant materials of discursive analysis of urban design through

competitions.

Lastly, there are various evaluation articles written in post-competition phase.
Majority of urban design competitions sound widely and generate disputes,

which will be an important part of the research.
1.3.2.2. Interviews

Secondary data is the non-structured interviews made with frequent-jury
member persons and frequent-competitors of urban design competitions as
well as one bureaucratic person. A total number of 10 interviews are made
(Table 1.3). The main structure of the interview is built upon revealing the
discursive attitudes of them and how do they approach the field of urban

design and its discursive content.

In addition to the given data collection instruments, the author’s experiences,
discourses and interaction in urban design competitions for the last period

(2001-2009) will be another resource of knowledge.

1.4. OUTLINE OF CHAPTERS

The first chapter of the study gives the general and conceptual framework:
The brief background of the research, previous work on the subject and the
main gaps in these work, the conditions that define the research questions,
the methods that will be used to analyze the subject in the light of given

questions. The second chapter focuses on the discursive background of urban
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design field and interdisciplinary relations among related domains. The third
chapter investigates the concept of “urban design competition” with its phases,
types, regulatory frameworks and participants to analyse them as discursive
events. The fourth chapter covers an extensive case study analysis on 35
cases that include all open and national urban design competitions in Turkey
from its beginning to the present time (1980-2009, three-periods). Before
introducing the cases, the research reviews the design competition history in
Turkey and different periods like architectural, planning and environmental
design competitions. The fifth and last chapter tries to interpret the discourses
and attitudes in urban design competitions in Turkey, which will help us to

understand urban design field with its constellation of ideas in Turkey as well.

Table 1.3. List of interviewees and their qualifications.

Position in the

Name Profession . . Main practice period
interview
£
5 g |g2
© |2 _| Bog |25

- 2123 59 8mloa 2 e 3
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2|l c|2|53853a4a/ 86|38 c ' : '

S| S| 2|TETegLeRE & & S
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Mehmet Cubuk * * * A E,J | AE| AE,J
Zekai Gorgula * * * * J
Ahmet Cengiz Yildizci * * * * E J
Baran idil o * * * E,J E,J E,J
Hiseyin Kahvecioglu * * * E E E,J
Can Kubin * * E E
Selami Demiralp * * E E,J
Ervin Garip * * E
Ozgiir Bingdl * * E
Bilal Yakut * * J B B
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CHAPTER 2

DISCURSIVE BACKGROUND OF URBAN DESIGN

Urban design started to develop in the 1950s as a new field. As paradigmatic
shifts took place, the content and the professional components of urban
design have changed. Today, it is accepted as an interdisciplinary field, not
being under a certain professional power, which makes its all kind of practice
and theory studies dissimilar from the three central professions: Architecture,

planning and landscape architecture.

The field of urban design has been a battleground of different discourses and
disciplinary powers. The chapter will focus on the struggle of discourses of
different disciplines in urban design rather than analyzing different discourses
within urban design discipline. Architecture, city planning and landscape
architecture will be the main three disciplines of the study in terms of their
struggle with each other in the evolution of urban design field in a historical
perspective. But these discursive practices were enriched by different role
players and positions due to the context that was drawn by case studies.
Therefore not only the struggle among three disciplines, but those role players’

discursive attitudes also helped forming the knowledge of the field.

The chapter is in search of comprehending different power nodes in the
definition of urban design rather than trying to make a definition for urban

design.
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2.1. ORIGINS: ERA OF ARCHITECT-PLANNERS

The first group of academics root the construction of urban design field in
Harvard University, which hosted a milestone conference at the Graduate
School of Design (GSD) in 1956 (Sorkin 2009, Mumford 2009b). José Luis
Sert, dean of the GSD and president of CIAM at that time, offered the term
urban design that would point to “that part of city planning which deals with the
physical part of the city” (Krieger 2006). This group, mostly having a Harvard-
education background, is in an attempt to root the origin of urban design field
in Sert and CIAM. They argue that the urban design synthesis has a pure
modernist basis, which was in fact in a search of rebuilding the civic core that
got lost by the 1960s especially in American cities (Mumford 2009a). They
think that pedestrian oriented and historically aware direction was eventually

termed urban design despite the modernist background explained above.

The second group of scholars argues that urban design has evolved as a
counter-attack to the modernist urbanism paradigm of CIAM, by stating that
the ideas of Team 10 as a reaction to CIAM organization pioneered the
evolution of urban design. This group idealizes the process as a breakdown of
modernism and its thoughts and the glow of urban design in a post-modernist

context:

“The planning equivalent of post-modernism is urban design, just as the
planning equivalent of modernism was institutionalised practice of

planning by numbers.” (Relph 1987)

It is clear that urban design has moved up from architectural practices and
thoughts. In time, it turned into a special field with planning, landscape,
infrastructural engineering dimensions. In order to understand today’s
struggles on the field especially by the architects, it is better to look at the

roots of urban design in the pre-1950 period.
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2.1.1. Architect-Planners and Town Extension Plans

The field of urban design gradually evolved out of a wide background of
architect-dominated planning practice. Although the immediate post-war
period was fastly dominated by architect-planners in terms of town planning
practice, this dual-discipline had a deeper background in the last quarter of the
19™ century. The emergence of the working class in the industrial era made

the settlement problem as the subject matter of architect-planners.

Josef Stiibben, for instance, was an architect who designed? the winning entry
for the extension of Cologne in 1880 depending on the 1% prize entry of the
competition (Figure 2.1). He also directed the implementation of the plan of
the Kolner Ring-strasse which was a “new town development” (Ward 2002:
28). He was one of the leading figures that tried to bring new approaches to
the cityscape of large cities of Europe, which for long experienced straight
Hausmanian boulevards and Cerda’s Barcelona grids. These experiences
generated a sort of monotony-variety discussion among professionals.
Stubben thought that a straight stretch of road that went on for too long could
be tiring and ugly (Hall 1997).

Sommer (2009) argues that urban design made its initial appearance in the
works of Camillo Sitte, the Austrian architect lived in the second half of the 19™
century. He developed a critic against modernist understanding of city
planning that gave priority to efficient and geometric layout of plots (Sommer
2009:139). He studied pre-industrial forms of European towns as well as
Antique Greek and Roman settlements and their street layouts. In his book
“City Planning According to Artistic Principles”, he made taxonomy on urban
forms from the analysis of mediaeval European city. In this book, Sitte derived
a series of artistic principles: Enclosure (which is the primary feeling of
urbanity), rejection of freestanding and sculptural mass (which is required for
better enclosure), shape (which describes the proportions of especially
squares and their buildings that would give the strong perspective effect) and

monuments (which hold the focal points in an aesthetically pleasing way)

2 Josef Stiibben has in fact worked with the architect Karl Henrici, who more dealt with street architecture
with a position of the aesthetic and the landscape architect.
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(Carmona et al. 2003). Camillo Sitte noted that “the modern redevelopment of
the city could be founded on a careful analysis of a city’s spatial and figurative
DNA” (Sommer 2009) Actually, his thoughts and theories were a kind of
response to the 19™ century’s new city building, which tried to maximize the
salability of properties through abstractly rationalized subdivision (Sternberg
2000). He advocated planning because the making of public spaces had

become a mechanistic project that erased the formerly organic city.

Formal theories of urban design that rose after the 1960s inherited the
principle thoughts from Sitte, who advocated formal qualities of the pre-

modern city.

The studies made until that day could not answer the problems of the modern
city. They offered a kind of town extension plan layouts for new urban
developments. Public bodies organised many competitions for town-
extensions, which were a search of 2-dimensional layouts and principal street
sections. Nevertheless, the issue of housing was still a wide-spread problem,
especially in countries that were in line with rapid and condense
industrialization. There was a need for a housing reform. By the 20" century,
there had been a noticeable quickening of interest in urban problems and their
solutions. The driving force was industrialization which brought about urban

growth.
2.1.1.1. Landscape Architecture: Large-Scale Parks

In fact, landscape architecture evolved as a distinct discipline in the 1800s, in
line with the construction of urban parks in Europe and subsequently in the
U.S. The three disciplines had not been practiced and organized separately
before that period. Landscape architecture has placed itself to the center of

urban design discussions after the 2000s.
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The most important figure in the evolution of urban parks in the U.S. was
Frederick Law Olmsted, the leader designer of Central Park in New York.
When a competition to design a park with substantial greenery was
announced in 1858, Olmsted decided to submit a project with an architect
friend, which later became the winning design. The public park movement had
already gained momentum in urban Britain from the 1840s, which Olmsted got
the chance to observe in his Europe trips (Ward 2002:24). As landscapist-
architect collaboration, Olmsted and Vaux studied on many other parks. They
designed Prospect Park in Brooklyn, New York in 1866, “which moved beyond
the park itself to include the park approaches in the design... [that]...resulted
in the elaboration of a ‘parks-based concept of city planning’” (Olmsted 1876
cited in Ward 2002:25).

2.1.2. Architect-Planners and Site Plan Designs

The approach developed by the 1920s was associated with the Ecole des
Beaux-Arts, which focused on appearance and form. Vistas along tree-lined
boulevards, statues, ornaments, grand parks were the characteristics of the
approach, which was embodied by The White City plan of Daniel Burnham
that hosted the 1893 Columbian Exposition. Yet an international urban
planning and architecture discourse emerged in the early years of the 20"
century, for which the principal motto has become “form follows function” —
indicating the unnecessity of formal plays in the built environment. City
Beautiful movement has eventually turned into the practice of City Efficient,
where architects began studying on layouts of housing and rapid production of
buildings. Meanwhile, urban planners got organized first in the U.S. then in

Europe and established their discipline’s chambers.
2.1.2.1. Modernist Urbanism: CIAM Discourse

CIAM (Congrés Internationaux d’Architecture Moderne) was founded in 1928
in Switzerland “as a coalition of avant-garde groups [of architects] from across

Europe” (Mumford 2009a:2). The main concentration of the group was the
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rethinking of the 20" century industrial metropolis by developing solutions to
its urban problems. The era can be characterized as the answers of
architecture to rapid urbanization which later became the urbanism paradigm
of the Modernist Architecture. The discourse was based on architectural
solutions to urban problems: Modular and prefabricated building for economic
ad rapid housing, typology production...etc. The significant CIAM members
(like Sert, Gropius, Giedion...etc.) shared the idea that “no-border line” could

be drawn between architecture and planning (Mumford 2009b).

There were two main divisions within CIAM organization: The first group was
German-speaking and Bauhaus-centered architects, while the other group
was Paris-oriented and Corbusier-adherent architects. In 1930, in the meeting
of the directing council of CIAM, Le Corbusier, the French architect, declared
that CIAM must attempt to link “architecture and town planning with social
evolution” (Mumford 2009a:4). In fact, this call of Corbusier had ben shaped
by his visits to Moscow after 1928 and his knowledge of Soviet 5-year
development plans that underlined the construction of two hundred new

industrial cities and a thousand of agricultural settlements from a zero-base.

1929 Germany conference concentrated on “low income housing”, while the
following year’s conference was about “rational methods of site planning”. The
period was indeed such a period for architects that they tried to find out
solutions to the housing problem, which shaped around the formation of the
built environment that houses made. It was a kind of existence of urban design

with “site plan design” approaches (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3. Site plan design of modernist urbanism. Source: Mumford (2009a)

2.1.3. Civic Design

The term “civic design”, used in the 1920s by Werner Hegeman and Elbert
Peets at Harvard, was referring to more traditional kinds of city-building
(Mumford 2009:102). The term “urban design” replaced the narrower and

outmoded term “civic design” in time:

“Typified by the City Beautiful Movement, civic design focused largely on
the siting and design of major civic buildings — city halls, opera houses,
museums and their relationship to open spaces. Urban design denotes a
more expansive approach. Evolving from an initial, predominantly
aesthetic, concern with the distribution of building masses and the space
between buildings, it has become primarily concerned with the quality of
the public realm [...] and the making of places for people to enjoy and
use.” (Carmona et al. 2003)
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In spring 1955, Harvard University started to teach a new approach called
“civic design”, which was to deal with “measure and scale-groups of buildings,
open areas, roads, and their relationship” (Mumford 2009b:26). Collaborating
with a landscape architect Hideo Sasaki, the architect and the dean of Harvard
José Luis Sert started to work on civic design including geography and climate
variables. The urban discourse in the post-war period was based on the
question of “how to rebuild cities downtown?”, which was published as an

issue of Architectural Forum Magazine in 1955 (Smiley 2002).

2.1.4. Harvard GSD and Foundation of Urban Design

In 1956, a conference was organized at Harvard with Sert’s leadership, which
is accepted as the origin point for the evolution of urban design (Mumfod
2009; Sorkin 2009) many nondesigners attended —like Lewis Mumfod and
Jane Jacobs- as well as professionals and academics from the field —like
Edmund Bacon, Hideo Sasaki, Victor Gruen- and voiced the reaction to
contemporary urban interventions (Sorkin 2009:157). “Urban design” was the
name that the university selected for the conference, which was a discard of
the term “civic design”. It was the rejection of the approach of City Beautiful
Movement with its park and boulevard plans and its emphasis on public
buildings grouped in a civic center (Barnett 2009:105). By urban design, they
aimed at defining “collaboration among professionals rather than as a series of
specific design objectives”, which was possible with the “oint work of the

architect, landscape architect, and city planner” (ibid:105).

In the conference, speakers spoke about the varieties of scale through which
intervention needed to be studied. It was reflecting the changing attitudes
towards large-scale urban intervention. The conference participants agreed
that scale, size and control were to be understood first as experiential

problems, economic and political second (Smiley 2002).

As an outcome of the conference, Harvard founded the first North American

Urban Design program. According to Kahn (2002), urban design, unlike other
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design fields, originated in academia rather than professional practice. For this
reason, she adds, the academic setting has played a particularly important

role in describing its shifting bound.

The term “urban design” was first used by Sert publicly in a lecture given in
Washington, D.C. In this lecture, he first mentioned about the “architecturally
planned center of Washington”, then he criticized the “last generation of
planners” hence they turned back to the city and its problems like inhuman
scale, ftraffic congestion, air pollution, overcrowding...etc. (Mumfod
2009a:102). He underlined the victory of suburbanism over urbanism as a

result of this detachment.
2.1.4.1. José Luis Sert: Founder Figure of Urban Design

José Luis Sert had been a Catalan architect who was pioneering the thoughts
of CIAM in Spain before he was driven into exile in 1939 with the start of
Franco regime. He believed the architect-planner description of CIAM. After
moving to New York, he realized the conditions of American cities which

forced him to think on suburbanization and non-ubanization problems.

Sert talked about two definitions for urban design in the presentation booklet
of the 1956 conference: First, urban design meant that part of city planning
which deals with the physical form of the city. Second, the common ground
that rises from the joint work of three disciplines generates urban design,

which is wider that the scope of these three professions (Krieger 2009:114).

2.2. RUPTURE OF ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING

Cubuk (2010) says that urban design was born out of the dissolution of
planning and architecture. Planning, since the Second World War, had
become more occupied with land-use and zoning in line with quantitative
analysis and less with the morphological quality of built environment. Design
skills of planners declined and planning profession turned into have a more

social sciences background.
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Before that, city planning used to be defined as the art of physical planning. As
Taylor (1998) states, the education of town planning in the 1950s (especially
in the US cities) was based on the training of students on layout designs as
studiowork: master plans for imaginary new towns, housing layouts, designs
for shopping centers, town center plans...etc. (Figure 2.4). Architecture
students were engaged more directly on the detailed design work for individual
buildings, while town planning students were concerned with the design of
group of buildings and urban spaces. Yet the discipline of planning was
viewed as a natural extension of architectural training. It was true that it
stemmed from professional needs, often through related professions like
architecture and engineering. Planning was heavily saturated with the
professional styles of these design-based professions. Hall (1996) calls the
academic structuring of planning by the 1950s as the “utopian age of
planning”, in which planning education gave knowledge together with

necessary design skills.

The picture has changed with the shifts in paradigms in planning discipline like
in every field of social life with the developments in science and technology in

general.

2.2.1. Rise of Non-Physical Planning Paradigm

During the 1960s, paradigms of planning theory were constructed on rational
and quantitative methodologies, which were in general named as
comprehensive land-use planning. Planers became familiar with statistical
data and cost-benefit analysis, which were used for modelling different types

of urban relationships.

Starting from the 1960s, planning policies aimed as the clearance of slums in
the built-up areas and creation of new development zones in the fringes of
cities by applying basics of CIAM: sun, space, greenery (Glinay 1999:17). The
approach of neglecting the existing and mostly historic tissues of the city

attracted many critics and counter-arguments from both fields of architecture
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and planning, which opened the road to new theory and practice areas for the

urban design field in the following years.
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Figure 2.4. A design for the center of a theoretical new town. Source: Taylor (1998).

2.2.2. Influences of Team 10 on the Formation of Urban Design

Discourses

A group of academics, including Lews Mumford, Jane Jacobs, Llyod Rodwin,
none of whom was a member of either CIAM or Team 10, voiced the cease of
CIAM urbanism in 1956 Harvard conference (Sorkin 2009: 157). Mumford, for
instance, thought that the city was excluded from politics and culture, and

reduced the urban function to the schema of housing, recreation,
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transportation and industry. Without political and cultural merits, there was

only an urban mass, not a city (ibid: 158).

Team 10 emerged out of CIAM, which has steadily dissolved by the 1960s
and was systematically replaced by Team 10. This group included many
architects from both theory and practice,® who believed in the conception of
“architect-planner” as defined in CIAM: “someone who could organize the
“‘mutual relation of parts” involved in urbanism instead of focusing on the
design of any individual part” (Mumford 2009b: 16). They both supported the
idea that no border line could be drawn between architecture and city

planning.

2.2.3. Rise of Urban Design Discourses, 1960-1990

Theroetical field of urban design has flourished in this period. The first half of
the 1960s was the golden period of urban design. Jane Jacobs and Lewis
Mumford published their books “Death and Life of Great American Cities” and
“The City in History”, respectively. In 1966, Kevin Lynch published “The Image
of the City” and his critical series of articles followingly. According to Sorkin
(2009), urban design separated itself from the social engineering of city
planning and turned its face to reasonable scales of intervention. It was an era

which generated a new vocabulary of urban form covering;

“...sights, sounds, feels and smells of the city, its materials and textures,
floor surfaces, facades, style, signs, lights, seating, trees, sun and shade
all potential amenities for the attentive observer and user. This has
permanently humanized the vocabulary of urban design.” (Jacobs and
Appleyard 2003)

Urban design has also flourished in practice at that period. A fresh branch was
inserted under the city planning department called “Urban Design Group” in

New York in 1966, which coincided the power years of Rober Moses, who

® It includes pioneering names like Alison-Peter Smithson, Shadrach Woods, Geroges Candilis, van Eyck
and Jacob Bakema.
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shaped the post-war New York. The first urban design courses in the UK on
the other hand, did not get started until the early 1970s. Courses in five
schools of architecture started with an initiative of RIBA (Chamber of British
Architects). The departments of planning and architecture at Oxford
Polytechnic set up a Joint Center for Urban Design with a flexible curriculum,

comparing to earlier initiatives (Llyod-Jones 1998: 20).

As previously stated, the most important figure of formal discourse in urban
design is Camillo Sitte and his works on built environment. He was in pursuit
of good effect that would address to human visual perception. Later thoughts
on “good urban design” and “good urban form” came from significant authors

like Edmund Bacon, Amos Rapoport and Kevin Lynch.

Kevin Lynch, an American urban planner and lecturer, carried out a research
project undertaken over a number of years and carried out in three American
cities. The project resulted with a discourse in the evolution of the concept of
“legibility” based on five elements (paths, edges, nodes, landmarks, districts),
which people use unconsciously to organize their mental maps of an urban
area (Llyod-Jones 1998). Lynch thought that “the city’s designer had to deal
with the experiential quality of the city” (Sternberg 2000: 271). For him,
legibility is one of the aspects of good city form that is of special importance to

large metropolitan areas (Figure 2.5).

&&‘5

Figure 2.5. Lynch’s five elements (paths, edges, districts, nodes, landmarks)

In fact, Kevin Lynch’s approach aimed at developing a discourse that would
contribute to physical planning which had stayed motherless after the rupture
of planning and architectural design. This resulted in the formation of the main

standpoint of planners which were interested and in design:
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“Using this analytical background, [...] the designer could proceed to
develop a visual plan at the city scale, whose object would be to

strengthen the public image.” (Lynch 1960:116).

Lynch’s power raises on the belief he gives that planners can work with
proportions and contrasts, edges and landmarks, as sources of inspirations to

the making of better plans.

At Cornell University, Colin Rowe and his collegues developed the “figure-
ground gestalt” discourse which brought about various urban analysis
techniques and ways of thinking. They took the famous Nolli map of Rome
dating back to 1748, and used it as a respresentative of figurative profile of a
distinction of public and private spaces (Figure 2.6). It was a site-based
language of graphic analysis and projection, which helped one to understand
the architecture of the city at first glance. The examined cities were known to
be aesthetically successful, on which Rowe and Koetter published their book
“Collage City” suggesting “a contextualist design procedure that identifies
grids and axes to commandeer in an existing city’s ground plan, and that
matches, mixes, and grafts into them” (Sommer 2009:145). Rowe and Koetter
tried to relate new urban development to the historical structure of the city and
typologies of urban space. The main idea was to restore the 19" century-block
and streetscape and open space for new architecture next to it. They
advocated the must-change of architectural language and technique in order
to shapre the degraded city-center. Their studies can be evaluated as

tyopological discourse, as well.

Gordon Cullen, on the other hand, dominated the post-war British urban
design thinking with his discourses on “townscape”. His emphasis was on 3-
dimensional compositional character of sequences of urban spaces and
collection of buildings (he called “serial vision”), which motivated the
emergence of formal expressions in planning measure especially for the
degraded textures of cities because of war destruction. The main study field
shifted steadily from slum-clearence operations towards area-based

rehabilitation of existing older housing (Ward 2002).
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Figure 2.6. Nolli’s 1748 map of Rome.

Initial ideas of Rowe and Koetter were explored in Europe in the 1980s. Aldo
Rossi from Italy, Rob and Leon Krier from Luxembourg pioneered the typo-
morphological discourses in urban design. Aldo Rossi’s “Architecture of the
City” introduced the concept of “collective memory ot he city”, with an
emphasis on culture from past to future that is embodied in the city life. It was
an attack to modernism by analyzing “deep structure” subsistent in building
types (Llyod-Jones 1998: 18). Krier brothers, alternatively, catalogued all
possible forms of urban spaces generated from the geometric essentials of

basic forms.

Social discourses of urban design refer to the street life, neighborhoods and
Jane Jacobs. She questioned the modernist planning and its separation of
uses of land into zones and activity blocks, which for her killed the urban

vitality. She thought that a bustling street life is essential to a good city.
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Placing Jacob’s emphasis of “street vitality” to the central consideration, New
Urbanism discourse came about as a neighbourhood-based urban design.
The approach was widely implemented in suburban developments of the U.S.
(and also other countries) in-practice, as a search for “blow to the spirit” of

soul-lacking and automobile-dominant suburbia.

Depending on the thoughts of philosopers like Henri Lefebvre and Guy
Debord, Everyday Urbanism discourse focuses on the everday spaces of
public activity. The goal is not to design proper and neat urban spaces, but to
make a work of life, in which temporal is as significant as spatial. The role of

the urban designer is to shift the professional expert to the ordinary people.

2.2.4. New Modernists in Urban Design, 1990s

New Modernism departs from International Style Modernism in its emphasis
on complex, unstable architectural forms and anti-functionalist approaches to
design (Llyod-Jones 1998:21).

Starting from the 1980s, a new avant-garde architectural discourse was born.
One of the pioneers of the thought, Rem Koolhaas, Dutch architect-urbanist,
developed the idea of concentrating different functions of the city in one big
envelope, which would perform as a city-miniature. In contrast to fixated focus
of Cornell school contextualists on the 2-dimensional figure-ground plan of the
city, Koolhaas defended to play with the vertical section of built environment
instead of collagelike inventions and interventions to the ground plan. He
believed that the section is more open to variation, collage, and mixed-use,
which makes the designer free to figure out the section. It is a kind of
complaint about the planner's zoning regulations that the architect tries to
achieve something in it. Architect-centered urban design thought of OMA
developed and marketed itself through urban research, which actually is
limited to the representation of architectural projects “that try to stand (often

quite nicely) in for a larger idea about the city” (Sommer 2009:147).
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Nevertheless, Rem Koolhaas has led the way to the reborn of “master
planning” with a sense of urban design, especially in continental Europe.
Large-scale urban design projects have came out with an embrace of star-
name architects’ works, which brought investment-face of urban design more
explicitly. Followingly, perhaps, there emerged an expanding market in urban

design practices.

Another crucial discourse on urbanism is parametric urbanism. Parametricism
has its roots in computational techniques developed during the mid-1990s. Its
emphasis on ordered complexity and fluidity calls for its parallels with the
discourses of typo-morphological thoughts. Patrick Schumacher claimed that
parametric urbanism is the new avantgarde of the period but also admitted
that it is still in its infancy (Schumacher 2008). Schumacher defined parametric
style as a tool for corresponding to the demands of postfordism and based this
dicsourse on chaos theory of physics and complexity concept. Developing
computer technology and advanced computing capabilities enabled
parametric urbanism possible in that sense. He showed Kartal Master Plan of
Zaha Hadid as a crucial example of this new style of urbanism mostly

characterized by its morphogical expressions (Figure 2.7).

Figure 2.7. An example of parametric design process, Kartal Master Plan.

Source: http://www.architecture.name/design/zaha-hadids-urban-transformation-project-kartal
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2.3. VOICE OF LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

In the last few years, landscape architecture is in attempt to contribute to the
discourse of architecture with ecology and infrastructural concerns. In fact,
landscape used to be natural part of urban design field at the beginning,
according to Louis Sert, who spoke about this subject in his 1956 speech by
identifying an ambitious goal: “to find the common basis for the joint work of
the Architect, the Landscape Architect, and the City Planner’ (Krieger

2009:114). However, somehow it failed:

“(...) there was a good deal of rethoric about how landscape architecture
waste be an integral part of the urban design process. Quickly this aspect
was subsumed under the architecture vs. planning dichotomy in which

urban design would occupy the mediating middle.” (Krieger 2006)

Main discoursive formation generating from landscape domain is Landscape
Urbanism. It is evaluated as a challenge to urban design orthodoxy (Sommer
2009:147), which did not leave any conceptual space for landscape
architecture due to the dominancy of planning/architecture spectrum. The
most important subject in the agenda of landscape urbanism is to draw a
sustainable framework for discarded, disused or undervalued areas by solving
the functional problems of watershed management and toxic remediation in an
aesthetically pleasing way. The attempt is “to incorporate ecology, landscape
architecture and infrastructure into the discourse of urbanism” (Krieger 2009).
According to Beilharz (2004), it is a new paradigm that was born out of the
global urbanism experienced in the 21% century. The concept wishes to
reverse the conventional understanding of urban design practice which
underlines the urban blocks (that are solids) that compose the urban form.
Landscape urbanists argue that the main composing element of an urban
environment is the urban voids, which are the glues of contemporary

sprawling metropolis (Krieger 2009:126).

Landscaping is in an effort of getting free of being a decorative practice of a
bourgeois aesthetic. The central issue is now environmental restoration, which

covers all scales of landscape intervention: from a roof gardening to
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pedestrian walkways, from walkways to grand parks. This has its roots in the
problematic brownfield areas that came about with the post-industrial era,
which resulted in the abandonment of many industrial production areas. The
“scars of the industry” have had an important contribution to the discursive

formation of landscape urbanism.

One of the pioneers and representatives of the thought in design practice is
the Dutch landscapist Adriaan Geuze (and his office West8), states that “In
our country, landscape is automatically part of spatial planning, and thus of
infrastructure, urban planning, and design.” In master planning of many
projects, he says that architecture plays little or no role, since the projects

have been developed from the vantage point of landscape.

2.4. EVALUATION: THREE DISCIPLINES, ONE FIELD

For the majority of architects, urban design is seen as a natural extension of
architecture, hence as an activity most appropriately carried out by architects.
This ontology depends on the view that city planning is totally an exercise of
physical planning and design of human settlements, which can without doubt
be carried out by architects. For urban planners view, urban design emerged
in the late 1960s as a branch of planning which was concerned with giving
visual design direction to urban growth and conservation (Relph 1987:229).
According to Carmona et al. (2003:16-17), urban design practice is afforded
by two characters with a mainstream thinking: those of planner /urban
designer and architect /urban designer. The former typically coordinates the
activities and establishes long-term spatial or physical visions for localities, by
means of a master plan or urban design framework. It is in general public
sector exercise, as writers state. The other is directly involved with the design
of development in the form of a specific building or a series of buildings. For
landscape architects, there are only two rooms within urban design: for
“‘urban-minded’architects and for landscape architects. There is a line

between urban planning and the design fields.

* http://www.metropolismag.com/story/20051219/adriaan-geuze-landscape-architecture-urban-planning
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It is obvious that urban design and its borders are trying to be defined by
disciplines and their discursive practices which are aspiring for the field. The
shifts can be easily traced in western urban design history as long as
discourses are concerned. Disciplines with their diverse objects, concepts,
enunciative modalities and strategies approach urban design from different
angles and produce their own discourses with and effort of defining the
boundaries of the field. Nevertheless, besides all those diverse discourses we
should accept that there is an ideological convergence among related

disciplines toward sustaining a sense of closure to the urban design field.
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CHAPTER 3

ANALYTICAL APPROACH TO URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS IN
TURKEY: CONTEXTUAL AND DISCURSIVE BACKGROUND

3.1. URBAN DESIGN COMPETITION PHENOMENON

3.1.1. Aspects of Desigh Competitions

The concept of competition can be defined as a contest between individuals,
groups, nations, animals ...etc. for a territory, a niche, or an allocation of
resources. Architectural design competitions can be identified as the design
work of two or more professionals “for the same project, on the same site, at
the same time” (Lipstadt 1989: 9).

Architectural competitions have a long tradition in Western culture: The
acropolis in Athens was embellished as a result of architectural competitions
2500 years ago, and in the Middle Ages, competitions were held for the
planning of cathedrals. Architectural competitions are known and organized for
centuries. Larson (1994) argues that architects enjoy the stimulus of a ready-
made problem, the discovery of others’ ideas and the critique they receive.
Those ancient competitions were organised as mechanisms for defining an
architectural elite. What made the modern open competition emerge was the
poitical shifts and Industrial Revolution’s effects. Under the banners of the
French Revolution and in response to the vast economic changes the
competition procedure was transformed into a means of broadening access to
public commisions and submitting decisions of taste and style to a broader
referendum (Lipstadt 1989:33).
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There are five different dimensions of competitions: socio-economic, symbolic,
innovative, progressive and discursive values. First, competitions are valid and
preferable methods for socio-economical vertical mobility of young designers.
They open up commissions to young generations as well as stimulate
creativity (Cabanieu 1994). The ideas and innovations that are produced
through the competition process also give a social and economic surplus to

the sponsors and professionals.

Second, due to their public character, competitions have an extensive amount
of symbolic value besides their economic value and this symbolic value,
symbolic capital as coined by Pierre Bourdieu (cited in Calhoun, 2002), cannot
be converted to other forms of capital. This kind of a capital that competition
has have made it a desirable method of obtaining a project and as an attractor
force, the competition makes firms and public institutions or government
agencies involve in the process. There is an increase in the number of
competitions organized all over the world in the last decade and most of these
competitions’ announcements can be reached via different mediums from all
over the world. As in the case of China and the new strategy they developed
for urban transformation, international competition with foreign named firms is
described as external consultancies is a symbolic action, which not only
enhances the publicity of prestigious project but also suggest that the planning
department is proactive (Wu 2007: 388).

The third aspect of competitions is to find original solutions to problems and
make innovations, which stand as a key concept in contemporary society and
reaching to such a solution competition is one of the valid methods besides

research and development departments.

Fourth, with its public character, participation and diverse ideas for problem
solving, competition brings together many professions and forms a platform to
exchange experiences. Colloquium is a crucial example for such a progressive
atmosphere. In colloquiums, people have the chance to contact directly the
jury, winner and the exhibition of the other submissions and ask questions or
make statements. According to Cabanieu (1994), the process contributes
actively to the architectural debate of our time. As noted in an article by SAFA
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(2006), open competitions promote professional development, serve as a

testing ground for theories and for developing skills (Adamczyk et al. 2004).

And finally, discursive value of competitions gets significance. Larson (1994)
depicts by two important competition cases that competition itself can form a
discursive field to discuss main cannons of architectural theory. In this article
Larson (1994) first takes the case of The Yale Mathematics Building
Competition held in 1970. The other case the author has discussed is the
Portland Building Competition held in 1979. Both two competition projects
served forming a discursive field to argue major cannons of architectural
theory and practice of that time and revealing the great debate between two
cannons. It is also a fact that there are countless non-prize winning projects
which continue to influence architectural knowledge and practice (Adamczyk
et al. 2004). Beside the winning project of Tschumi in the Parc de la Villette in
Paris in the early 80’s, Rem Koolhaas and OMA’s project had probably re-
emerged with as much impact on theory and practice of architecture, urban

design and especially landscape urbanism (Waldheim 2006: 40).

3.1.2. Types of Design Competitions

Design competitions can be classified in different groups in accordance with
different criteria (Table 3.1). In Bylaw of Competitions, one grouping is made
according to geography criteria, and it is named as “forms of competitions”,
while other criteria is mixed up and one table is formed which is named as

“types of competitions” (Table 3.2).
3.1.2.1. Format (project or ideas competitions)

According to UIA standards, the aim of a project competition is to find the best
solution for a building project; the author of the first prize being commissioned
as architect for the realization of the building. Ideas competitions on the other
hand, are set as an exercise to clarify certain aspects of architectural and/or
planning problems. In general, the winning project is not destined for

realization (UIA official website).
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Table 3.1. Types of competitions according to different criteria.

criteria

format 1) Project competition  2) Ideas competition

piE=ing 1) Single stage 2) Two stage

geography 1) national 2) international 3) regional
eligibility 1) open 2) limited 3) invited

Table 3.2. Types of competitions acc. to Bylaw of Competitions No. 4734-4.1.2002.

Architectural competitions

Engineering project competitions

City and regional planning competitions

Landscape architecture project competitions

Urban design project competitions

Fine arts work competitions

Idea competitions

Joint competitions

3.1.2.2. Phasing (single or two-stage competitions)

UIA recommends single-stage competitions for small-scale projects only, for
which limited number of drawings is required to explain the scheme. In two-
stage competitions, the first phase is a general approach that can be
represented by small scale sketches enough to show the intentions of the
competitor. From the designs submitted in this stage, the jury selects a limited
number of projects and invites their design teams to participate in the second
stage. At the end of the first stage, if necessary, the jury may give feedbacks

to the selected competitors for the second stage.
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3.1.2.3. Eligibility (open, limited or invited competitions)

Open competitions allow designers to enter anonymously which generate a
wide range of solutions in one side. On the other side, the large number of
entries makes it difficult for the jury to evaluate more than appearance (Nasar
1999). In limited competitions, they are either limited by number or by
participants with defined specifications. They restrict entries to certain
requirements by region or skill. In invited competitions, the promoting body
pays a small number of design teams to compete each other. There is no
anonymity, and the portfolio of design teams is an important determinant of

the competition call.
3.1.2.4. Geography (national, international or regional)

National competitions are open to professionals of that nation without
restriction of any kind except being graduated from a related discipline and a
member of profession association. International competitions open to
professionals of all nations without restriction of any kind except being
graduated from a related discipline and a member of profession association.
Regional competitions are open to defined region’s professions, such as
Europan Competitions that are open only to European member countries and

alliance countries of the competition year.

3.1.3. Dissimilarities of Urban Design Competitions

Competitions have a significant contribution to the professional practice and
theory fields. Although competitions are the most expensive and the longest
way of project-acquisition, they promote obtaining high-quality and innovative
projects that are out of standard project-producing methods of the market. The
atmosphere emerged out of a competition process, which includes all sorts of
intellectual and practice interactions among different participants, promises the
start of discussions on new perspectives in architecture and related

professions. This injects an educational dimension into the profession. Apart
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form these common characteristics, urban design competitions differ from

architectural competitions in the following aspects (Erten et al. 2005).
3.1.3.1. Interdisciplinarity

Architectural competitions are dominated with a single discipline and its body
of knowledge where diverse disciplines and their body of knowledge are
effective in urban design competitions due to the contextuality of the field and
regulations determining the rules and procedures. In this context urban design
competitions become a platform of different discursive formations and this
situation separates such competitions from the others in many aspects.
Professionals and academicians from diverse disciplines involve in the
process both as jury and competitor and this determines the process of urban
design competition with power relations among role players of diverse
discursive formations. This could even result with a domination of a single

discipline or with a disconnected or incoherent conclusion.
3.1.3.2. Problem Definition

Due to interdisciplinarity of urban design field problem definition of such
competitions separates from architectural competitions. All the disciplines and
their body of knowledge define the problem with different objects, concepts,
strategies and enunciative modalities therefore various problem definitions are
possible but only one of them occurs and it is directly related with the
promoter, jury committee and power relations among them. For instance the
way of defining the problem in 1980s urban design competitions differ
obviously from the competitions in 2000s and this shift came into being in the
heavy criticisms of landscape architects of accusing 1980s problem definitions
as not grasping landscape and its architecture. In that context apart from
architectural competitions discursive positions become more effective and the

way of constructing the problem can vary due to many variables.

3.1.3.2.a. Aim of the Competition

The aims of the competition are in fact the ‘objects’ of a discursive formation.

But those aims also put forward a statement by defining some ‘objects’ and

49



excluding the others. They are strongly connected with how we approach to
the problem, the field and which domain we are hailing from. But we should
keep in mind that every discursive formation is composed of constellation of
ideas and different aims can be determined within the same discursive

formation.

Generally speaking, in an architectural competition the basic aim is to obtain a
building or a group of buildings (and their very close environs), either an
image-presentation detail or a construction project detail. In urban design
competitions, the aim is shaped around obtaining new approaches to the
functioning and aesthetics of the existing urban life and urban fabric. This
might create a speculative dimension to these events since the aim goes
beyond the egalitarian standards of rational comprehensive planning by

including “aesthetics” to the design solutions and jury selections (Tekeli 2000).

3.1.3.2.b. Project Site

Project site can be both an object and a medium for a discursive formation to
exercise power. How you determine the project site differs according to the
conceptualisation and ‘objects’ of a discursive formation. Within that
framework, an architectural competition’s definition of a project site will
definitely be different than an urban design competition. In most of the
architectural competitions, the project is limited to the given site and mostly
dealing with the physical aspects. The expectations of both the promoting
body and the jury are towards obtaining a project that fits well into the given
site considering the site’s characteristics (orientation, topography, pedestrian
movement relations...etc.). In an urban design competition, the project site is
bound not only to closer surrounding and physical aspects but also to upper-
scale urban dynamics, such as existing and future transport networks, socio-
cultural characteristics of the region...etc. Therefore, while the former deals
with the problem of solving one or more building’ functioning and appearance,
the latter has to focus also on the functioning of an urban space, which forces
the design teams to go further from the given project site and study different
scales and different socio-spatial facts transpassing different scales, aspects

and disciplines.
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3.1.3.2.c. Ownership

Ownership is directly related with the project site and its physical dimensions
basically. In an architectural competition, there is almost no consideration on
the ownership pattern of the given site, which is generally in the hands of one
owner that is mostly the promoting body (the organizer and the announcer of
the competition). Considering urban design competitions, design teams might
have to consider different land owners which will shape design attitudes in
terms of phasing the project implementation. Therefore, not only “space” is

formed, but also “time” designed theoretically.

3.1.3.2.d. Programme

Programme means the definition of objects of urban design in the context of
competition. It puts forward what it deals with and a shift is observed in the
historical perspective as far as programme is concerned. 1980s competitions
were dominated with landscape content programmes and urban design
discourse has constructed its legitimacy in that field but not with landscape
discipline’s objects, concepts, strategies and enunciative modalities rather
planning and architecture discourses and their body of knowledge were in
effect. But parallel to transformations in the disciplines and their discourses
definition of programme shifted accordingly. But if we analyse that issue in
general terms, in an architectural competition the programme is strictly
determined in detail, where the program of an urban design competition (the
required indoor and outdoor uses) is more flexible due to the complexity of the
determinants and public character of urban design field. But it is a fact that
project sites of recent urban design competitions enlarged and exhibited a
mixed character in the sense of ownership pattern and also this affected the

programmatic context of them.
3.1.3.3. Jury composition

Jury of a competition produces ‘enunciative modalities’. They are certain
people that can use a given mode of speech and also they represent an
‘institutional site’. Therefore they are very crucial role players of discursive

formations. What separates urban design competitions from architectural
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competitions is the composition of those members. Being an interdisciplinary
field the jury committee also composes of various members from diverse
discursive formations. They interact with each other, produce discourses
generating from their own domains and take positions. Due to power relations

among them, the documents they produced contain a discursive attitude.

3.2. DISCOURSE PRODUCING ROLE PLAYERS OF URBAN DESIGN
COMPETITIONS

Urban design competition’s process is determined by related bylaws and
regulations. These rules envisage a structure where power relations of various
role players were concretized. Those role players determine and announce

their positions within documents like design brief or events like colloquium.

Competition institution is a field where its structure, process and role players
are well defined. As for that role players concern with each other and power
relations among them within that field is obvious and by every instance the
relations are constructed over again and differentiate. Role players of urban
design competitions are subjects of the operation of production of the practice,
knowledge and discourse of the field. Within that context they concretize their
discursive positions with documents and projects from the positions defined by
their disciplines and the rules of the competition. All of those discourses which
most of them regarding urban design field, and the ones not directly related
with urban design that were poked by the urban design problem are
knowledges and approaches to the field. In that context besides directly
defining its own objects, urban design competitions create a situation for
discussion by means of itself or diverse aspects of its own objects. This can
sometimes correspond to a sociological case or to a historical platform and
reveals the related cities’ diverse layers and traces. But as we mentioned
before the subject of all those practices are role players and they develop their
discourses from their positions dictated by their disciplines and formation.
They are not free and they are embraced by power relations. In that respect

promoter’s position, jury committee’s position, competitor's position, public
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actor’'s position and power relations among them in a way determine the

discourses produced in every aspect.

3.2.1. Promoting Bodies

They are the organizers of competitions. They can be either in public or
private character or independent non-governmental bodies (NGOs). Public
bodies are governmental agencies such as ministries, governorships, greater
municipalities and local municipalities. Most of the urban design competitions
in Turkey are sponsored by municipalities. Promoter is the employer and has
a considerable amount of power but this does not mean that they have total
control over the process. Generally academic figures and their relations with
municipalities play a crucial role in power relations and this situation can yield
a discourse that prevail promoter's approach. Sometimes promoters
intentionally prefer to stay behind but in some cases they try to dominate and
interfere with the process. This interference can be both about the jury
composition of defining the programme of the competition. This situation can
be abstracted as; the more expectations on competition result the more

interference on behalf of promoter.

There are few urban design competitions sponsored by private organizations.
They are generally limited competitions; in which design teams are selected
and paid to participate in the process. Public character of competitions plays
an important role for the private sector to prefer such a process. With the help
of the competition, they can publicize their ideas and make it possible to share
with the society. Another important motive is innovation. The most efficient
way of obtaining innovative ideas is to make professionals compete with each
other via design competitions. Through that process multiple points of views
and problem solving methodologies the best solution is chosen by the jury and

private sector would benefit the most possible.
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NGOs such as profession chambers (Chamber of Architects...etc.) or various
associations (Historic Environments Preservation Association...etc.) can

organize urban design competitions, which are in general “idea competition”.

3.2.2. Chambers

Chambers are crucial organisations for competitions. They have a serious
authority and as defined by regulations chambers have an effect on
determining jury committee to some extent and they also have the tool of
boycott to provide competitors not to join the competition. But their power on
defining jury committee, especially chamber of architects, decreased after

1980 and an effort to become more effective is being spent.

Due to their establishment philosophy chambers aim to protect professional
rights and have serious authority on practicing profession. But as far as urban
design competitions are concerned this explicit position of chambers becomes
clouded and interdisciplinarity of the field bring about an inextricable situation.
It is observed that as far as urban design is concerned both professionals and
chambers plunge into a harsh struggle for power. But parallel to
transformations and shifts in body of knowledge of disciplines since 1980 till
today struggles of power on urban design field experienced a differentiation.
For instance, chamber of planners which was seriously effective in 1980s
urban design competitions became nearly disconnected with the process
where chamber of landscape architects came to be very effective starting from

1990s’ urban design competitions.

3.2.3. Jury committee

According to the Bylaw, jury committee is composed of primary, alternate and
consultant jury members together with rapporteurs and alternate-rapporteurs
(KIK Yoénetmeligi 2002). The jury is critical in all design competitions.

Technically in Turkey, at least one member out of 5-member primary juries
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and two members out of 7-member juries are defined by profession chambers,
which are asked by the promoting body to direct related persons to its
competition. In order to be a primary jury member, one should be in profession
(either in practice or in administration and approval bodies) at least 10 years

together with one of the following criteria:

- having awards such as prize, mention or purchase in similar design

competitions,
- being an author of a unique design in the related field,

- having prepared and completing all approval stages of a design project

(implementation and detail stages) in the related field,

- having academic works on the related topic of the competition and

having them published in a related journal.

It is stated in the Bylaw that in urban design competitions, the primary or

alternate jury must contain city planner, architect and landscape architect.

Rapporteurs are crucial role players of jury committee but it is a fact that this
structure was corrupted and the accumulation of institutional experience was
wasted. Public promoters like lller Bankasi and Ministry of Public Works and
Settlement experiences were replaced with a unexperienced municipalities
who were unaware of competition procedures and this gap was tried to be
patched with individual efforts. Consultant jury members are also take part in
this committee. Although they do not have the right to vote for the projects
they have the chance to develop discourses and manipulate the jury. They are
mostly specialists from the promoting body and it has been observed that they
were involved in the process of document production more often in early urban
design competition, stating their positions with their contributions to reports
and even design briefs. If we analyse the process of jury formation in
regulations starting from 1970, it is obvious that this issue became a focus of
concern for power relations to be exercised. In 1970 regulation MO was very
effective on jury committee where 3 over 5, 4 over 7 and 6 over 9 members

were determined by the chamber. This regulation was revised in 1980 and

55



MO’s power was taken away on jury definition process due to the sociopolitical
position of the chamber in 1970’s. Yakut said that in this period MO sent
members that were highly political and the ministry was on tender hooks and

as a consequence he noted:

“It got out of control before the AKM competition. Of course it was a
competition held by the military government. That regulation was revised
in 1980 to avoid any controversies. The jury for AKM was appointed
directly by the Ministry. Then it became a long lasting norm; the jury was

appointed by the Ministry for a while.” (Bilal Yakut, interview).
idil conceptualised that period as:

“The 68-generation, those who belonged to pre 80s and post 60s, tried to
situate the competition within the discourse of revolution and condemned

it as being a capitalist game.” (Baran Idil, interview).

As a matter of fact MO’s power in competition institution was degraded
seriously. After the 2002 regulation, especially in urban design competitions
jury was composed of related disciplines’ members but how to compose them

is another issue to be mentioned. Gorgull evaluated this process as:

“...this, as you know, is formed by factions who determine juries; in other
words, it is comprised of names proposed by promoters, professional
chambers. A blend of all these make up a jury. | interpret this as a
coincidence because these factions who determine the juries don’t come
together and make an analysis in terms of the nature of the competition

wl

and possible outcomes in the pursuit of forming a jury.” (Zekai Gérgdil,

interview)

s Original text: “ip AKM yarigsmasindan énce koptu. Tabi ki askeri yonetimin istegi ile ¢ikan yarisma, orada
ters bir durum olmasin diye o yonetmelik maddesi 1980°de degisti... AKM'nin jirisini Bakanlik dogrudan
kendisi atadi. Kalici bir degisiklik, hep Bakanlik atadi bir stre.”

® Original text: “1980 6ncesi 60 sonrasi 68 kusagdi bu olayi devrim diinyasi iginde konum bigmeye kalkti
yarismaya buna bir tr kapitalist oyunu sifatini sdylemesini yakistirdi”

7 Original text: “...bu jurileri belirleyen kesimlerin yani iste yarismay! cikartan idare meslek odalarinin
onerdigi isimlerden olusuyor biliyorsunuz. Onlarin karmasi bir juri oluyor. Ben biraz tesadif diye
yorumluyorum bunu ¢lnku jurileri belirleyen bu kesimler yan yana gelerek yarismanin dogasi ve elde
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Even though the jury composition is crucial for all types of competitions,
assuming a constellation of ideas within a single discipline, it should be
mentioned more seriously in urban design competitions creating a platform for
interdisciplinarity. This kind of an accidental determination process of jury
composition could yield or orient the discursive potentials of those
competitions regarding their complex set of relations among diverse
disciplines, to other fields like struggle among chambers or fixing or drawing
the boundaries of the field. But this does not mean that every competition
would be so, individual effort is also a crucial determinant as Kahvecioglu

noted:

“...most of the time that kind of effort is not spared i.e. concerning the
writing of reports. And it shouldn’t be reduced to the professional areas,
like architects are like this and planners are like that, landscape people
are like that. It ends up with the person. If you are doing something, you

take the responsibility and do it.”® (Zekai Gorgiilti, interview)
And Cubuk noted:

“The chairman no matter what, among all the weariness, is the one who
should stay calm, be wise so as to know what to take from whom and
highlight what is important in terms of the profession and the

discipline....”® (Mehmet Cubuk, interview)

If the jury member who was conscious about the importance of those
processes and capable of developing a discourse, she/he prefers to produce
her/his discipline’s discoursive approach and reflects it to all documents.
Besides this complex and interrelated scene, Chambers reduce this issue to a

numeric problem and consider the quantitative value rather than qualitative.

edilecek sonug baglaminda kendi iclerinde bir ¢éziimleme yapip ona gére hangi juri Uyeleri daha iyi oturur
gibi bir arayis1 yapmiyorlar.”

8 Original text: “...cogunlukla o mesai ¢ok fazla ayriimaz, raporlama konusu. Bu bence meslek alanlarina
indirgeyerek ya da bélerek hani mimarlar soyle plancilar béyle peyzajcilar gibi ayirmamak lazim. Bence
kiside biter. Yani bir isi yapiyorsan sorumlulugunu Ustlenirsin, yaparsin.”

o Original text: “Baskan ne olursa olsun o yorgunlugun icerisinde en dingin kalmasi gereken, kimden ne
almasini bilen ve oradaki genel meslek adina disiplin adina 6nemli olan seyleri 6ne gikarmasi gereken bir
insan...”
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They do not try to develop strategies on the determination of that composition
of diverse disciplines and they rather carry on unrelatedly without any

coordination.

Together with the competitors (competitors of competitions), the jury does also
introduce a learning and idea-development process, which takes place in two
ways (Tekeli 2000:266): the preparation of the design brief and competition

booklet and the evaluation of the competitor projects.

As a consequence, jury committee is one of the most powerful bodies of
competition process for developing discursive attitudes. Likewise jury
committee is the most competent body in the context of competitions and what
they say and the approach they develop represent an urban design discourse
and create an effect on academic and professional circles to push them to
certain positions. Jury committee, by problematizing a situation that can be
potentially a subject of urban design via design brief in a sense, determine the
objects, concepts and strategies of the field and produce a discursive practice
and this activity is supported by other competition documents. All of that
process has a great potential to offer serious contributions to urban design
field and this opportunity is sometimes utilized utmost but sometimes
underestimated or shadowed by discursive activities positioning out of the

scope of urban design field.

3.2.4. Competitors

Urban Design field is known for its interdisciplinary character. This is also valid
for urban design competitions when we analyze the compositions of each
team. In most of the urban design competitions this interdisciplinary
composition is controlled by the design brief, forcing teams to be composed of
an architect, planner and landscape architect. In some cases civil, mechanical,
electrical engineers participate in the process due to the scope of the
competition. This complex set of relations constitutes an ambiguity of role

players’ positions, various approaches’ relation to each other, limits of the
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study and alike. This is ablosutely due to urban design’s interdisiplinarity
where various discoursive formations and within each of them a constellation

of ideas exist in a complex set of relations with each other.

Competitors are crucial role players who can produce discourse eith their
approach to urban design with their objects, concepts and strategies. They are
mostly composed of professional from diverse disciplines and they have the
right to announce various modalities as much as the jury committee. Even
though their approach would pass from the filter of the jury, rarely they could
develop a discoursive approach that can offer a better problem definition for
urban design. Kalekapisi competition could be an example. Baran idil and his
team drew a broader framework and overflew beyond the boundaries defined
by the jury and developed a strong discoursive approach to problem. idil

noted:

“We won that competition by the intervention we introduced outside of the
competition site and the jury didn’t make it into an integrity issue. This is a
common occurrence abroad, but not in Turkey. The jury is afraid of such
things here. There were very good writings on the subject matter, for
example there is this article by Altaban. How far ahead the problem
should be carried was not examined at length during the preliminary
study, despite the fact that there are people capable of this, such as
Tekeli, Altaban, Haluk Alatan, Cengiz Bektas and the like."’ (Baran Idil,

interview)

Jury apprecaites that attitude and also participates in such a practice of
knowledge production process of urban design field via competitions. This
instance proves that competitors can propose diverse approaches and
knowledges to an interdisciplinary field basing on their disciplines and its body

of knowledge. As Kubin notes:

10 Original text: “Biz o yarismay! yarisma alanin disinda yaptigimiz miidahale ile kazandik ve jiri bunu
namus meselesi yapmadi. Simdi disarida bu ¢ok gorilen birseydir de Turkiye'de gok fazla goriilmez. Korkar
juri. Cok guzel yazilar yazmisglar, Altaban’in ¢ok hos bir yazisi vardi ama buna karsin 6n ¢alisma sirasinda
problematigi nereye kadar gétirelim konusu pek galisiimamis aslinda bunu yapabilecek nitelikte insanlar,
Tekeli var, Altaban var, Haluk Alatan var, Cengiz Bektas var.”
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“What is called competition is putting forward your ideas. You are,
verbally or in a written form, making statements. You are putting forward

w11

your ideas in a graphic language.” ' (Can Kubin, interview)

2006 Kizyakup competition could be another example where the winning
project proposal developed a discourse of ‘garden city’ for a park and jury
internalizes that approach and selects the project. Jury does not prefer to
questions the context of that discoursive approach of Howard and its
consistency with the proposal; they are rather hooked on the temptation of the

discourse.

3.2.5. Public

Competitions have a public character and enable various role players to
include in the process. What we mean by public is any role player who
participated in the process other than mentioned above. This can be a
journalist or a citizen who is related with the issue problematized by the
competition. Those role players play a significant part in shedding various
body of knowledge other than design disciplines into urban design field. If
she/he is a local journalist, revealing a local dynamic that should be involved
in problem definition of the competition becomes possible. In that sense they
are ‘speaking subjects’ who have a certain power to effect or transform

objects, concepts and strategies of urban design.

3.3. DOCUMENTS OF URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS

Like any historical inquiry our journey begins with documents and collection of
statements that we have received and collected throughout the study.
Documents are treated as monuments rather than seeing them as clues to the

intentional acts of those who produce them. In that context documents

" Original text: “Yarigsma dedigin sey fikrini ortaya koymaktir. S6zel ya da makale yaziyorsun, beyanat
veriyorsun. Grafik bir dille fikrini ortaya koyuyorsun.”
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produced in the process of competitions constitute the main items of this study
and they are monuments that discursive practices are revealed through their

existence.

3.3.1. Regulations

Today’s competition tradition is rooted in the early Renaissance Europe,
where a kind of procedure was developed in order to organize such events
(SAFA 2006). In Britain, Ireland and France, open competitions were held in

the late 18" century.

In Turkey, the Bylaw of Competitions N0.4734-4.1.2002 outlines the regulatory
framework of all kinds of architectural, planning, urban and landscape design
competitions and their procedures (like competition announcement, jury
composition, prize evaluation and distribution, contract signing with the first-

prize winner...etc.)

Regulation, laws and bylaws, set the rules for the process of competition, the
role players and their position, phases to be surpassed, documents to be
produced etc. The first legal document that was refering to a competition
process is a regulation on the service procurement of development plans of
cities ' in 1936. According to that regulation municipalities who had a budget
of more than 50.000TL should organize a competition in order to obtain a
development plan. Another regulation regarding design competitions in Turkey
was prepared by Ministry of Public Works and Settlement in 1952 before the
chamber of architects was established and it was entitled as “Regulation of
Architecture and Planning Competitions” and was regulating only national and
international architectural and planning competitions where international
competitions were asked to comply with UIA regulations. After the separation
of Ministry of Public Works and Settlement to two ministries of Public Works
and Settlement planning competitions were left without a legal background.

Parallel to that in 1970 Ministry of Public Works prepared a new regulation for

"2 Full text of this regulation can be found in Mithat Yener's “Sehirlerimizin imar Planlarinin Tanzimine
Dogru” Belediyeler Dergisi Yil IV s. 14 Nisan 1939. s. 37-59.
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architecture and engineering competitions and left planning out of their scope
due to their legal status. Albeit this regulation did not cover planning
competitions it gave the chance to chamber of architects to define most of the
jury committee in competitions. According to that regulation out of 5 members
3, out of 7 members 4 and out of 9 members 6 of them were directly
determined by the chamber and this regulation enabled the golden years of
chamber of architects in competition institution for a certain period of time. But
political position of the chamber and inconveniency of promoters resulted with
revising the regulation in 22 February 1980 and the control of jury committee
was taken from the chamber of architects. Due to that circumstance chamber

of architects was weakened in competition processes.

The term urban design was not seen in any of the regulations until 1988 and
we see that a few competitions were organized using the term without any
legal ground. In 1988 chamber of architects prepared and put into effect a
regulation entitled “Regulation of Architecture, Urbanism and Urban Design
Competition”. This is the first time that urban design was introduced to
regulation documents and this effort of chamber of architects could be read as
regaining its prestige and power in competition circle depending on an allusion

to 1980 regulation.

“For the members of Chamber of Architects to enter the competition, it is
deemed compulsory that all competitions held by the public and private
institutions and their related foundations confirm to the minimum
conditions set forth by this regulation. Otherwise, the chamber of
architects could ask its members not to enter the competition. Those
members who don’t comply are dispatched to the Honorary Board.”® (MO
Yénetmeligi 1988)

In that regulation jury committee definition is under the control of the chamber

as 4 out of 5 and 5 out of 7 members. Even though urban design term was

3 Original text: “Mimarlar Odas! Uyelerinin katilabilmesi igin, bitiin kamu ve 6zel sektor kuruluslari ile bagl
muesseselerin ¢ikaracaklari yarigmalarin asgari kogullarinin bu yénetmelik usullerine uymasi zorunludur.
Aksi takdirde Mimarlar Odasi Uyelerinin yarismaya katilmamasini isteyebilir. Uymayan tyeler Onur Kuruluna
sevk edilir.”
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used there is not an adequate effort to define the field and just the obligation
of an engineer in the jury committee was removed. Eventually due to legal
status of the chamber this regulation could not be utilized by many of the
public bodies and most of the competitions continued to be organized

according to 1980 regulation of Ministry of Public Works.

In 24 December 2002 Public Procurement Authority (KiK) announced a new
regulation entitled “Regulation of Architecture, Landscape Architecture,
Engineering, Urban Design Projects, City and Regional Planning and Fine Arts
Competition”. Even though the regulation seems to cover diverse fields and
disciplines we found out that production method and the role players involved
in the process was problematic. As Yakut noted KiK asked for the chambers
for a draft for the production process of the new regulation and this was
disputed among various chambers’ representatives but harsh discussion were
used as an excuse and chamber of architects bypassed other chambers and
sent their draft without inclusion of other disciplines and we know that current

regulation is mainly based on that framework drawn by architects.

“...There has been a great opposition of ideas with TMMOB. We
prepared the outline to get it sent through TMMOB, but then we realized if
we waited for them, we would have gotten nothing done. For example the
city planners were saying: “What do you mean by a competition? There’s
no such thing as a city planning competition!” | was greatly surprised at
this. The civil engineers wanted to be more dominant, so did the
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landscape architects.”” (Bilal Yakut, interview).

In that context inclusion of other disciplines in defining the general framework
for related competitions were obstructed. Moreover urban design being an
interdisciplinary field was represented with a dumpy definition due to a lack of
negotiation among chambers. In this regulation scope of urban design

competitions were defined as:

" Original text: “... TMMOB’da miithis gériis ayriliklari gikti ortaya. Biz taslagi hazirladik TMMOB kanali ile
gonderelim diye. Baktik ki TMMOB kanalini beklersek birsey yapamayacagiz. Mesela sehirciler ne
yarismasi kardesim, sehircilik yarismasi mi olur dediler. Ben gok sasirmistim. insaat miihendisleri
kendilerinin agirhgini arttirmaya calisti, 6burleri baska sey. Peyzajcilar, onlar baskin ¢ikmaya calistilar.”
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“These are competitions which contain projects and plans which
determine the identity of the city and consist of natural, cultural, social
characteristics and specific application details for those the usage is
important in the public spaces where the priority of application is
determined by strategic plans and identity-image studies at the upper
scale, open-mass field arrangement which aims at designing with a
comprehensive understanding of the structure and its environment at the
middle scale and environmental design of the inter-mass voids (spaces)
at the lower scale. Besides, these competitions should develop strategies
in terms of possibility, habitability, sustainability and analysis of the
cost.”® (KIK Yénetmeligi 2002)

General attitude of the regulation to urban design as a transition zone of three
disciplines and documents that should be given to competitors prior to

submission was determined as:

“Out of the documents submitted for architecture, city planning and
landscape architecture competitions, the ones that were found essential
by the jury are...”"® (MO Yénetmeligi 1988)

This approach of the regulation was due to the toughness of the field to define
and the easiest way in fact to bring an explanation is to propose that it is
between three design disciplines. This conception on one hand can be
evaluated as a defect, that it could not fix the boundaries and could not
concretized the field to obstruct any disputes among disciplines. But on the
other hand it allows a dynamic definiton of a field where urban desing

competitions are defined in each competition with different conceptions and

1 Original text: “Stratejik planlarla uygulama 6ncelidi belirlenmis olan kamusal alanlarda, kent kimligini
belirleyici, kentin dogal, kilturel, tarihi ve sosyal 6zellikleri ile kullanimlari agisindan 6nem tagiyan kesimleri
icin 6zel uygulama ayrintilar icerecek bigimde hazirlanan plan ve projeler ile st 6lgekte kimlik-imaj
calismasi, orta olgekte yapi ve gevresinin butlincil bir anlayisla tasarlanmasini amaclayan kitle-agik alan
dizenleme galismasi, alt dlgceklerde ise kitlelerarasi bosluklarin gevresel tasarimini iceren yarigsmalardir.
Ayrica bu yarigmalar, olabilirlik, yasanabilirlik, surddrdlebilirlik, maliyet analizi konularinda da stratejiler
gelistirmelidir.”

'® Original text: “Mimari, sehir ve bolge planlama, peyzaj mimarligi yarismalarinda verilen belgelerden jirice
gerekli gordlenler.”
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configurations due to the power relations and discoursive practices of the role

players.

3.3.2. Design Briefs and Auxiliary Documents

Design brief is used as the guide for two stages: projects to be designed by
design teams and evaluation process of the jury of the submitted projects
(Kabal 2008). Design brief draws the general framework of the competition
and puts a problem definition. In that sense the language it uses is crucial in
the sense that playing a role on what will be getting in the end as a product. It
is also a medium where different role players’ approaches to the problem can
be read. Design brief can both be prepared by the promoter and approved by
the jury committee or jury committee can be in a more powerfull position.
General framework of design brief can be a product of immediate needs of
promoter or can be a fictive construct drawn by the role players who aim at
being involved in the process of discourse production. In that context it is
possible that objects, concepts and strategies not directly relevant to urban

design happen to be.

3.3.3. Questions and Answers

The anonymity of the competition process generates the question-answer
stage, within which during the competition phase competitors are able to send
questions about the design brief to the rapporteurs. All questioned are
answered by the jury and sent back to all of the competitors that subscribe to
that of competition. These documents are important in the sense that
competitors participate in the process for the very first time. Questions and
answers phase serves as a fine tuning instrument for the general framework
and even questioning the general framework drawn. Those documents offer a
platform where competitors, jury committee and promoter interact and a
chance for questioning the framework drawn or fine tuning become possible.

Even the framework drawn is legitimized or a fine tuning is made to articulate
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and develop problem definition of design brief with the help of questions asked
and answers given. With that feature of this document both jury and

competitor have the chance to produce discursive positions.

3.3.4. Projects

Projects, with their concepts and strategies are powerful tools for producing
discourses. There are in general three or four elimination stages in jury
evaluation and prize-winning project selection. In the fist elimination phase,
the technical sufficiency of the submitted project is evaluated and incomplete
or late-submitted ones are eliminated. In the second stage, the jury starts to
seek for the fulfillment of the design brief. In the third or fourth stage, the jury
leaves a number of projects that suits to the number of prizes to be distributed
in total. In that sense what we mean by projects are the ones selected for the
first three prizes by the jury committee. In that context those projects represent

discursive position of the jury with their objects, concepts and strategies.

3.3.5. Jury reports

Jury report is the document where the discursive approach of the jury is
legitimized. Competition process ends with the revision of the competition
project related to a report prepared by the jury as an advice to the wining
project. After this revision the competition phase ends and post-competition
phase starts. Those reports are the documents having utmost potential to
produce discourse. Jury committee, with their evaluation criteria, with prizes
they distributed, with methods of rationalization of their approach to elimination
put forward their discursive position against urban design in the context of

certain competition and its problem definition.
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3.3.6. Colloquium reports and Evaluation Articles

Colloquiums and evaluation articles, even though not much in quantity, are
crucial documents for revealing diverse perspectives and approaches to the

problem and all the role players have the chance to develop their discourse.

Colloquiums are organized in accordance with the regulations regarding
design competitions. They are crucial in the sense that all various discourse
are revealed via speech. A colloquium is a unigie event where all the actors of
the process come together face to face. All the role players involved in the
process and public participate and express their ideas. They are rarely

transformed into documents.

Evaluation articles are sometimes printed in magazines, sometimes published
on websites’ forums or sometimes in newspapers. They are mainly produced
by the role players who were involved in the process, like jury members,
promoters or competitors. But rarely public role players also contribute to the

field, like journalists and alike.
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CHAPTER 4

URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS IN TURKEY: A HISTORICAL
PERSPECTIVE THROUGH CASE STUDIES (1980-2009)

4.1. INTRODUCTION

It is not easy to say that history of urban design competitions in Turkey starts
at a definite time. Cubuk regards 1969 Side Touristic Settlement Plan
Competition as a milestone in Turkish urban design history where idil carries it

back to 1960 Rumeli Hisari Garden Design and says:

“Mehmet Cubuk’s milestone is a little late one. There are lots of
competitions, works, if not under the name of urban design, in a more or
less similar format. | have participated in some of these in my student
years while working alongside Turgut Cansever. They were urban design,
that’s the way it's got to be. One of them was under the name of
architecture but even that could be called urban design. For instance the
Rumeli Hisari competition, the one in which | got second place while
w17

working alongside Turgut Cansever with Dogan Tekeli in first place...

(Baran Idil, interview)

What Cubuk defines as a breaking point for urban design competitions dates
back to 1969 where they win the first award in that international competition in

Turkey and says:

"7 Original text: “Mehmet Cubuk’un miladi biraz geg bir milat olmus. Ben kentsel tasarim adi ile olmasiyla
dahi formati ¢ok ta fazla degismeden yapilmis bir stirl yarisma var bir surii is var. Bunlardan ben
6grenciligimde Turgut Cansever’in yaninda caligirken coguna girdim. Hepsi kentsel tasarimdi hi¢ lami cimi
yok. Bir tanesi mimarlik adi altindaydi ama aslinda ona dahi kentsel tasarim demek mimkin. Mesela benim
Turgut Bey'in yaninda galistigim sirada 2. oldugumuz, Dogan Tekeli'nin birinci oldugu Rumeli Hisari
yarigmasi...”
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“That competition, despite being tourism planning, was in fact design
oriented in its context. There are things that would manifest a guide for
design. There is even a color design there. Therefore that is a milestone

»18

for Turkey anyway.”” (Mehmet Cubuk, interview)

But both of them labels the past practices as urban design with the conception
of their current discoursive formations. This study is not concerned with finding
the inception of urban design and evaluates such an attitude dangerous
because those practices exist in different discoursive context and different
power relations, they are conceptualised with different objects, themes,
concepts and strategies. What is crucial for us is to reveal the complex set of
relations and discourses to grasp how it happened to be in that way within a
definite time period analysing definite set of documents. We do not aim to find
a proper definition of urban design rather we want to render a complex set of
relations among various role players and their discoursive practices to exhibit
the multidimensional character of the field via analysing competition
processes. In that sense the use of term “urban design” is crucial for defining a
general framework of a discoursive formation which shall be used as an

umbrella to embrace various discursive attitudes.

If we speak with contemporary conceptualisation we can claim that urban
design content competitions’ history goes back to 1960s and as a
consequence of that accumulation urban design as a term finds a place both
in academic and professional domains. Idil claims that they prepared the
superstructure for following competitions in izmit Fair and Recreation

Competition which is promoted by iller Bankasi in 1977 and says:

“..We were in the jury with Mehmet Cubukgu at the izmit competition. Its
programme has evolved in such a way that could well be exemplary or
prepare the ground for future urban design competitions because we
worked on it a lot. | was a hard working man; so was Mehmet Cubukgu.

There was also llhan Giilgeg, who also was a hard working man. We sat

'® Original text: “O yarisma turizm planlamasi olmasina karsin yarismanin kendi igeriginde tasarim ytkltdiir.
Tasarim rehberini ortaya koyacak seyler vardir. Orda renk tasarimi bile vardir. Dolayisiyla o Turkiye igin bir
milat zaten.”
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down and worked on the design brief. We changed so many design
briefs. From costs to values, ok, in order to induce team work, we added
words like these, stated it to the mayor of the Municipality that the costs of
these could vary. He accepted that. He later took this design brief as
exemplary but we had produced similar examples for lller Bankasi before
»19

anyway. In other words they always accumulate on top of each other.

(Baran idil, interview)

Even though the programme of izmit Competition is similar to Eskisehir,
Adana and Yenikapi Competitions, there are no attributions to urban design
and design brief is mainly generating from planning domain with its objects,
themes and concepts. But this accumulation which is reinforced with academic
and professional knowledge results with a considerable increase in quantity of
urban design competitions. The number of urban design competitions show up
an observable increase starting from the 1980s (Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1).
After 2000s, the names of these competitions gain a more inter-disciplinary
character, including not only the term “urban design” but also the terms
“architecture, planning, landscape planning, landscape architecture,
sculpturing, engineering” and the like. It can be viewed as an effort to make a
clearer picture for the discipline of urban design. This observation can also be
related with power relations among disciplines chambers where the
announcement name of the competition is used as a tool to expose or reveal

such relations.

19 Original text: “...Izmit yarismasinda biz Mehmet Cubuk’la jiirideydik, onun programi pekala daha sonra
yapilan kentsel tasarim yarismalarina zemin hazirlayacak ya da érnek olacak bir program gelisti clinku
tizerine gok galistik, hikaye o. Ben galiskan bir adamdim, Mehmet Gubuk ta galiskan bir adamdi. Ama ilhan
Giilgeg te vardi, o da ¢ok caliskan bir adamdi. Oturduk gok calistik sartnameyi. Bir siiri sartname
degistirdik. Fiyatindan degerinden tamam mi bunu ekiplesmesini tesvik etmek gibi laflar koyduk icine, bitin
bunlarin bedelinin biraz farkli olacagini ileri stirdiik belediye baskanina. Bunu kabul etti. Oda bu yarigma
Sartnamesi 6rnek almaya basladi ama benzer dérnekleri biz daha evvel iller Bankasi’'nda tretmistik. Yani
hep birbirlerinin Gzerine birikir.”
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Table 4.1. Number of competitions in Turkey in 9-year periods.
Source: TMMOB (2004), http://www.arkitera.com20
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1990-99| 78 | - | 15| 1| 94 | 1 -|1]10] 5] 7|1 -1 - 123
2000-09 | 34 | - |12] - | 46| -] -0} 4] 29| 1]14] 3 ]33

4.2. DIFFERENTIATION OF COMPETITIONS IN TURKEY 1930-2009

Architecture and design competitions are closely related with the
institutionalization of the profession. In Turkey, competition tradition begins
with the foundation of the Republic, which promises a modernization project
for the country through implanting Western lifestyle both with practices and
theories. The new Republic requires new public buildings, new boulevards,
new squares that would mirror the new modern face of the country. It brings
about a demand for projects both in architectural and urban planning level.
The import of foreign architects mainly from Europe becomes the locomotive
of competitions in the first manner, while Turkish architects start to take the
dominancy starting from the mid-1930s due to their struggle to become an

institutionalized profession (Sayar 1998). Competitions are used as

% Classification is made upon the names of the competitions instead of the contents of them. Double-check
was made for the TMMOB publication and mistakes were corrected. For instance: Konya Cifteklimbetler
Park and Suurounding Urban Design Competition dated 1997 is a limited (restricted) competition, while it
was indicated as open competition. Mekke Pigrim-Accomodation Building Complex Architectural and Urban
Design Competition was published in the book as if it was organized by a Turkish promoting body, yet their
first-prize winner team was from Turkey. Another example is the Ankara Development Plan competition held
in 1928 while the same publication dates it in 1932 by missing to indicate it as an international and limited
competition.
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instruments of “getting the job” for Turkish architects, which has long been
stayed out of the project-production market due to the invited foreigners that

worked both in academy and professional life (Kolcu 2005).

4.2.1. Architectural Competitions

In the beginning of the 1930s, most of the competitions are similar to each
other regarding their programs which were mostly based on a singular building
to be designed. Therefore a unity of discourse was in effect leaving its
constellations beside. As we can see in Figure 4.1 architectural competitions
dominate competition history of Turkey in the means of quantity and tradition
of competition also was generating from architectural discourse. Starting from
1930 nearly 700 competitions?' were organized and public promoters played a

crucial role during the process.
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Figure 4.1. Comparison of competition types in Turkey in accordance with 9-year periods.

' For a more detailed information Tamer Bagbug'’s article in Symposium Booklet prepared by TMMOB
Mimarlar Odasi Genel Merkezi and Izmir Subesi can be utilized.
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4.2.2. Planning Competitions

The first international and limited (invited) planning competition is held for
Ankara in 1928, as a project of constructing a new and modern capital city.
Hermann Jansen, German urbanist/architect, wins the award of making plans.
Followingly, istanbul Municipality announces a similar type of a competition for
the development plan of the city and calls for four significant European
planner/architects. Open national competitions organized by lller Bankasi in
the period of 1940-1970 play an important role in the planning practice and its
relations to scientific thinking (Tekeli 1998 cited in Yaramis 2000).

4.2.3. Landscaping Competitions

Landscaping discourse was first mentioned by an article?” where landscaping
was evaluated as a distinct discipline in 1969 but first instance of this kind of
competitions goes back to 1957 Rumeli Hisari Landscaping Competition. This
discoursive approach aspires for nearly the same field as urban design did
and it is interesting to see that quantitative peak® of them are in 1980s when
urban design discourse also started to flourish among competition circles. This
dichotomy of landscaping and urban design discourse is a potential field of
research and it is possible to evaluate them as rivals. Most of these
competitions had a programme defined as the immediate surrounding a
building or a monument. The rest of such competitions were determined as
landscape based content. Landscaping competitions lasted untill the end of

1990s in a trend of diminution.

2 For a more detailed information, see: Adam M, Aktiire T., Evyapan A., Tankut G. (1969) Cevre
Diizenleme Disiplini Iginde Planci ve Mimarin Degismekte Olan Roéli. Mimarlik Dergisi 1969/9.

% There were organized 10 landscaping competitions between 1980-89 and 4 between 1990-2000.
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Table 4.2. Grouping of the case studies of the research.

main subject no. of

periods no year urban design competitions (selected case studies) of the entrant Z::"; composition of disciplines in first three prizes Jury d?::; by
competition teams ’ '
6 W 1 1980 Eskisehir Fuari ve Dinlence Eglence Kiiltir Alanlari Kentsel Tasarim Y. urban park 43 50 |
> (% E o 2 1984 Adana Kiltir ve Eglence Vadisi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y. urban park 15 - - |
8 % 8 g 3 1985 istanbul Biiyiiksehir Bel. Yenikap! Kiiltir ve Eglence Parki Kentsel Tasarim Y. urban park . 18 |
<§f o § 4 1987 Bursa Bilyliksehir Bel. Zafer ve Sehrekiistii Meydanlari Kentsel Tasarim Y. mixed 22 I | [ ]
Dof o 5 1988 Istanbul Beyazit Meydani Kentsel Tasarim Y. square - 34 -
- < 6 1989 Gaziantep 100.Y1l Atatlrk Kultlrpark ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y. urban park . - - -
L o< 7 1990 Antalya Kent Merkezi icinde Kale Kapisi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y. master plan - 50 BEEEEEERE | BEERE I
g % s 2 o 8 1990 istanbul Besiktas Meydani ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y. square - 10 [ |
S5 8 S |9 1991 Gizel Ankara Projesi Kent Omurgasi Kuzey Bolimii Kentsel Tasarim Y. 21 - |
583 E & 10 1995 Gaziantep Merkezi Hal Bélgesi Koruma Gelistirme Amagli Kentsel Tasarim Y. architecture 41 10 |
8 a-é §' % § 11 1996 Bagcilar Meydan Diizenlemesi ve Kentsel Tasarim Y. architecture - 1 | [ |
8 D % 8 12 1997 Isparta Bel. Carsamba Pazari Kentsel Tasarim Y. architecture 34 6 | [ ]
o x 13 2000 Ankara Biiyliksehir Belediye Sarayi ile Sosyal-Ticari Tesisleri Mim.-Miih. ve Kentsel Tas. Y. architecture 67 31 |
™4 2000 lstanbul Blyuksehir Bel. Kadikdy Meydani Haydarpasa-Harem Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Y. master plan 28 2/0 T | 1111 I
15 2001 Ankara Golbagl Ozel Cevre Koruma Bolg. Bolge Parki ve Yakin Cev. Kentsel Tas. ve Peyzaj Pr. Y. ecology 66 120 [ | | [ ] |
16 2002 Antalya Tarihsel Karaalioglu Parki Belediye Binasi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim ve Koruma Proje Y. urban park 30 16 |
% 17 2002 50.Yil Parki ve Sehitler Aniti Kompleksi Kentsel Tas., Peyzaj Mim., Plastik Sanatlar igerikli Mim. Pr.Y. urban park 27 40 BERRREE [ ] |
8 18 2003 Pananos Plaji (Selguk) Kentsel Tasarim ve Peyzaj Proje Y. ecology 53 103 |
E 19 2004 Gaziosmanpasa Belediyesi Belediye Binasi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y. architecture 68 2.5 |
% 20 2004 Konyaalti Belediyesi Kent Meydani Kentsel Tasarim Fikir Proje Y. square 21 5 |
8 21 2005 Van Besyol Meydani Hastane Caddesi Milli Egemenlik Caddesi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tas. Proje Y. square 60 4 |
=z 22 2005 Bursa Kaplikaya Rekreasyon Vadisi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y. urban park 23 20 |
E S 23 2005 Gebze Tarihi Kent Merkezi Kentsel Tasarim Fikir Proje Y. urban park 18 20 |
QE ﬁl 24 2005 Bursa Santral Garaj Kent Meydani Mimari ve Kentsel Tasarim Y. architecture 39 2 | [ |
% é 25 2005 Burdur Sehirlerarasi Otobis Terminal Kompleksi Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y. architecture 16 7 no prizes and mentions given. | [ |
% N 26 2005 istanbul Beylikdiizii Cumhuriyet Caddesi ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y. master plan 15 30 |
g 27 2006 Unye Belediyesi Kent Meydani Yunus Emre Parki Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y. square 30 2 [ | | | [ |
% 28 2006 Bursa Kizyakup Kent Parki Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Y. urban park 47 7 |
E 29 2006 Balikesir Camlik Kentsel ve Mimari Tasarim Ulusal Proje Y. urban park 38 61 |
w 30 2006 Diyarbakir Blyiksehir Belediyesi Dicle Vadisi Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tas. ve Mimari Proje Y. urban park 23 676 |
8 31 2007 Basaksehir Kent Merkezi || Kademeli - Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarigsmasi masterplan 45 146 | B
% 32 2007 Adana Blyuksehir Bel. Ziyapasa Mahallesi Mimar Sinan Parki Kesimi Kentsel Tas. (Ulusal) Proje Y. mixed 73 20 |
33 2008 Kiigiikgekmece ilgesi Kent Merkezi Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y. masterplan 25 181 |
34 2008 Uludag Milli Parki 1. Ve Il. Gelisim Bolgeleri Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tas. ve Mimari Proje Fikir Y. ecology 20 13 | [ ] |
ﬁ 2009 Denizli Hikimet Konagi Mimari Proje ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Y. architecture 94 5 (T1111111 | SEEERR I

note 1: In the composition of disciplines of the jury and the entrants, the evaluation was made according to the first formations held from universities.
note 2: Competition dates were given regarding the formal announcement date of the competition rather than submission date.

arch. city planner

landscape arch.

. other

74



4.3. COMPETITIONS AS A DISCURSIVE PLATFORM IN TURKEY:
NAMING URBAN DESIGN COMPETITIONS (1980-1989)

In the first half of that period, “urban design” begins to spread over the
academic circles and is dicussed in various platforms. iTU and Mimarsinan
Universities establish their Planning Departments in that period and planning
as a distinct discipline starts to be seperated from architecture. Parallel to
those developments urban design master and doctorate programmes are
initiated mostly under Planning Departments. But the term urban design is
never used in competitions until 1980. Mehmet Cubuk notes that they tried to
give the name urban design for 1977 izmit competition but could not succeed.
Finally they achieve it in 1980 Eskisehir competition. The term “landscaping” is
being used for urban design scale competitions in Turkey starting from 1960s
and 11 of them are organized in that period. There are also academicians who
treat landscaping as a distint discipline including architectural and planning
practices. In that sense “landscaping” can be evaluated as the rival of urban
design that they are aspiring for the same field. 6 case studies will be
analysed below to show that there is a great effort to legitimize the concept via
competition institution and its documents with discursive attitudes towards
spreading the term as a tool to organize urban space for architects and

planners.
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4.3.1. Case Studies

4.3.1.1. Eskisehir Fair and Recreation-Cultural Areas U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 1980
Promoter iller Bankas!
Jury 3 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Out of city centre, next to peripheral highway, 50 ha.
Program Fair and Recreation Centre
Property of project site public
Macro and Micro Scales N.A.
Requested
Projects Submitted 43 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1.General Criteria,
2.Planning Criteria,
3.Design Criteria,
4.Technical Criteria,
5.Applicability Criteria
Evaluation Period 7 Days
Realization Not Realized

The 1970s and 1980s are the decades where urban design was being
discussed deeply among academicians in universities and in conferences.
Being the first case that has been held with the name of Urban Design, 1980
Eskisehir Competition was a crucial case in our study. In the 1980s there was
not a legal status or a regulation for an urban-design-named competition. The
jury makes a conscious effort to legitimize the concept in this sense. As
Mehmet Cubuk notes in his interview, the jury insists on the fact that this was
an urban design competition and it should be named as so. 1980 Eskisehir
Competition can be evaluated as a starting point for the efforts for legitimizing
or generalizing the concept of urban design on discursive level by utilizing the
competition institution even though the programme of the competition was not

exactly proper.

In his foreword in the general information booklet of the competition, Ahmet
Menderes, an architect and the head of iller Bankasi, conceptualized the
problematic as a planning competition and he did not make any references to
urban design as a term. There was no credit to urban design in the general
information booklet aside from the competition's name. Jury is composed of 3

architects and 2 architect-planners where 3 of them were academicians.
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Tansu Gulrpinar, consultant jury member, has an article in the information
booklet entitled ‘Explanations on the Natural Environment and Landscape’.
Gurpinar was an engineer and he focused on green areas of Eskisehir in his
article and made an observation on the necessity to increase such areas and
stated that this competition should be evaluated as a great opportunity. He
also gave information about the flora and soil characteristics of the region by
noting that the site was being used as a garbage collection area and he

offered some solutions to use the area for recreational purposes.

One of the jury members Ozcan Altaban has another article on the importance
of recreational and cultural facilities in urban life. He criticized the trends of
creating high standart cultural areas for a small portion of the society and
noted that this competition should develop alternative approach to problem

and said:

“We cannot approach the function of culture in the context of this
competition, which puts delivering services for urban society and bringing
vigor into its social and economic life among its aims, in a conservative
way. When you target giving the benefit of traditional and new cultural
values of a society and taking mass participation to a higher level, it
becomes more important to turn primarily towards newly urbanized large

124

masses instead of well educated individuals and groups.™* (iller Bankasi

1980)

Altaban advocated the idea of handling the problem not as a Cultural Center
but as a ‘Community Center’ which would function for the newly urbanizing

part of the society as stated above.

DSIi had a report attached to the booklet which was focusing on the use of
water features and gave highly technical data about the issue from an

engineering perspective. Jury had to summarize and simplify this report under

2 Original text: “Kent toplumuna hizmet gétiirmeyi, sosyal ve ekonomik yasantisina canlilik getirmeyi
amaclari arasinda tasiyan bu yarisma kapsaminda ‘kiltur’ islevine klasik bir anlayisla yaklasamayiz.
Toplumun geleneksel ve yeni kiltir degerlerinden yararlandirmayi, kitle katilimini Gst diizeye gikarmayi
hedef aldigimizda 6ncelikle iyi egitim gérmus birey ve gruplari degil fakat bu etkinliklere ilgisi gekilmemis
yeni kentlilesen buyik kitlelere yonelmek énem kazanmaktadir.”
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the ‘Jury’s Opinion’ title for the competitors and said that competition site was

suitable for recreational uses.

On the other hand, the discursive approach of the jury report is completely
different than the booklet. Jury types the term urban design in capital letters
and emphasized it in parallel with that effort. Jury also notes that urban design
is a drift to specialization apart from planning and architecture. They
appreciate the planning authority of the period (lller Bankasi) as a promoter,
also the promoter of all previous planning competitions, being a pioneer for
such an effort in this kind of competitions. Jury also appreciate the competitors
for they depicted the level of urban design in the country. They set detailed
evaluation criteria at the beginning of the report. First is general criteria,
second is planning, third is design, fourth is technical and last one is

applicability criteria.

The first three criteria are crucial to show how the jury handles the problematic
and conceptualize urban design. Correspondence with the given programme,
level of interdisciplinarity, continuity of planning decisions in macro and micro
scales and climatic and environmental correspondence are developed as
subtitles of the general criteria. Land planning criteria and landscape planning
criteria are put as the main subtitles of planning criteria. Under the design
criteria jury makes a generalisation and did not make any attributions to any of
distinct design discipline but when we analyse the subtitles we can grasp what
the jury means by design in general. First the ability in spatial design, site
selection decisions and their harmony with the project site is mentioned,
second the consistency of functions and their solutions in spatial design, third
the use of symbolic elements both mentally and functionally and last the road
system and its consistency and harmony with the human activity, climatic and

environmental context is mentioned by jury committee.

Even though the programme was heavily based on landscape it was
interesting to see that there were no landscape architects in the jury and this
field is occupied by planners and engineers. Interviews reveal the fact that

architect-planner academics play a crucial role in such a discursive attitude
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and this can be considered as a strategy that they try to open a parallel
platform of struggle for the legitimacy of the urban design field utilizing

competition institution besides universities, conferences, congresses etc.
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Figure 4.2. 1980 Eskisehir-competition project site
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4.3.1.2. Adana Culture and Recreation Valley U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 1984

Promoter Adana Municipality

Jury 1 Architect / 4 Architect-Planners

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Banks of Seyhan River, Greater than 100 ha.

Program Culture and Recreation Center

Property of project site public

Macro and Micro Scales N.A.

Requested

Projects Submitted 15 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Correspondence with the design brief and programme,
2. Interdisciplinarity,
3. Functions and site selection decisions,
4. Correspondancy with planning decisions, urban design
and landscape design qualities

Evaluation Period 3 Days

Realization Not Realized

This competition has similarities with Eskisehir, like its programme and the
composition of the jury. As Cubuk noted in his interview, some figures were
acting as a pioneer of creating a practice of urban design competitions and
they used the term consciously. Although this competition has a programme
close to landscape discipline like Eskisehir Competition, jury is composed of
architects and the competition is named as urban design. There are too many
attributes to landscape but there were no landscape architects in the jury, this
can be considered as the position that landscape discipline occupies which is

positioned a bit away from design disciplines.

Adana Competition has a very long period of preparation due to a struggle
with the engineers of DSi as noted by Cubuk. The engineers claim that there
is a risk of flood due to a possible overload of the dam and Cubuk says that
this struggle over the jury and DSi degraded the motivation of both the jury
and the competitors. This can be a reason for the lack of interest in the means
of competitors for Cubuk. This problem can also be observed in the
documents that are produced during the competition process. When we
analyse the jury report, it is hard to observe the structure easily when
compared to Eskisehir but we can say that jury takes a position evaluating

urban design as a distinct field next to planning and architecture again. On the
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other hand, Baran idil, one of the jury members of that competition, takes a
different position where he positioned urban design generating from the

discipline of architecture and said:

“That is the case for urban design but | am definitely not saying that every
architect is already a born urban designer. There is no such thing. But
you need to learn this in an education in architecture. During your
education in architecture you have to study —in some measure- the urban
sicence. Would this perception be enough for you to become an urban
designer? No it wouldn’t. You have to add on to that. But in order to be
an architect, you are in a situation to take it- in order to be a good

architect. You've got to know the city.”? (lller Bankasi 1980)

Idil places urban design much closer to architecture discipline and his counter
arguments in the jury report give this position’s clues. It is also possible to
observe the importance of planning discipline, possibly due to the scale of the
project site with its themes, concepts and themes that can be traced in the jury
report. Consultant jury member planner Bllent Berksan evaluates all of the 15
projects, which is attached to jury report as a comment, and he had the
chance to develop a discourse through planning discipline’s perspective. His

critiques are mainly based on contextual relations and site selection decisions.

In jury report, it is seen that jury does not define evaluation criteria but when
the whole text is read it is possible to see their main approach.
Interdisciplinarity is again a crucial measure for the jury and it is used as an
election criterion. Landscape design quality is also put as a criterion by the
jury which is composed of architects and planners. Another point was Baran
idil’s alternative approach to urban design. idil defended some of the projects

for their architectural values despite their weaknesses in other disciplines.

® Original text: “Kentsel tasarim icin dyle, yoksa ama sunlari kesinlikle demiyorum, her mimar zaten
dogustan kentsel tasarimcidir diye birsey yok. Ama bir mimarhgin egitimi sirasinda bakin su seyi
6grenmeniz lazim. Mimarhidin egitimi sirasinda siz kent bilimi belli 6lglide almak mecburiyetindesiniz. Bu
algi size kentsel tasarimci olmak igin yeterli olur mu? Hayir olmaz. Onun lzerine de almak zorundasininz.
Ama mimar olmak igin almak durumundasiniz, iyi bir mimar olmaz igin. Kenti bilmek zorundasiniz.”

83



Figure 4.7. Images from 2" prize winner of Adana competition
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4.3.1.3. Yenikapi Culture and Recreation Park U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 1986
Promoter istanbul Greater Municipality
Jury 3 Architects / 1 Architect-Planners / 1 Engineer

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Marmara Sea coastal line located in Aksaray district and
on the historic peninsula of Istanbul and on Yenikapi
Historic Port, 18 ha.

Program Culture and Recreation Park
Property of project site public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 site plan,
Requested 1/200 architectural project
Projects Submitted 8 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Planning criteria,

2. Layout criteria,
3. Design criteria

Evaluation Period 4 Days

Realization Not Realized

The urban park competition was announced by the Istanbul Greater
Municipality in 1986 for an area of 18 hectares, located in the Marmara Sea
coastal line near to Aksaray district (Historic Peninsula of the city), which also
included historic sites. The programme of the competition is similar to the
previous competitions focusing on landscape facilities. An interesting
observation is made during the analysis of the design brief that the name of
the competition is written on the cover of design brief as ‘Architectural
Competition’ but inside the brief ‘Urban Design Competition’ term was
prefered. This ambiguity can be evaluated as a strategic move for by-passing
the regulations, where the 1980 BIB Engineering and Architectural Project
Competitions Regulation was operative, because there were no legal

documents regulating an urban design named competition at that era.

The problem definition is based on the strategic location of the area that would
be more significant in the near future due to the planned sea and ground
transport routes (istanbul Bilyiiksehir Belediyesi 1985). The aim of the

competition is stated as:

“...to obtain a project that propose more detail based on the planning

decisions, functional and flexible land uses and urban decisions than the
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existing development plan, to choose an author(s) [project designer] for
the implementation of the project, and to expose the design skills of

planners that have inclination to design.”?° (ibid.)

The main aim of the competition is determined as revealing the talents of
planners where planning domain was ruptured from the domain of design at
that times and adopted to macro scale plans and policies. Design brief has
many attributions to landscape design although there are not any landscape
architects in the jury committee. The given programme is mainly composed of
open park spaces where architectural elements like library, pavilions,
administrative building etc. were requested with their fixed m? values. Design
brief does not include any attributions to urban design as a term and it rather
handled the problem as a layout project neither planning nor architecture.
According to Mehmet Cubuk, the documents of the competition are
inadequate in generating discursive approach to urban design field with its

objects, themes and strategies.

8 projects are submitted to the competition in total. Answering a question
about the insufficient submittances for the competition, jury member Mehmet
Cubuk notes that:

“A discussion concerning the pirate harbour continued among us in the
jury. In other words we were an unwilling jury, it was an unwilling

t w27

projec (Mehmet Cubuk, interview)

Jury report does not include clear discursive attitudes on urban design, it
rather expresses the importance of recreation and culture parks in cities and
human life but also states that the project site has contextual and unique
values that should be elaborated and envisaged. What the jury puts forward
as evaluation criteria in design brief is not elaborated in the jury report

probably due to the lack of motivation and reluctance.

% Original text: “Bu yarismanin amaci 6zel 6nemi ve sorunlari olan bir kent pargasinda, imar planinin
getirdigi genel kararlardan daha ayrintil, islevsel ve uygulama esnekligi olan kararlari iceren Oneriler elde
etmek, sartnamede belirlenen konu, kapsam ve amaglara yénelik uygulama projelerini hazirlayacak bir
muellif veya miellif grubunu segmek ve bu amagla da plancilarin tasarim yeteneklerini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir.”

z Original text: “Hep o korsan limaniyla ilgili tartisma yasandi aramizda, juride. Yani isteksiz bir juriydi,
isteksiz bir projeydi.”
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This competition is the last example of urban design competition establishing
the problem definition on culture and amusement. This can be evaluated as a
constructed approach to public open space from a point of view which basicly
reflects architects’ and planners’ discoursive approach and what they
determined as objects, themes and strategies. In that sense as we will see in
following case studies after the landscape architects inclusion in the process
as designers, such approach to public open space will be criticized of not
grasping landscape and its dimensions where those dimensions are the
objects of a certain discoursive formation in fact as in those 3 cases. In
addition to that main aim of the competition is another crucial issue to address.
Jury aims at improving the design talents of planners and tried to make them
come closer to architecture and design to be able to practice in the field of

urban design.

Figure 4.8. 1986 Yenikap!i 1 prize: 1/1000 scale site plan
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Figure 4.10. 1985 Yenikapi 3 prize: 1/1000 scale site plan and model
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4.3.1.4. Bursa between Zafer and SehrekUsti Squares U.D. and Architectural

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 1987
Promoter Bursa Greater Municipality
Jury 1 Architect-Planner / 5 Architects / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Historic city center of Bursa, 7 Hectares
Program Urban Historic Center
Property of project site Private-public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 site plan,
Requested 1/200 architectural projects,
1/500 model
Projects Submitted 52 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Urban Planning,
2. Urban Design,
3. Architectural Design,
4.Applicability
Evaluation Period 6 Days
Realization Not Realized

It is the first competition to combine urban design and architecture discipline in
its official name (due to its programme and location) and also it is designed as
open to all TMMOB members. Due to the historic context of competition site,
various role players involved in the process as a discourse generator. The
architect-planner Gonul Tankut, for instance, being the head of Bursa
Preservation Planning Group at that time, had a foreword at the beginning of
design brief, which summarizes their reservations about the competition site

and directly refers from the urban design to architectural design scale:

“Any design proposal [as a competition project] should respect the historic
preservation sites nearby. The proposals should be able to get harmony
with the existing characters like silhouette, building density, and to
contribute to the site with the criteria of accessibility, availability of parking
lots and open green space. Similarly, the historic structures that remain
out of the preservation site but within the competition area (like wooden
khans) should be conserved and developed. It is the only way of

achieving a city-crown for Bursa with this competition which is aimed to

89



combine historic preservation sites and surrounding areas.”?®

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1987a)

(Bursa

This field of preservation plans of historic city centre is another platform of
struggle as Baran idil noted in the interview. He stated that these plans shall
definitely be prepared by architects where nearly all of the components and
aspects generated from architecture discipline but on the contrary these plans
are made by planners due to legal arrangements and idil noted that this is a

consequence of the bureaucratic offer of planners:

“What we find with architects is that they can say ‘this is mine’, contrary to
this planners don’t say that. Why don’t they say that? They put it in the
regulations, they put it in the law. What is going to happen now? | mean
they have won this war through bureaucratic ways. | have written some
harsh criticisms, you cannot achieve anything with such bureaucratic

129

kindnesses.” (Baran Idil, interview)

Even though its subtitles are generic and has no special references, for the
first time the jury generates a new concept: Urban Design Plan. In the
requested documents from competitors, the concept has subtitles as 1/500
plan, section and silhouette and model. With ‘General Design Policies and
Principles’ title in the brief, jury directly expresses the will to orient competitors
and put forward some opinions related with the scales requested. Referring to
1/1000 plan, they emphasize the importance of economic and transportation
relations, land use, preservation, development and renewal decisions on
principle level. This discursive attitude is mainly based on planning discipline.
What jury puts on 1/500 urban design plan is concentrated on the depiction of

architectural interventions to historic pattern, transportation, pedestrian-based

% Original text: “Yarigsma alaninin diizenlemesi yapilirken yakin gevredeki kentsel sitlere duyarli ve saygili
yaklasimlar gereklidir. Soyle ki yapilacak tasarim onerileri, siluet 6geleri, yapi yogunlugu, erisirlik, otopark ve
yesil eleman agisindan sit butinine katkida bulunabilmeli ve onunla uyum saglamalidir. Ayni dustince
icinde koruma plani sinirlari disinda, fakat yarisma alani igindeki mevcut tarihi deger tasiyan yapilarin
da(Ahsap Hanlar) 6zenle korunmasi ve gelistirilmesi dogru olacaktir. Ancak bdyle olmasi halinde yarisma
alani ve yanindaki kentsel sit alanlari butlinlesebilecek ve Bursa bir sehir taci kazanmis olacaktir.”

» Original text: “...mimarlarda olan onun sahibi benim demek birseyin kontrasi plancilar artik demiyorlar
neden demiyorlar artik ydnetmeligede koydular, yasaya koydular. Ne olacak simdi, yani burokratik yoldan
bu savasi kazandilar. Ben de ¢ok agir yazilar yazdim, bu birokratik ikramlarla bir yere gelemezsiniz.”
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design in open areas and creating an attractive urban space. There is a strict

zoning in scales of architecture and planning.

There are 18 questions asked by the competitors to the jury committee where
most of them are asked about architectural issues. In the questions-answers
document, the 13" question asked for 100.000 liras for observation fee, which
is given to competitors to see the competitions site prior to submission, due to
the scope of an urban design competition being wider than architectural and
he/she gives reference to previous urban design competitions. This was a very
crucial indicator showing that urban design competitions started to be

internalized by the competitors and is becoming a reference point.

In the jury report it is stated that 52 teams submitted their projects, which is
evaluated by the selection committee as a positive indicator that points to the

level of the field in the country as it was in Eskisehir competition:

“The result of the competition with 52 submissions is very pleasing [for
the jury] since it showed the potentials of specialization in urban design

and architecture in Turkey.”*° (Bursa Biiytiksehir Belediyesi 1987b)

Jury also refers to the contributions of the teams to profession field as well as

the mutual learning process between the jury members and competitors:

“Our jury would like to point out that the projects sent for the evaluation
have displayed a variety of as well as high-quality design proposals which
have important contributions to the professional field. This has
enlightened the jury together with the analytic studies and directive
» 31

evaluations that are given in design proposal reports.
Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1987b)

(Bursa

Jury defines evaluation criteria under four titles as Urban Planning, Urban

Design, Architectural Design and Applicability. Urban design is determined as

%0 Original text: “Yarismaya 52 adet projenin katilmasi, Glkemizde kentsel tasarim ve mimari 6lgegindeki
uzmanlik potansiyelini géstermesi yoniinden ¢ok sevindirici olmustur.”

3 Original text: “JUrimiz yarismaya katilan projelerin ¢ok cesitli ve nitelikli 6nerileri ile meslek alanina 6nemli
katkilar sagladiklarini, projeler iginde ve 6zellikle raporlarda yer alan analitik galismalar ve yonlendirici
degerlendirmelerin ise juriye 11k tuttugunu 6zellikle belirtmek istemektedir.”
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an evaluation criterion for the very first time among our case studies and this
gives us the opportunity to observe how jury conceptualizes the field. Although
the requested macro scale is 1/1000, jury defines urban planning criterion
composed of lead-in policies and establishing relations with the city and its
center both functionally and accessibility. Under the urban design criterion,
jury emphasizes relations with surrounding environment, reflection of
transportation and pedestrian accessibility solutions to spatial organisation,
space-mass values, function, density, scale, identity, old and new pattern
relations, preservation-renewal and development areas’ balance, unity and
finally the probable interaction of physical, functional proposal with the socio-

economic processes.

What jury emphasizes in architectural design criterion is the consistency and
continuity between urban design and architectural scales besides interpreting
functional and spatial values in unity and level of architectural expression and
aesthetics. They also note that the first two criteria were more effective in the
first two phases and the third election phase. It means that urban planning and

urban design level of the projects are more influental in refining their choices.

Evaluating the results of the competition, the 2™ prize winning project has a
very strong discursive attitude towards urban design, architecture and
historical context by offering a building as an urban wall where jury appraises

the project as:

“...being a courageous project that develops correct definitions for the
urban problems in the competition site and suggests clear schemes to
solve these troubles. The project handles the problem by using
architectural and urban design elements together and thorough, which
has directed the designers to improve their project without leaving their

initial [macro-scale] definitions.” 3*(Bursa Biyiiksehir Belediyesi 1987b)

s Original text: “Yarisma konusu alandaki kentsel sorunlara dogru tanimlar getiren ve bu sorunlarin ¢ézimi
icin kesin yonler gosteren yurekli bir proje olarak degerlendirilmistir. Tanimlanan sorunlarin ¢ézimu igin
kentsel tasarim ve mimari tasarim égelerini igige ve bir butlnlik icinde ele almig ¢oziime yoneliste basta
konan tanimlardan 6diin vermeden ilerlemistir.”
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Bursa competition was the first case that is located in city center and in
historical context. This fact enabled new objects, themes and strategies in
problem definiton and helped expanding the field’s domain. Concepts like
historic preservation, sillhouette, density, old-new, preservation-utilization are
introduced and this shall be evaluated as a side effect of the context of project

site located in the historic center of Bursa.

Figure 4.11. 1987 Zafer and Sehrekustu Squares 13t prize: 1/500 scale site plan and model

Figure 4.13. 1987 Zafer and Sehrekistli Squares 3¢ prize: 1/500 scale site plan and model
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4.3.1.5. Istanbul Beyazit Square U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 1988

Promoter istanbul Greater Municipality

Jury 5 Architects

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Historic square of Beyazit district, 7 Hectares

Program Urban Historic Square

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 plan,

Requested 1/500 urban design projects,
1/1000 model (second phase)

Projects Submitted N.A.

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

Competition is announced by the Istanbul Greater Municipality in 1988 for an
area of 50 hectares in total (34 ha. 1/500 scale project site). This competition
is the first example of 2-stage urban design-named competition and jury is
entirely composed of professors of architecture. The foreword of design brief

startes with an aphorism of Paul Valery:

“Whenever | visit a city they try to take me to a high point to make me
watch the city from a distance. But what | am interested in is not what is
seen from a distance but what can be observed when close.” **(Istanbul

Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanligi 1988a)

Mayor of istanbul Bedrettin Dalan has a foreword in the beginning of design
brief stressing on the rapid urbanization and the problem it brought as traffic
congestion, infrastructure and recreation inadequacy and unhealthy
accommodation. He says that they have the determined effort to solve those
problems and this competition was an expression of this effort along with the
previous competitions such as Taksim, Uskiidar and Kadikdy. Dalan stresses
on the importance of squares as a focal point of cultural activities and he also

put forward the concept of ‘World City’ as a vision for the city of istanbul.

5 Original text: “Hangi sehre gitsem beni yiksek tepelere ¢ikarir, sehrin gérinimunu oralardan seyrettirmek
isterler, oysa beni ilgilendiren; uzaktan goérilen degil, yakindan incelenebilendir.”
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This competition is a part of a broader “squares-project” in Istanbul, which
includes Taksim and Uskiidar Square Competitions held in 1987 as
international and limited competitions. Sencan (1990) comments on these
square-creating attempts as a post-coup d’état urban politics that tries to
produce non-politic areas for the public that would function as a solution for

pedestrian and vehicle congestion only:

“The urban square design competitions, which were organized frequently
under the post-September 12 conditions, under which political parties and
labor unions were closed down and all kinds of public activities were
banned in the opposition sense, aimed at finding solutions for entangled
traffic problems of the city, rather than providing space for urban people’s

political or non-political activities.” **(Sencan 1990)

At the side of Sencan’s discourse on the meaning of squares as a socio-
political entity, jury handles the problematic mainly as a traffic issue over

vehicles and pedestrians in documents.

The competition is open to all members of TMMOB, the brief implies architects
as the main actor of urban design. For instance, the author of the project has
to be the architect as written in the contract attached to design brief. In the
question and answers documents the first question asked the jury for the
unnecessity of a 1/5000 plan in development plan technique and offers
submitting it in a free style. Parallel to that request jury decides to free the
competitors in visualizing macro scale plans and share this discursive attitude
of competitors towards architecture discipline and its project production
methods. Another question in the same document askes about the
composition of the jury and refers to the fact that all the jury members are
academicians and he/she states that professionals from the practice world
shall be included in jury composition (istanbul Bliyiiksehir Belediye Baskanligi
1988b). Jury refers to competition regulation (1980 BiB) and say that this

issue is related with and under the responsibility of the promoter.

3 Original text: “Siyasal partilerin ve sendikalarin kapatildidi, her tiirden toplumsal etkinligin muhalefet
dizleminde yasaklandigi 12 Eylul sonrasi kosullarinda sikga agilan meydan diizenleme yarigmalari,
kentlinin siyasi ya da siyaset digi aktivitesinde mekan olusturma yerine, kentin iginden ¢ikilmaz ulagim
sorunlarina ¢éziim bulmayi hedeflemistir.”
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Figure 4.14. 1988 Beyazit Square 1 prize: 1/500 scale site plan and perspective
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Figure 4.15. 1988 Beyazit Square 1* mention: 1/500 scale site plan and perspective.
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4.3.1.6. Gaziantep 100.YIl Atatirk Culturepark and Environs U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 1988
Promoter iller Bankasi on behalf of Gaziantep Greater Municipality
Jury 4 Planners / 2 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners / 1

Landscape Architect

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Recreational Urban Spine along Alleben River, 222

Hectares
Program Recreational and Socio-cultural Activities
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/15.000 schema,
Requested 1/500 urban design projects
Projects Submitted 49 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. General Criteria,

2. Planning and Design Criteria,
3. Technical Criteria,
4. Applicability Criteria

Evaluation Period 6 Days

Realization Partially Realized

The competition is promoted by the planning authority of the period iller
Bankasi on behalf of Gaziantep Greater Municipality and it is an important
case where discourse-generating documents on all phases from design brief

to jury report can be observed.

Jury is composed of 9 members, 4 from public authorities (2 from iller
Bankasi, 1 from the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement (BIB), 1 from
Culture and Tourism Ministry) and 3 of them coming from various universities.
The programme of the competition is based on recreation, amusement and
culture facilities and their spatial expressions. Jury also anticipates the
projects to bring various functions to attract different age groups and also
utilizing the river both aesthetically and functionally without ignoring the
technical issues such as flood preservations. The local climate circumstances
creating microclimates with a planting character is determined as an aim in
design brief with the integration of the defined functions with the city. Next to
the open space arrangements, jury organises the programme as including
cultural, amusement and social facilities, national fair, sport complexes and
accommodation and they determined squaremeter values for those functions.

Even though the programme includes powerful attributions to landscape
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discipline, the competition is organized only open to members of Chamber of

Architects and City Planners.

This is the first competition that requested for a macro scale scheme
(1/15.000) that would depict city centre, main transportation axes and the
relation of the competitions site with its environs. Jury also asks for a 1/5.000
scale zoning plan and a 1/1.000 scale site plan. Urban design is formulated
under the scale of 1/500 and jury requests for a 1/100 scale design
arrangements for the historic building located in the project site and an

entrance building with its environs which will be designed by the competitors.

The appendix articles (4 different reports were attached to design brief) are
crucial discourse producing texts written by the jury members. The first report
covers general explanations on the competition site written by Mehmet Cubuk
and YUksel Oztan stressing on the importance of water features, giving
examples from Persian culture to ltalian culture, for human life regarding the
Alleben River of Gaziantep. Cubuk and Oztan make direct references to the
design scale and give clues on how those water features could be

emphasized and even designed:

“The pass-through proposals should be developed in such a way that
people should be in contact with water. There should be bridge solutions
in required dimensions which should have technical qualities that can
handle with a possible flood.” (iller Bankas! 1988a)

By the article they attached, Cubuk and Oztan make a discursive attitude
towards putting their own perspective on urban design via competition and
they also define the main problematic of the competition according to their

understanding directly forcing the competitors to that approach:

“The important point [in this competition] is to achieve a successful

remodelling of the existing topography without making a physical

% Original text: “Bir taraftan diger tarafa gegisler insani su ile temas ettirecek sekilde saglanmalidir. Gereken
yerlerde teknik agidan ve taskinin geregi teknik 6zellikte olmak Uzere belirli genislikte kdpru gecisleri
yapilmalidir.”
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segregation of facilities (water-based activities) though the land is

segregated with the river” *®(lller Bankasi 1988a)

Supporting that claim, Kahvecioglu, who participated in the competition and
won the second prize, states that they had a high opinion of water features
and took a consultancy from an environmental engineer and produced very

detailed drawings for the technical requirements of water features:

“...in our proposal we took a consultancy from an environmental engineer
related with the technical recirculation [of the artificial lake]. In fact
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architecture was not dominant probably. (Hiiseyin Kahvecioglu,

interview)

The second article is prepared by Mehmet Marasligil from DSI, stressing on
the issues that shall be taken into consideration during the competition
process where an engineering approach is exhibited and he gives strict

descriptions for defining the boundaries of the river.

The third article is produced by Yiiksel Oztan and A.ihsan Sofuoglu (from Park
and Garden Management of Gaziantep Greater Municipality titled Green Area
System of Gaziantep and Existing Situation). In this article, Oztan and
Sofuoglu put the promoters discourse by stressing the policies that yielded the

existing situation of green areas as a success.

The fourth and the last article is again written by Sofuoglu titled as “Report on
Gaziantep Fair”. Sofuodlu clearly expresses that they request for a national
fair in the competition site and he utilizes the competition document as a

platform to express the promoters’ approach to the competition:

% Original text: “Burada 6nemli olan anlayis, suya dayali oyun, atraksiyon vb. gibi 6nerilerin akarsuyun
arazide fiziksel bir ayrim yapmaksizin, mevcut arazi bittuininde basarili bir remodlajin yapilmasini saglamak
olmalidir .”

5 Original text: “...bizim projede onunla ilgili bir gevre miihendisinden danismanlik almistik. Onun teknik
devir daimine kadar, yani aslinda galiba mimarlik ¢ok baskin degildi.”
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“We would like our industrialists to effort for foreign business by changing
their worldview and we would like to have a national fair in our city as a
related goal.”® (lller Bankasi 1988a)

Another remarkable point about the competition is the existence of a unique
regulation document attached to the design brief specifically prepared for this
competition by iller Bankasi, titled as “Gaziantep Greater Municipality Park
and Urban Design Competition Principles”. In this document iller Bankasi
defines the rules that shall be obeyed during the competition. However, the
document has no attributions to urban design, and the text’s legitimacy is
questioned by the competitors in questions and answers document and the

response of the jury is:

“The required response [to this question] was given by the promoter of
the competition, and the jury committee is agree with it: Gaziantep |[...]
Competition was opened by lller Bankasi with the authorization of
Gaziantep Greater Municipality. lller Bankasi is not object to the Law of
Public Tender Bids No. 2886. As known, The Competitions Bylaw that
was prepared by the Chamber of Architects has become invalid with this
law. Moreover, the previous bylaw of the BIB was insufficient for urbanism
coimpetitions. The right to prepare a new bylaw is again given to
BIB.However, this new byelaw has not been published in the Offical
Gazette so not valid yet.For this reason, in order to fil the legal gap the
139

ministry (BIB) has prepared a special bylaw specific to this competition.
(iller Bankasi 1988b)

% Original text: “Biz sanayicimizin kendisini tanitmadaki gériis agisini degistirerek disa agilmasi yolunda
gayret harcamasini ve hedef olarak sehrimizde ulusal bir fuarin gergeklestiriimesini istiyoruz.”

% Original text: “Bu konuda yarigmayi agan idarece yapilan ve yarigma jurisince de katilinan agiklama
asagida verilmistir. Gaziantep 100. Yil Atatlirk Kultir Parki ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi,
Gaziantep Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanhiginin vermis oldugu yetkiye dayanilarak iller Bankasinca agilmistir.
lller Bankasi 2886 Sayili Devlet ihale Kanununa tabi degildir. Bilindigi gioi TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi
Yarigmalar Yénetmeligi adi gecen kanunla gegerliligini yitirmistir. Ayrica Bayindirlik ve Iskan Bakanhginin
daha dnceki yonetmeligi sehircilik yarismalarinda yeterli kalmamaktaydi. Bu konudaki yeni yonetmeligi
hazirlama yetkisi yine ayni yasa ile Bayindirlik ve Iiskan Bakanligina verilmistir. Ancak, bakanlikga
hazirlanan Yarigmalar Yonetmeligi taslagi da halen Resmi Gazete’de yayinlanarak hukuki nitelik kazanmig
ve yururlige girmis degildir. Sonug olarak, halen sehircilik proje yarismalarina esas olacak bir ydnetmelik
bulunmamaktadir. Bu nedenle, yarigmay acan iller Bankasinca sehircilik yarigsmalari konusunda mevcut
olan yasal boslugu doldurmak lzere, s6z konusu yarismada kullaniimak tzere, Banka kanununa goére
Gaziantep Buyuksehir Belediyesi Park ve Kentsel Tasarim Yarisma Esaslari hazirlanmig ve gerekli
prosedir tamamlanarak uygulamaya konulmustur.”
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The answer of the jury reveals two important issues: First, the jury attracts
attention to the lack of legal background for urban design competitions in
1980’s and try to fill this gap with the help of the autonomous legal status of
lller Bankasi. Second, urban design field is associated with planning discipline
by the jury where Gaziantep competition is defined as a planning competition

in their answer written above.

Jury expresses a very comprehensive approach to the problematic varying
from 1/15.000 scale to 1/100 scale and 49 projects submitted are very crucial
signs of the level of the periods’ related professions.They put evaluation
criteria under 4 titles as general, planning and design, technical and
applicability criteria. Those criteria above reflect the jury’s approach to urban
design and in the context of that competition jury approachs the field mainly
from planning discipline. This observation is also affirmed by Kahvecioglu
where he states that planning discipline and urban design field was dominant

during the competition process.

One of the design teams is disqualified from the Gaziantep competition, due to
the reason that the site-visit document is taken by the landcape architect of
the team, who is not a member of both Architects of City Planners Chamber.

Selami Demiralp, whose team is disqualified notes:

[It is written in the design brief that] ...any discipline can take part in a
competition project team. We did it, and we also obeyed the rule that the
team representative is to be architect. But when any team member other
than the architect takes the site-visit document, it generates a problem. At
that time, the head of the jury, who was from lller Bankasi, gave us many
advises when we spoke about the problem. And unfortunately [the
decision did not change] and we started our competition journey with
such a disappointment. It created a sense of being insulted.”° (Selami

Demiralp, interview)

40 Original text: “Ekipte her disiplin yer alabiliyor, mimar ekip basi tamam. Ama ekip i¢inde yer alan birisi yer
gérme belgesini alamaz gibi bir gerekge ile 0 zaman ki jiri baskani lller Bankasindaydi, onunla
gorustigimuzde bize glzelce 6gutler vermisti. Kollokyumda bunu dile getirmistik. Ne yazik ki boyle bir
hayal kirikhgi ile adim atmistik. Gergekten bir asagilanma hissi de yaratiyor ¢linku ekip igerisinde yer
alabiliyorsunuz ama yer gérme belgesi niye alamiyorsunuz?.”
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This competition is one of the first instances to use competition documents
utmost to produce discoursive approaches. In that sense the alternative
regulation of iller Bankasi and the reports attached to design brief expose the

positions of different role players from different discursive formations.

4.3.2. General Evaluation

The main motive that characterizes this period is the effort of legitimizing and
spreading the term “urban design” both in academic and professional circles.
The programmatic dislocation prove that more than the problem definition,
legitimizing the term is more important and all cases studied in that period are
drawing a general framework for the field instead of articulating the objects,
themes, concepts and strategies. Although the first three cases are all based
on landscaping programmes, problem definitions of them are structured within
the discourse of planning and architectural approach. This approach is later
criticized by landscape architects in 2001 Golbasi competition of not

understanding the aspects and dimensions of landscape discipline.

Architect-planners like Mehmet Cubuk, Ozcan Altaban and alike, who were
educated abroad for master degrees on planning and urban design, are very
effective role players of the period. They aim at spreading the term and
impose a conception of urban design which puts planning and architecture in
the center and locating landscape under the planning discipline. This inception
has great simmilarities with Harvard approach to urban design and how they
replaced the outmoded term “civic design” with their discourse of “urban

design”.

Documents produced within that period during competition processes are
making direct attributions to both urban design and the level of urban design in
Turkey. Jury committees do not prefer to produce the knowledge of urban
design but rather they try to create a discourse on the existence of the field as

a specialization apart from planning and architecture.
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In brief, besides academic efforts, 1980-89 competitions are utilized by
academic figures as a platform of struggle in discursive level to legitimize
“‘urban design” as the only tool of organizing city space and they try to

establish a discourse of it via competitions and their documents.

U.D. COMPETITION AS DISCOURSIVE PRACTICE IN 1980s

ENUNCIATIVE MODALITIES CONCEPTS

lPROMOTER'
JURY COMITEE CRITERIAS
-OF JURY
COMPETITOR
l PUBLIC '

-OF COMPETITOR

OBIJECTS STRATEGIES
THEORIES
OBJECTIVITIES
MOVEMENTS

WHAT IS U.D. ABOUT
STYLES

Figure 4.16. Explanatory scheme of the first period of urban design competitions in Turkey.

104



Table 4.3. Concept set of 1980-1989 period urban design competitions

urban design concept set
periods year ~ competitions objects enunciative modality concepts strategies
1980 |Eskisehir- garbage colleciton area, |architect-planners , floraand fauna, recreation, pioneering, site selection, society education,
Kiiltiirpark natural environment, architects, designteams, |consistency, context, level of urban design, specialization, interdisciplinarity,
community center, water |iller bankasi cultural values, tradition landscape planning,
features, climate, spatial design
transport
2 1984 |Adana dam, valley architect-planners , flood risk, specialization, contextual relations, recreation, culture, Jinterdisciplinarity,
% architects, engineers, site selection, urban design quality landscape design,
o design teams, adana architectural design
municipality
W 1985 _mﬁmzcc_km:_xmb_ historic site, transport architect-planners, culture, recreation, flexible landuse, design skill of planners, urban decision
o) routes, pirate port architects, engineers, landscape
W design teams, istanbul
< greater municipality
H 1987 |Bursa-Zafer ve historic pattern, architect-planner, silhouette, density, accesibility, open green space, harmony, city Jbureaucratic offer,
> Sehrekistl pedestrian, city center,  |architects, engineer, design | crown, preservation plans, struggle, urban design plan, attractivelpreservation,
() urban problems, parking |teams, bursagreater urban space, level of urban design, specialization, applicability, |development, renewal,
W municipality, bursa functiondity, spatial organization, space-mass value, unity, urban design, lead-in
% preservation planning group [ sccioeconomic processes, leve of architectural expression, policies, consistency of
o aesthetics, scheme, macro scde definitions scales
<
TR
o 1988 |istanbul-Beyazit |traffic congestion, architects, designteams, |close observation, lack of recreation, unhealthy accomodation, Jrapid urbanisation
mNu Meydani infrastructure, squares, |istanbul greater municipality|facal point, cultural activity, world city, vision, nonpoliticd,
= pedestrian vehicle political parties, labor unions, public activities, urban people's
AMn congestion adtivity, development plan, academician jury composition
nd
m 1989 |Gaziantep age groups, lacal climate, |architect-planners, recreation, anusement, culture, utilizing river, aesthetics, industrialists' worldview,
Kiiltiirpark microclimate, national planners, architects, function, flood preservation, macro scale scheme, relations, green policy

fair, sport complex, city
center, transportation,
water features, site visit
document

landscape architect,
environmental engineer, iller
bankasl, gaziantep greater
municipality, design teams

contact with water, remadeling topography, physical segregation,
recirculation, insufficient competition regulation, special bylaw,
authonomy of iller bankasi, applicability, technicality,
disqualification
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4.4. PRODUCTION OF URBAN DESIGN KNOWLEDGE VIA
COMPETITIONS (1990-2000)

Urban design reaches a certain level of legitimacy among academic and
competition circles in 1990s. Therefore rather than emphasizing the term this
period is concentrated more on forming the knowledge of urban design and
introducing new objects, themes and strategies to enrich and expand the field
rather than legitimizing it via competitions. In that sense the main disciplines of
architecture and planning play a significant role in that process and they bring

their body of knowledge to the field to expand and define its boundaries.

4.4.1. Case Studies

4.4.1.1. Antalya Kalekapisi and Environs in City Centre U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 1990
Promoter Antalya Municipality
Jury 1 Planner / 4 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Historic City Center, 50 Hectares
Program City Center Facilities
Ownership of project site Private-public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 structural plan schema,
Requested 1/500 urban design arrangements
Projects Submitted N.A.
Evaluation Criteria 1. Interscale Consistency,
2. Macroform and City Center Consistency,
3. identity,
4. Flexibility,
5. Quality of life,
6. Phasing,
7. Applicability
Evaluation Period N.A.
Realization Partially Realized

The competition is announced in 1990 by the Antalya Municipality for a 50
hectare-area, the immediate northern region of the old Inner-Castle downtown.
It is the first example in our case studies that is organized according to
Architecture, Engineering, Urbanism and Urban Design Services Regulation
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and Urban Design Services Pricing Brief of TMMOB Chamber of Architects
which came into effect in 1988. Next to design brief, jury and promoter prepare
an Information Booklet having very strong contributions and discoursive
attitudes towards planning discipline and urban design field via articles written
by jury members and the opinions of the Antalya branch of Chamber of
Architects and Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Antalya. In his article

Tekeli concentrates on the ideas about the identity of a city:

“This article does not have a claim of offering an application handbook
about “urban identity”, which is a very young as well as ambiguous and
complicated concept that has recently introduced the planning discourses
of Turkish cities. The article aims at asking new questions about urban
identity, instead. If does so, it means that the article opens the paths of

thinking on the concept.” (Antalya Belediyesi 1990b)

Tekeli is not referring directly to urban designer, rather he preferes to call
him/her as designer in general, but he developes a discourse based on the
concept of identity which is related with the field of urban design in many
aspects. The booklet includes another article written by Bozkurt Guveng. Like
Tekeli, Glveng also concentrates on the concept of identity. He states that
preserving the past and enhancing the present is the only way for creating an

identity for a city:

“The problem of urban identity can be analysed and solved through
planting a new urban concious to the mentalities of inhabitants and new
comers of the city. This approach can materialise itself via
conceptualising the city as a living space instead of working, earning,

accessing and consuming space.”? (Antalya Belediyesi 1990b)

“ Original text: “Bu yazi kentlerin kimligi gibi Turkiye’de kent planlamasi glindemine yeni girmeye baslayan
karmasik ve oldukga miiphem bir konuda herkesin bir bakista kolayca uygulayabilecegi bir el kitabi islevi
g6rmeyi duglemiyor. Bu yazi sona ereken, belki de kentin kimligi konusunda ¢6zimlediginden daha gok yeni
sorular ortaya ¢ikariyor. Eger bunu basarabiliyorsa, bu konuda diisinebilme yollarini agiyor ve amacini
gerceklestiriyor demektir.” (Antalya Municipality Information Booklet 1990)

“2 Original text: “Kentin kimligi sorunu kentte yasayanlara, kente gelip yerlesenlere, kentlilesenlere yeni bir
kent bilinci kazandirmakla ¢éziimlenir. Bu ¢ozlim, kentin sadece bir galisma, kazanma, ulagma, tiketme,
oturma yeri olmaktan kurtulup bir yasama ve yasatma, egitim ve kultir merkezine déntugmesiyle
gerceklesir.”
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In another article written by the architect jury member Cengiz Bektas titled “To
Conserve’, Bektas stresses on the fact that we should make it live if we want
to conserve, not to leave it to its destiny. He also brings crucial criticisms to

planning discipline and says:

“I don’t believe that a planning process can be handled with a remote
approach to the area especially when the site has preservation sites. Any
planning that does not breathe the problems of the to-be-planned area
with all its problems and potentials in situ is destined to failure. Any kind
of planning that is not in contact with the living culture and is carried out
with distant-planning tools should be called as an absolute murder.
Planning on the other hand should not be left totally to the local actors,
43

who have many different interest estimations [about planning]
Belediyesi 1990b)

(Antalya

Bektas develops a very strong discursive attitude towards planning discipline
but does not question the interdisciplinary relation of planning and architecture
in the preservation plan making processes. Baran idil (interview) notes that
planning discipline is dominant in Preservation Aimed Development Plans
(Koruma Amagli imar Plani) where he claimes that the concepts, themes and
objects of this type of plans are mainly related with architectural domain and

also closely related with urban design field more than planning discipline.

The most crucial article in the Information Booklet is written by Ozcan Altaban
entitted ‘On the Issues That Should Be Taken into Consideration While
Analysing the Dimensions of Urban Design’. In his article Altaban summarizes
the emergence and evolution of urban design field in the western world and
tries to map the knowledge of the field from a planner point of view who
always advocates the whole and defines urban design as a type of action

planning and a reaction to comprehensive planning:

4 Original text: “Koruma olgusunu atlamayacak bir planlamanin, yerinde yérede olmayan bir odaktan ya da
belli odaklardan yurutulebilecegine giderek yonetilebilecedine de inanmiyorum. Dlzenlenecek olan alani,
bitin 6zellikleri, iliskileriyle tim sorunlarinin iginde ve birlikte, kendi sirtinda, y6rede strekli yagsamayan bir
planlama basarili olamaz. Gergek kiiltirle birebir iliskide olmayan, uzaktan reprodiksiyon kultiriyle
yapilacak planlama tek sézcukle cinayettir. Ne var ki planlama, yoéredeki gikar gruplarinin oyunlarina da
birakilmamalidir .”
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“About urban design, [we can say that] it cannot change the form of urban
development. However, it has another important function: it may help
empowering the social and cultural organization abilities that make use
and control of proposed urban spaces. Urban design has long been
focused on promoting high-quality built environments. Nevertheless, one
should not fall into a trap of pragmatistic thinking, which has a risk of
overlooking the sum of the city when looking at the local concrete
solutions [in terms of urban built environment]* (Antalya Belediyesi
1990b)

Altaban also puts the principal dimensions of urban design as spatial,
temporal, human-environment, diverse actors, interdisciplinarity and guidance

dimensions:

“An urban designer has a mediatory role between planning and
architecture. S/he is an agent that ties and makes closer the two
disciplines. The architect thinks himself as a technologist and an artist,
while the planner positions himself as a social scientist and manager.
Other disciplines imagine their field as untouchable knowledge grounds
as well. Therefore, the urban designer will have such a difficult mission
that he should know where and when those disciplines can get in touch
with each other and more than that he should direct them to work
together™ (Antalya Belediyesi 1990b)

In their article, Antalya branch of Chamber of Architects criticise the planning
pratice of the period as being technocratic and capital-oriented. They advocate

human scale, respect to the past, nostalgic and environmentalist approach

* Original text: “Kentsel tasarima gelince, kentsel gelisme bigimini degistiremez. Ancak yapabilecegi ok
onemli bir islevi sudur; 6nerilen kentsel/cevresel mekanlar ve bunlarin kullanim ve denetimi igin sosyal ve
kalttrel érgutlenmenin zenginlesmesine, gi¢ kazanmasina yardimci olabilir. Kentsel tasarim yerel yapili ve
aclk gevrenin niteligini yukseltmeyi temel ilgi alani yapmistir. Fakat bu konuda da pragmatistlerin tuzaklarina
dismemek gerekir. Clnku yerel eylem ve etkinliklerde bulunurken kentin bitiinini gézden kagirma riski her
zaman vardir.”

“ Original text: “Kentsel Tasarimci, Plancilik ve Mimarlik gibi iki blyuk disiplin arasinda araci/orta-adam
rolundedir. Bu iki disiplini yaklastirici bir ajan durumundadir. Mimar kendisini daha gok teknolojist ve sanatgi
olarak, Planci ise kendisini bir sosyal bilimci ve de is idarecisi olarak goérir. Diger uzmanlk dallari da kendi
alanlarini dokunulmaz sinirlar icinde degerlendirirler. Dolayisi ile Kentsel Tasarimci bu meslek sinirlarini ve
hangi noktalarda ortak iligkilerin kurulabilecegini iyi bilme yetenegini kazanmak ve onlari ortak ¢alismaya
yonlendirmek gibi zor bir gérevle de karsilasacaktir.”
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and call it ‘Humanist Planning’. The article concluded with stressing on the
importance of reorganising the city center with the inclusion of the public and

for a participatory action, a competition shall be held for a healthy process.

The article written by Antalya Chamber of Commerce and Industry is based on
a pragmatic perspective for solutions to immediate problems of city center
such as parking, preservation of trade pattern, disciplining development plans,

green areas, vegetation and landscape.

The last article is produced by the West Mediterrenean Branch of Chamber of

City Planners and focuses on the concept of Public Good:

“This competition is beyond a typical urban design competition; it is an
attempt to define an urban core. That's why the boundaries of the
development plan constitute an important input in the competition project.
Depending on that fact, the project teams should not disregard the critical
relations between the uban core, historic innercastle district and the
Marina. They should favour public interest in their proposals of new
spatial organizations among these important nodes. They should think of
46

new financial models for the facilitation of public resources.
Belediyesi 1990b)

(Antalya

Hasan Subasi, mayor of Antalya, has a foreword at the beginning of design
brief mainly based on the failures of previous plans both in macro scale and
city center scale. Mayor summarizes the municipality’s approach to the

project:

“... bringing a contemporary image to Antalya, creating the opportunity to
enforce the city culture, giving the crucial social and cultural functions in
the downtown, generating specialized markets, unifying nature and
history and revealing the city characteristics, integrating with the

innercastle, invigorating the historic building stock in the vicinity, solving

4 Original text: “Bu yarisma, kanimizca, genel bir kentsel tasarim yarismasindan 6te bir merkez tanimlama
galismasidir ve bu yuzden plan sinirlari projenin 6nemli ve hassas girdisini olusturmaktadir. Bu 6zelligi
nedeniyle, projede Kent Merkezi-Kaleici ve Yat Limani arasindaki iligkiler gézden kagiriimamali ve buradaki
diizenlemelerde kamu yarari 6n planda tutulmali, kentsel de@erler yaratiimali ve bununa birlikte kamu
projelerinin kendini finanse etmesi 6rgltlenme ve isletme modelleri dustndlmelidir.”
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the traffic congestion, spreading the central functions to the surrounding,
having alternatives and policies, having stages of applicability and
practical solutions, defending the tradesmen, solutions of exchange,
economic, lucrative, in short the project should plan the year 2000’s

downtown of Antalya.”’ (Antalya Belediyesi 1990a)

First aim of the competition is determined as acquiring a structural plan
scheme of landuse, transportational relations and developing policies for the
solution of problems due to over urbanization in design brief. Finding solutions
for the historic city center and its surroundings in urban design scale is the
second aim and applicability of the proposals is the third. But besides those

objectives, jury puts the ultimate aim of the competition as:

“One of the ultimate aims of this competition is to encourage planners,
architects and urban designers to work together and give final products
that represent wholeness and to promote Fine Arts in general.” *(Antalya
Belediyesi 1990a)

The object of the competition is determined in two scales; First a 1/5.000
structural plan scheme and second a 1/500 urban design projects. For the jury
an urban design approach shall question the relation between the social
processes and the functional and physical components of city center, aimed at
preserving urban pattern’s historical and natural values, defining the traditional
and contemporary functions’ site selection principles and enriching the spatial
quality, aimed at enriching the quality of life with indoor and outdoor activities
in city center, having a high opinion of creating traffic free zones for
pedestrians in city center and shall also put policies and tools for realizing an

urban design project.

7 Original text: “Belediyemizin bu konuda yaklasimi s6yle 6zetlenebilir: Cagdas anlamda Antalya imajini
veren, kent kiltlrt olusturma ortamini hazirlayacak, merkezde gerekli sosyal ve kiiltirel mekanlara yer
verecek, ihtisaslasmaya gore dlizenlenmis garsilari bulunan, tarihi tabiatla birlestiren ve kent kisiligini ortaya
¢ikaran, Kaleigi ile butlinlesen, bu ¢evredeki tarihi eserleri, hanlari ve carsilari da ihya edecek, merkezdeki
yodun trafie ¢dzim getirecek, kent merkezi iglevlerini gevreye yayabilecek, alternatifleri ve ¢6zim
politikalari olan, asamali uygulanabilirligi ve pratik ¢éziimler getiren, esnafimizi koruyucu, takasli ¢éztimler
iceren, ekonomik, rantabl kisacasi sehrimiz Antalya’nin ikibinli yillarinin kent merkezini planlamak, imar ve
insa etmek Uzere konuyu ele almis bulunuyoruz.”

48 Original text: “Bu yarismanin 6nciil amaclari arasinda lilkemizdeki planlama, kentsel tasarim ve mimarlik
gibi uzmanlik dallarinin birbirini tamamlayan bir butinllk icinde eser vermelerinin belediyelerce
desteklenmesi ve Glizel Sanatlari tesvik etmek de yer almaktadir.”
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There are only four questions asked to the jury and they aim at freeing the

competitors for their approaches to the problematic in their answers.

With the choices made by the jury and its related document jury report where
those choices are legitimized with concrete statements, the competition opens
up a new period in terms of the position of urban design in architectural
discussions and practices. It forces the emergence of new perspectives
especially in planning-architecture relations, which is an outcome of the first
prize-winning project’s approach. This project suggests a macro-scale solution
for the area, which -in its jury report- advocates the approach of “architecture

that is born from urbanism” (Mimarlk 1991). The jury report starts as follows:

“Antalya Kalekapisi [...] Competition was organised with an expectation
of bringing a new understanding and a new process [about planning].
Hence it is being an exciting experiment which should also be followed
and evaluated by urban policy bodies and educational bodies that give
education on the field.” (Antalya Belediyesi 1990c)

Jury also makes observations on the position of urban design between urban
planning and architecture discipline and they focus on its inadequte level of
institutionalisation in the country. As a consequence they claim that due to
those facts some of the projects fail to meet jury’s expectations. Jury defines
urban design as a framework enabling the transition between planning and
architecture discipline but also note that urban design has unique dimensions

that both disciplines can not achieve, creating ‘Urban Identity’.

More important than the criteria of selection jury affirms that in the evaluation
process all projects will be handled within its own conceptual and
phemonenological totality. This is crucial because the winning project is
awarded the first prize due to its proposals outside the competition site. idil,
architect-planner of the first prize winning project, evaluates this attitude of

jury’s as they did not consider the problematic as an affair of honour because

49 Original text: “Antalya Kent Merkezi iginde Kalekapisi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Yarigmasi Tiirkiye'de
yeni bir dlgekte yeni bir anlayisla, yeni bir stire¢ éngorilerek ¢ikarilmistir. Bu ydnlyle Turkiye'de kent
yonetimleri ve bu alanda egitim veren kurumlar agisindan dikkatle izlienmesi ve de@erlendiriimesi gereken
bir deney olmaktadir.”
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idil's project draws a broader framework than the design brief. Jury also
appreciates Idil's project due to the consistent attitude underlining the
continuity from urban planning to architecture discipline and find the project as
advocating “architecture that is born from urbanism”. But it is an interesting
fact that idil handles the situation opposite to that approach of jury’s, putting

architecture merely to a central position within their relations to each other.

“All planning tools and thoughts have developed under the umbrella of
architecture since the Antique Greek times, when there was no
professional institutionalisation at all. Doesn’t the history of planning
overlap with the history of architecture? Yes, it does.You call the first
planner Vitruvius as the first architect as well. Hippodamus, the planner of
Prienne, was also an architect. | don’t call him urban designer, but
planner, since he was dealing with social inputs that go beyond urban
design. Maybe the difference will come out from this point. | don’t have
any idea about the extent of such a dissolution and specialisation in other
professions. Recently a very extent dissolution has been going on
between architecture and planning, as if planning has just been

discovered.” *° (Baran Idil, interview)

The magazine of Chamber of Architects 91/1 includes a special partition for
the competition and in addition to Altaban’s, Bektas’s, Gliven¢’s and Tekeli’s
article, Baran Idil's and ilhan Giilge¢’s articles are also added. Opposite to the
jury’s conception idil draws the path of urban design from architectural scale to
urban planning scale and heavily criticises planning discipline and its

education precluding the conceptual and cultural dimensions of architecture:

50 Original text: “Simdi planlamanin daha kurumsallasmadigi1 kurumsallasmanin ¢ok uzaginda kaldigi
dénemlerde ta milattan bu yana tim planlama kanallari mimarlik adi altinda gelisti. Eski Yunan’dan bu yana.
Ondan evvelinden mimarlik diye geliyor. Planlamanin tarihi mimarlidin tarihi ile gakisiyor degil mi? Siz ilk
sehirci dediginiz Vitruvius’u ayni zamanda ilk mimar da diyorsunuz. Efes’in mimarina mimar diyordu planci
demiyordu, Hipodamus’a. Prienenin muellifi mimardi ama planciydi gok énemli degil ona kentsel tasarimci
demiyorum planciydi ¢linku kentsel tasarimi asan verilerle de ugrasiyordu o planlama verileri sosyal
verilerle ugrasiyordu yani belki ayirnmi oradan yakalamak mimkin. Simdi bu ayrigsmalar ihtisaslasma
olayina veyahut bu bu tir ihtisaslasma baska alanlarda ne kadar vardir ben bilmiyorum ama ilk defa bu
kadar biyUk bir ayrisma planlama ile mimarlik arasinda oluyor. Sanki planlama yeni kesfedilmis birsey gibi,
simdiye kadar bilinmiyordu.”
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“The problem is the scale. The crucial question is that do our education
systems equip us [planners and architects] to deal with this problem of
scale. Unfortunately, neither architecture education that focuses on
“building” nor planning education that excludes theoretical and cultural
aspects of architecture is sufficient in that sense. Therefore, the education
451

given in both disciplines does have a little contribution to urban design.
(Mimarlik 1991)

In his article, Gllgec¢ bases his approach on the need for an interdisplinary
work of various disciplines to achieve urban design and says all disciplines

lack when urban design is concerned:

“If urban design is to come into prominence in the near future, today no
discipline has adequate equipment to do that. Any city planner or
architect cannot carry out [urban design] all alone. It is a team
businnes.”? (Mimarlik 1991)

Antalya Kalekapisi competition is the breaking point in urban design
competitions and there is an intense ammount of effort to form the body of
knowledge of the field. Jury, promoter and even the competitors participate in
that process and every role player approached the field from different paths
depending on their disciplinary perspective. But we shall also note that even
though coming from same disciplines Bektas and idil or Tekeli and Altaban
approach the problem from different positions exhibiting the constellation of
ideas within a discipline’s body of knowledge. Besides design disciplines,
approach of local powers are also reflected via documents and is a crucial
indicator of the expectations in local scale from the presented and constructed

“urban design” discourse.

5 Original text: “Sorun bir 6lgek sorunudur. Aldigimiz egitim bizleri bu 6lgeg@in Ustesinden gelmek igin
yeterince donatiyor mu sorusuna gelince, ne mimarlik fakiltelerindeki salt binaya donik 6gretiler ne de
planlanma egitiminin mimarinin kuramsal ya da kultirel boyutlarini diglayan egitimi yeterli. Dolayisi ile, her
iki meslek dalinda verilen egitim, kentsel tasarim acisindan bence minimum katki saghyor.”

5 Original text: “Kentsel tasarim agirlik kazanacaksa, bugtiin higbir meslek bunu icin yeterli donanima sahip

degil. Ne tek basina bir kent plancisi ne de tek basina bir mimar bunun altindan kalkamaz. Bu, ustaya kadar
uzanacak ekip isi.”
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This competition puts forward a very crucial problematic, “urban identity”. Due
to uncontrolled and rapid urbanisation and migration from rural to urban areas,
identity became a big problem for cities according to architects and planners.
Parallel to developments in the western world, urban design discourse also
addresses identity problematic as one of the main objects of its discursive
formation. In that sense, a popular problematic is utilized to reinforce the
ground of the field and competition institution plays a very distinctive role with
its public characteristics enabling various role players included in the process.

Identity problematic will be one of the main motives in our latter case studies.

Another aspect of that competition is the effort of the jury to introduce urban
design to potential future promoters, municipalities. This is a crucial move that
iller Bankasi retreated and new promoting bodies are potantially local

municipalities.
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prize: 1/2000 scale development plan

Figure 4.17. 1990 Antalya Kalekapisi and environs 1%

and 1/500 urban design project
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Figure 4.18. 1990 Antalya Kalekapisi and environs 2™ prize: 1/2000 scale development plan
and 1/500 urban design project
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Figure 4.19. 1990 Antalya Kalekapisi and environs 2nd prize: 1/2000 scale development plan
and 1/500 urban design project
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4.4.1.2. istanbul Besiktas Square and Environs U.D. Projects Competition

Date of Announcement 1990
Promoter Besiktas Municipality
Jury 3 Architects / 3 Architect-Planners / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Besiktas Square next to Naval Museum, 9 Hectares
Program Urban Square
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 plan,
Requested 1/500 urban design projects,
1/500 Model
Projects Submitted 43 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Functional Uses and Formation,

2. Pedestrian and Vehicle Organisation,
3. Approaches to Square,

4. Applicability
Evaluation Period 5 Days
Realization Not Realized

Besiktas Municipality announces the competition in 1990 for the core of the
district which is also one of the central nodes of istanbul regarding the
pedestrian and vehicle connections. This is the first example of urban design
named competition promoted by a town municipality. The aim of the

competition is defined as:

“...achieving a project that will suggest new development opportunities for
Besiktag Square and surrounding by keeping its historic characteristics in
mind, and that will develop new proposals on social and cultural facilities
with the light of urban design and landscaping principles. 53 (Besiktas
Belediyesi 1990a)

The competition is open to architects and planners even though the main aim
of the competition is defined to put urban design and landscape principles.
Design brief formulates the problematic as rearrangement of Besiktas square
without precluding the historical, natural and cultural values. According to the
design brief, besides 1/5.000 landuse plan, the urban design project is to be

submitted in a “development plan” language in 1/1000 scale. The new spatial

5 Original text: “Besiktas Meydani ve gevresinin tarihsel gelisimi iginde yeni gelisme olanaklarini, kentsel
tasarim ve peyzaj ilkelerini belirleyecek, sosyal ve kiiltirel donatimlara ait dnerileri getirecek bir projenin
elde edilmesi ve buna bagli olarak Glizel Sanatlarin tesvik edilmesidir.”
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organization will be able to generate new resources for the municipality by
increasing commercial activities as well as to solve transportation interchange
problems of pedestrians. The planning discipline within this formulation of
design brief is reduced to a traffic planning issue. Even though there are clear
attributions to landscape, there are no landscape architects in the jury
committee and the competition is not open to landscape architects as an

author:

“In this report, the main approach of the proposed design to the problem
should be interpreted, and the relation of the design with the landscaping
in terms of their integrity [structure and landscape] in time should be

explained.”™ (Besiktas Belediyesi 1990a)

In the question and answers document, question 1.3 askes for cancelling the
1/1.000 development plan and this request is recognized and then approved
by the jury and they exclude one of the tools of representation of planning

discipline from the process. Question 4.3 askes:

“Is there any professional person in the jury about landscaping which is
one of the critical dimensions of the subject? If not, could you please
explain on which bases the jury will make their evalution?”®

Belediyesi 1990b)

(Besiktag

Jury answers the question evaluating them sufficient to appraise general
principles of landscape discipline. Another crucial question numbered 20.7 is

about the composition of the jury asking:

“Looking at the jury compositions of the recent competitions in Turkey, we
see that all of the jury members are full-time academics from universities,
as if we do not have any colleaugues rising from practice of the discipline.

Unfortunately, this competition [of Beyazit Square] has also this kind of a

5 Original text: “Bu raporda konuya yaklasim ve ekli ihtiyag programinin gergeklestiriime ve mekanlarin
olusturulmasi ile zamanla gelismesinde peysaj mimarisi ile nasil butlnlik saglanacagi agiklanacaktir.”

% Original text: “Konunu agirlik noktalarindan birini olusturan peyzaj diizenlemesi konusunda jiiride uzman
bir kimse var mi? eger yoksa nasil bir degerlendirme yapilacagini agiklar misiniz?”
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Jjury composition, in which, very interesting, all prize winners are also

university professors.” °®(Besiktas Belediyesi 1990b)

The competitor also questiones the pre-acceptance that academicians know
the best and stresses on the importance of inclusion of professionals from

practice in the jury committee.

43 projects are submitted in total and jury appreciates the quantitiy of the
projects in the evaluation report but due to the difficulty of the problematic the
level of the projects are not recognized evenly. Jury defines functional uses
and formation, pedestrian and vehicle organisation, approaches to square and
applicability as the evaluation criteria and make 3 elimination phases. Besides
those criteria jury defines more detailed criteria for the final elimination as
vehicle access, functionality economy and applicability of the proposal,
pedestrian access, functional and aesthetical success of square, downtown
arrangement and proposed indoor activities.When jury’s evaluations on the
first prize winning project are analysed the main criteria of the jury seems to
be the solution of the junction and relation of vehicle and pedestrian (Figure
4.20).

Even though jury bases the problem definition on solving vehicle and
pedestrian appoaches to the square, this competition is crucial of indicating
landscape architects’ interest in urban design. As shown above, a question
addressing the evaluation of landscape features in the proposed project is
asked and this appearance of landscape architects being aspire for urban
design field is an important shift. Depending on Selami Demiralp’s interview,
we know that he has participated in the competition and has won a mention

prize.

% Original text: “Yarisma jiiri (iyelerinin teskiline bakilinca, bir (iye harig, Tlrkiye'de son birkag yarismada
sanki 6gretim gyelerinin disinda juri olacak meslektasimiz yokmus gibi, 6gretim tyelerinden mutesekkil bir
juri olusturulmustur. Ne yazki ki son Beyazit Meydani tanzimi yarismasinda da aynen dgretim Uyelerinden
olusmus bir juri ve enteresandir yarismada dereceye girenlerde hep 6gretim tyeleri.”
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Figure 4.20. 1990 Besiktas Square: first three prizes: 1/500 models
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4.4.1.3. Beautiful Ankara Project-North Part Backbone U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement

1991

Promoter Ankara Greater Municipality

Jury 3 Architects / 3 Architect-Planners / 1 Planner
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Esenboda-Samsun junction, Over 500 Hectares
Program Urban Spine

Ownership of project site

Private-public

Macro and Micro Scales
Requested

1/15.000 General Decisions Scheme,
1/200 Urban Design Preliminary Projects

Projects Submitted

21 Projects

Evaluation Criteria

1. Interscale Consistency,

2. Applicability,

3. Natural Environment Values,

4. Feasibility,

5. Relations of Landuse, Functional Components and
Transportation,

6. Phasing,

7. Organisation, Finance, Participation, Institutional

Structure, Supervision Proposals in Urban Design Scale,

8. Urban identity

Evaluation Period

N.A.

Realization

Not Realized

Design brief of the competition commences with a foreword of the period’s

mayor Murat Karayalgin stressing on the fact of rapid urbanization and the

loss of the city of Ankara as an urban model for the country. Karayalgin also

draws a path in order to solve those urban problems and defined 5 project

packs as Transformation Projects, Development Projects, Participation

Projects, Cultural Projects and the rest. Karayalgin also gives clues about the

ingredient of those projects in his foreword but what is crucial about his

foreword is how he formulated the competition’s main aim:

“Beautiful Ankara Project is one of the important development projects.

These projects aimed at giving back their real values to the entrances, the

“backbone”, the hills and the valleys of 21st century Ankara, coming up

with creative solutions to complex problems and producing educationary

information to the city population.” (Ankara Bilyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

% Original text: “Glizel Ankara Projesi, gelisim projelerinin énemlilerinden biridir. Bu projelerle 21. ylizyilin
Ankara’sinin giriglerini, omurgasini, tepelerini ve vadilerini gercek degerlerine kavusturmak, karmasik
sorunlara yaratici gézimler bulmak ve kent toplumu igin egitici bilgileri iretmek hedeflenmistir.”
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Beside those, Karayalgin puts also recreating the historical, functional and

visual qualities of Ankara among crucial aims of the competition.

In the introduction of design brief jury makes crucial attributions to

interdisciplinarity and institution of comptetition:

“Problems of the city that have to do with the “backbone” of Ankara
require solutions that rely on interdisciplinary knowledge and skills in
terms of both scale and location. The consultancy of people from various
occupations would not be enough to solve these problems. They also
require a synthesis of the opinions with the support of a creative force.”
%8(Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

Similar to Antalya Kalekapisi Competition jury puts urban identity as one of the
major problems of Ankara to be solved. 1930's Garden City Utopia was
forming the identity of Ankara but rapid urbanisation took away this vision but
with the help of the backbone competition a new identity is aimed to be
created. Jury defines the competition as an avantgarde movement in many

aspects:

“The workings of the jury that started under just a heading and a list of
heuristic images needed to be prolonged for months until the design brief
could be founded on this accumulated knowledge. In this process, the
ambiguities of the subject are clarified and concrete explanations are put
forward for abstract subjects. Still, the truth is that the City Spine has such
a rich potential to be placed in such an inflexible framework. This is
indeed the motivation and insurance behind the creative contestant. In
other words, the creative scenario will be produced by the contestant and
the honour of coming up with inventive solutions will belong to the

contestant as well.” *(Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

5 Original text: “Omurga sorunlari gerek konum, gerekse 6lgek agisindan disiplinlerarasi bilgi ve beceriye
dayanan g¢ézumler gerektirmektedir. Bu ¢ézimleri elde etmek igin de cesitli meslek adamlarinin yanyana
gelerek danismanlik yapmasi yetmeyecek, tim goéruslerin yaratici gug esligindeki sentezi gerekecektir.”

% Original text: “Soyle ki: bir anlamli isim ve bir dizi sezgisel imajla baslayan jiiri galismalarinin, sartnameye
temel olacak bilgi birikimine erisinceye kadar aylar boyu, saatlerce surdirulmesi gerekmistir. Boylece,
konunun agir basan belirsizliklerine adim adim agiklik ve kolayca soyutluga kayan yénlerine somut
aciklamalar getiriimeye galisilmistir. Gene de gergek sudur ki: Kent Omurgasi kati belirginlik gergevesi igine
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Jury developes a strong discursive attitude both for the spirit of urban design
field and tried to stimulate and provoke the design teams. With its more than
500 hectares of project site, this competition is one of the most comprehensive

of all. The aim and scope of the competition is defined as:

“To define urban landscapes and images by developing conceptual
decisions at a larger scale at the Esenboga — Samsun intersection of the
urban corridor between Esenboga and Cankaya, which defines the most
distinct spine of Ankara, to examine the existing irregular formations and
transformations in terms of their value on an urban scale, to define some
structural planning and intervention strategies in the section between
Cubuk detour and Altinpark consistent with the outcomes of the
examinations stated above, and finally to have varied design proposals
for the competition site that work towards creating an Urban Design
strategy through functional structures or open air arrangements that
would formulate an identity and urban landscape for the city, is our utmost

aim.”(Ankara Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

First chapter of design brief is entitled ‘General Ideas Forming the Base for
Urban Design in the Framework of Planning and Jury’s Thoughts’. In this part
of design brief jury makes conceptual analysis of urban spine concept and
summarize the urban evolution of Ankara from a planner’s perspective. Under
‘On the Motivations for the Competition’ title jury implicitly puts the main
approach to problematic and developed ideas under 8 topics that will orient

the competitors:

“Throughout the spine of Ankara, the spatial themes that are underlined

by the socio-cultural image of Ankara and that have to do with her being

sikistirlamayacak kadar heyecan verici potansiyel zenginliklere sahiptir. Ve bu yonu ile yarismacinin
yaratici gucunin givencesi ve 6zendiricisidir. Bagka bir deyisle, en yaratici senaryoyu gene yarigsmaci
hazirlayacak ve en buluscu ¢ézliimleri getirmek onuruna da ona ait olacaktir.”

60 Original text: “Ankara kentinin en belirgin omurgasini olusturan Esenboga Cankaya arasindaki koridorun,
Esenboga-Samsun kavsagi bélimune iligkin ilkesel kararlar (Ust 6lgekte) gelistirerek kentsel gérinim ve
imgeleri belirlemek, mevcut dizensiz olusum ve dénusimleri kentsel degerler agisindan irdelemek, bu
inceleme ve onerileri tutarli olarak Cubuk sapagdi ve Altinpark arasindaki bolimde, yapisal plan kararlari ve
muidahale politikalarini saptamak, ve nihayet belirlenen sinirlarda Kentsel Tasarim proje dilini gelistirerek
gorsel ve iglevsel nitelikler tasiyan yapili ve agik gevre dizenleme, Kentsel peyzaj ve kent kimligini
olusturmaya yonelik gok boyutlu ¢éziim 6nerilerinin elde edilmesi amaglanmaktadir.”
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the capital city are needed to be designed. Moreover, design solutions
surrounding the spine are required to be incorporated into the centre at all
scales with proper landscaping arrangements.”’

Belediyesi 1991a)

(Ankara Biiyliksehir

Jury also makes attributions to creating a visual structure, physical and
functional structure, landmarks, identity, combining chaos and monotony,
renewal of existing pattern in consistency with the urban spine and green
corridors considering topography. They aim at acquiring from macro to micro
scale a consistency and continuity of projects of planning, urban design and
architecture and come up with a synthesis of all. It is interesting to see that
jury requests urban design projects in 1/200 scale. In previous cases, urban
design scale was determined as 1/1.000 or 1/500 but 1/200 was used mainly
in architecture and landscape architecture for implementation projects. This
request of jury’s reveals the fact that the product of urban design can be

represented in that scale too.

This competition is the first example to define and force the competitors to
work together with other disciplines. The representative of any design team is

to be either an architect or a city planner as the brief states:

“The competition requires the participation of a team composed of at least
one architect and a planner. Moreover, the consultants should contribute
to this team-work and the team leader should be an architect and/ or a

planner.” ®? (Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

Similar to previous examples jury committee exclude landscape architects
from the formulation implicitly although the problematic has clear attributions
to landscape discipline. Similar to Kalekapisi competition, jury equips brief

with crucial articles of planner Gonll Tankut on Ankara’s urban spine and its

o Original text: “Omurga boyunca Ankara’nin sosyo-tarihsel, baskentlik, gelecege yonelik kent imaj’larina
iliskin temalarinin vurgulandigr mekansal deg@erler dizisinin tasarimlanacagi disiinilmeli, omurga
cevresindeki kentsel tasarimlarin omurga ile ilgili her élgekteki planlama ve gevre dizenlemeleriyle
bitinlesmesi saglanmahdir.”

62 Original text: “Yarismaya en az bir Mimar ve bir Sehir Plancisindan olusan ekiplerin katilmasi, konuyla
ilgili danismanlarin da ekip ¢alismalarina katkida bulunmasi ve ekip basinin Mimar ve/veya Sehir Plancisi
olmasi gerekmektedir.”
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historical evolution, of architect-planner Haluk Alatan on planning history of
Ankara, of planner-landscape architect Tlrkay Ates on urban landscape in
Turkey, of architect Doruk Pamir on urban environments, of planner Hiseyin
G. Cankaya on town municipalities’ plan studies and finally of iller Bankasi on
geological report summary. Tankut comes up with strong criticisms to planner
Jansen in her article and finds his plan weak in predicting the future

developments of the city:

“Jansen’s Ankara urban plan did not have a well-defined structure.
Specifically, it lacks the structure that could integrate land use regions or
that could materialize sustainable growth potentials.” ®(Ankara

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

Ates bases his article mainly on urban image and claims that this image is
mainly developed by clinging on to an urban spine or path and emphasizes
the importance of main transportation routes. He also makes crucial

attributions to the current situation of design disciplines related with urban life:

“In Turkey, city planning, urban design and urban landscaping examples
have been limited to parcel designing, and could not be extended to
pavements, avenues, and city space and hence modern spatial examples
belonging to society were not materialized.” ®* (Ankara Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesi 1991a)

Ates also criticizes Turkish urban planning discipline’s approach to green, not
narrow but closed, and finds legal documents inadequate. His approach is
likely to define landscape discipline from a planner point of view and
constructes a hierarchy of scales from landscape structure plan to

implementation. In his article Pamir seekes for the potentials of the existing

6 Original text: “Jansen’in Ankara imar planinin iyi tanimlanmig bir strikttrt de yoktur. Séyle ki: Arazi
kullanim bélgelerini birlestirecek ve ileriye yonelik bliyime olanaklarini isaretleyecek bir yapidan
yoksundur.”

64 Original text: “Ulkemizde, sehir planlama, kentsel tasarim ve kentsel peyzaj érnekleri heniiz parsel

sinirini agip kaldirima, caddelere, kent mekanlarina cikamamisg, topluma ait cagdas mekan ornekleri
gerceklestirememistir.”
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situation of urban environmets and questions how to turn them into positive

opportunities from an architectural point of view:

“In other words, the fact that individuals did not have a rigid structural city
life tradition led to the possibility of trying out lots of projects that involve
radical landscaping. This important feature presents an indescribable

opportunity for the designer.” ®*(Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991a)

There are 9 questions asked to jury by design teams and most of them deal

with missing or improper drawings related mainly with planning domain.

In the introduction chapter of evaluation report jury makes predictions on the
future of cities in the 21% century and underline the importance of urban

design phenomenon besides urban planning and formulated it as a ‘Process’.

“Urban design should be perceived as a designing process that is shaped
by internal and external dynamics of the conjuncture due to the extensive
nature of its problems and to its larger scale. This process should be
open enough to capture the values of future and at the same time, should
preserve a flexible nature to integrate small pieces within itself to the
whole.” °®®(Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991b)

Another mission of urban design is determined as reinforcing the ambiguous

and uncertain urban identities as a multi-dimensional phenomenon:

“This aforementioned identity cannot be maintained only with the injection
of some visual inputs. It should rather be perceived as an entity of values
composed of urban activities and their integration into the physical

scenery.” ¥ (Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991b)

6 Original text: “Diger bir deyisle, bireylerde kemiklesmemis bir kent yasami gelenegi olmamasi, birgok
radikal gevre dnerisinin hemen digslanmadan denenmesi olanagini vermektedir. Bu son derece énemli nitelik
ise tasarimci igin bulunmaz firsat getirmektedir.”

66 Original text: “Kentsel tasarim olgusu, gerek 6lgegi, gerek sorunlarin kapsamliliyi nedeniyle, zaman
icinde degisen i¢sel ve digsal dinamiklerle gelisen bir tasarim siireci olarak diistinilmelidir. Bu siireg, hem
ileriye yonelik yeni deg@erleri yakalamaya acik olacak hem de kendi igcinde ele alinacak ki¢lk pargalarin bir
bitline entegrasyonu esnekligini de koruyacaktir.”

& Original text: “S6z konusu kimlik, sadece bazi gorsel verilerin enjeksiyonu ile saglanamaz. Bu kimlik
kentsel aktiviteler ve onlarin fiziksel sahneleri ile butlinlesmesinin yarattigi bir degerler bitunu olarak
algilanabilmelidir.”
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At the end of introduction jury appreciates the 21 design teams submitting
their projects despite the toughness and complexity of the problematic and

hope for that enthusiasm to last:

“‘We hope that this enthusiasm would be persistent, and that ‘urban
design’ would receive the attention that has been long due from the
policy-makers, and that we can find modern, effective and successful
solutions to urban design problems of Ankara.”

Belediyesi 1991b)

(Ankara Biiyliksehir

Jury determines 8 evaluation criteria as interscale consistency of the
proposal, creating possibilites for development and applicability, developing
and preserving natural and environmental values, feasibility, achieving positive
relations between landuse, functional components and transportation,
availability for phasing, contributing to implementation tools in transition from
planning to urban design scale and lastly creating an urban identity avoiding
alienation to urban settlement. Jury evaluates the most crucial quality of the

first prize winning project as:

“... has proposed to try out this unique solution in Ankara and specifically
within a project that can be implemented. This time Ankara captures the
possibility of following a strong and problem-solving urban planning
project that could receive international attention instead of tried-out,

ineffective, worn-out projects.” ®(Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1991b)

Urban Spine competition is one of the cases where urban design approach of
jury is reflected via documents in all aspects. Jury makes valuable attributions
to the field and tries to put forward conceptual definitons to enlighten the

competitors. Jury also aims at stimulating design teams to participate in that

68 Original text: “Umut edilir ki bu cosku sirecek, ‘kentsel tasarim’ meslek adamlari, uygulamaci ve
yoneticilerden hak ettigi ilgiyi gérecek ve Ankara’nin kentsel tasarim sorunlarina etkin, cagdas ve basarili
¢6zimler bulunabilecektir.”

6 Original text: “...bu 6zglin ¢6zimun Ankara’da ve 6zellikle uygulama olanagi bulunan proje alaninda
denenmesini 6nermesidir. Baskent bu kez denenmis, basarisizliklari gérilmus, yorgun siregler yerine,
uluslararasi duzeyde ilgi ile izlenebilecek sorun ¢dzulcu ve guglu bir kentsel uygulamaya énculik etme
firsatini yakalamaktadir.”
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process of proposing new dimensions and approaches. Kalekapisi
competition shall be mentioned at that point because the attitude of jury in
stimulating competitors to open new dimensions and approaches to urban
design shall be interpreted as the effect of idil’s project going beyond the jury’s
problem definition. Jury expects the same attitude in that competition and this
wish is the main motive and sticks to all documents produced within the

process.
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4.4.1.4. Gaziantep Central Market Hall Region Preservation Development

U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement

1995

Promoter

Gaziantep Greater Municipality

Jury

4 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.)

Historic City Center, 10 Hectares

Program

Commercial, Cultural and Recreational Center

Ownership of project site

Private-public

Macro and Micro Scales

1/1.000 Plan,

Requested 1/500 Urban Design,

1/1.000 Model

Projects Submitted 41 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Financial Capability,
2. Local Suitability and Process of Applicability,

3. Consistency with Development Plans and Propose

Improvement,
4. Functional and Physical Harmony of Traditional and
Proposed

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

1995 this

competition covers a 10 ha. area, the old demolished market hall land, which

Organized by Gaziantep Greater Municipality in November

is also a part of a broader Historic Market Halls Region. This competition has
a tiny booklet as design brief and Celal Dogan, mayor of Gaziantep of the
period, has a foreword entitled ‘Local Powers for Democracy’. Dogan utilizes
this platform for developing his discursive attitude generating from his position
and makes no references to architecture or urban design and does not
mention about the competition at all. Besides he makes evaluations on

national politics, advocates the reinforcement of local municipalities and said:

“The state should limit its functions but get stronger. The services that
could not be reached to the isolated locations of Turkey by the Central
Administration should be provided by local powers.”

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 1995a)

(Gaziantep

Jury is composed of non-academic figures mainly from the Chamber of

7 Original text: “Devlet fonksiyonlarini kiiglltmeli ama gugli olmali. Merkezi idarenin gerceklestirdigi fakat
buylyen Turkiye’'nin en Ucra koselerine artik yetistiremedigi hizmetleri yerel iktidarlar gergeklestirmelidir.”
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Architects and it is obvious from design brief that their inclusion in the process
is minimal. The project is expected to be the locomotive of the urban renewal
and transformation in the historic preservation area, by creating new economic
values for local investors and users as stated in the aim of the competition.
The brief also determines urban identity as a crucial determinant of the
problematic like previous competitions where identity problematic of cities are
discussed utmost. The required indoor and outdoor functions are left to the
decisions of competitors but jury gives some instructions to define the general

framework via design criteria.

Competition is open to Chamber of Architects and City Planners’ members
and jury requests 1/1.000 plan depicting proposals interaction with the
environment, 1/500 urban design project depicting interrelations of functions,

pedestrian vehicle relations and a 1/1.000 model of the whole site.

As a result 41 projects are submitted in total. The jury report meets high level

of participation with pleasure and defines a field:

“...concluding that a considerable architectural knowledge level has been
reached in our country especially in the fields of urban design that target
Prevention-Improvement as shown by the participations of architectural
contestants, and deciding that competitions like this should be extended
to various other cities having universal values in terms of their historical

» 71

identity...” " (Gaziantep Biliyliksehir Belediyesi 1995b)

™ Original text: ...6zellikle Koruma-Gelistirme amagl Kentsel Tasarim alaninda tilkemizde dikkate deger
bir Mimari duzeyin varliginin tim yarismacilarin katkilariyla kanitlanmis oldugunun saptanmasina ve buna
benzer ¢aba ve yarigmalarin Tarihsel Kimlik bakimindan Evrensel de@er tasiyan diger tim kentlerimiz icin
de Ornek teskil etmesi dileginin duyurulmasina karar vererek...”
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Figure 4.21. 1/1000 scale model of 2 prize winner’s project in Gaziantep competition.

Even though there is not a field like Urban Design in Preservation-
Development Plans and it is dominated by planners, this discursive attitude
can be read as an aspiration and act of exposing the talents and tools of

architecture discipline in that field.

For the first prize winning project jury report makes crucial attributions to
linking past and future cultural bonds with urban spaces. They also stress on
the importance of cities having a historic center like Gaziantep giving the
opportunity for architectural interventions to reverse the decadance of center
due to contemporary urban problems. All of jury’s evaluations for the winning
projects are from architectural domain and no references to planning or
landscape architecture are made. But this is a crucial case to show that by
utilizing the competition process and its documents jury aims at questioning
the role of planners in Preservation Aimed Development Plans (Koruma

Amagl imar Plani) and at exhibiting architects’ talents and capabilities.
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4.4.1.5. Bagcilar Urban Square Arrangement and U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 1996

Promoter Bagcilar Municipality

Jury 4 Architects / 2 Architect-Planner / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Urban Square of Bagcilar, Below 2 Hectares
Program Commercial, Cultural and Recreational Urban Square
Ownership of project site NA.

Macro and Micro Scales 1/200 Architectural Projects,

Requested 1/200 Model

Projects Submitted N.A.

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

Bagcilar Municipality announces the competition for the 1.35 hectare-area in
order to obtain a public space with both indoor and outdoor uses. The
competition is open to architects and architect-planners. Design brief of the
competition is prepared with a little information and the problematic is
formulated as an architectural. However, in spite of those complications this
competition is crucial in two aspects. First, Bagcilar competition is boycotted
by MO due to their exclusion from the competition process. Competition jury is
determined by the promoter and is composed mostly of academicians. One of

the jury members Cubuk notes:

“The winner of the competition that Bagcilar Municipality organized was
Necati inceodlu, now a retired professor. A beautiful project, very clear,
very neat. So | took the project [to first position]. But the competition got
disrupted twice or three times. Bagcilar competition, the first one, was
boycotted by the Chamber of Architects. You know, the chamber wants to
work together; it wants some people to be present in the jury. Due to
some procedural considerations, those enthusiastic people receiving the
specification got frustrated at once. So | insisted that we had to extend

the deadline. | mean the submission date. ‘Cause it got cancelled, not
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cancelled and so on, so people are still indecisive about this project.”

2(Mehmet Cubuk, interview)

Second aspect is about the name of the competition. Jury does not ask for
urban design scale drawings on the other hand they request only 1/200
architectural projects and engineering reports from the competitors. Even
though there are no attributions to urban design in the context of that case,

jury prefers to name the competition as urban design.

Most of the documents of the case could not be reached (including the

projects, questions and answers, jury reports and articles).

& Original text: “Bagcilar Belediyesinin actig! yarismada, o yarismada da dogrusu mesela orda sey
profesdr emekli oldu simdi, Necati inceoglu kazandi. Cok glizel bir proje, efendim yani ¢ok net, gok zarif bir
proje ben aldim projeyi gétirdim. Fakat yarisma iki kere ¢ kere engellendi. Badcilar yarismasinda, birinci
yarismada mimarlar odasi boykot etti. Biliyorsunuz o beraber ¢calismak istiyor, kendisinin 6nerdigi birtakim
juri Gyelerinin olmasi gerekiyor. Yani formalite geregi birtakim seylerden dolayi. Buraya hevesli sartnemayi
almis olan insanlarin hepsi birkere sey yapti, rahatsiz oldu. Ondan sonra ben israrla dedim ki bu yarismanin
seyini uzatalim, slresini uzatalim. Yani teslim siresini uzatalim. Cinkd bu iptal edildi, alindi, alinmadi
birtakim insanlar bu projede hala daha teredduit yasiyorlar.”

135



4.4.1.6. Isparta Carsamba Bazaar U.D. and Architectural Project Competition

Date of Announcement 1997

Promoter Isparta Municipality

Jury 5 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Urban Center of Isparta, Over 5 Hectares
Program Commercial, Religious, Services, Cultural and

Recreational Urban Center

Ownership of project site Private-public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Site Plan,
Requested 1/500 Architectural Projects,
1/500 Model
Projects Submitted 34 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Contribution to Urban identity and Life,
2. Coherence with the Programme,
3. Phasing,
4. Access
Evaluation Period 4 Days
Realization Not Realized

Isparta Municipality announces the competition in 1997 for a 5.5 ha. area
located in the city center. The competition has a short design brief (13 pages).
Jury is composed of totally non-academic figures, most of which are
architects. Competition is eligible only to MO-member architects and
competition is organised according to BIB regulation on Engineering and

Architectural Competitions, 1980.

Jury committee directly expresses their position by writing an article entitled
“Jury’s Opinions on Competition Site”. They analyse the site as a local
terminal and weekly bazaar having its own suburban hinterland. Driving forces
like agriculture and commerce in local scale are mentioned as a determinant
in cities like Isparta. Jury believes that the project site will continue its local
bazaar function in spite of the emergence of a change in social dynamics due
to the establishment of Sdleyman Demirel University and industrial
investments. They also make some comments on global and national political

economy:

“We need to accept the fact that when deciding on the types of

commercial services, the authority of the Municipality, the planner or the
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designer could be limited. We cannot deny the role of economic policies
integrated into the global marketing (capital) and mechanisms in changing
and transforming commercial good and services.” "

1997a)

(Isparta Belediyesi

Jury confesses that the ideal situation would be preparing a more commercial
feasibility study prior to define programme and finds the municipality’s attitude
social more than commercial. On the other hand they appreciate the

municipality’s decision of organizing a competition as a positive approach.

The main program of the competition is the design of a weekly market place
and its environs. The sizes of functions like library, mosque...etc. is not strictly
drawn by design brief, rather left to the designers’ decisions. The requested
drawings are 1/1.000 scale urban design project and 1/500 scale architectural

drawings like plans, elevations and sections.

After defining the main programme elements, the jury underlines the
expectation of contributions to the surrounding urban pattern in the framework
of zoning laws and implicity criticises planning discipline of enabling the
creation of a pattern without any haecceity. Parallel to that approach, urban

identity is again put as one of the basic aims of the competition:

“Surrounding fabric consists of 3-8 storey residential buildings. This urban
fabric is still maintained with a zoning plan. One of the main goals of the
competition is to see what kind of an identity and uniqueness search the
competitors will follow in such a process. In this search, the competitors
can come up with solutions related to immediate periphery within building

regulations. .” " (Isparta Belediyesi 1997)

7 Original text: “Ancak ticari hizmetlerin tirlerinin belirlenmesinde de Belediye, Planci ya da Tasarimcinin
otoritesinin sinirli oldugunu kabul etmek gerekir. Zira evrensel pazarlama gugleri (Sermaye) ve
mekanizmalariyla giderek entegre olan ekonomik politikalarimizin, ticari mal ve hizmetlerin degisim ve
dénugumlerindeki etkinligi de yadsinamaz.”

I Original text: “Cevre dokusu 3-8 kat arasinda degisen apartman olusumundadir. Bu olusum imar plani ile
surdurtlmektedir. BOyle bir statiide, tasarimcilarin ne tur bir kimlik ve 6zgunlik arayisina girecekleri,
kuskusuz yarismanin temel hedeflerinden birisidir. Bu arayis i¢inde yarismacilar isterlerse yakin ¢evreye ait
ve imar hukuku gergevesinde ¢6zim Onerileri getirebilirler.”
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A total number of 40 questions achieve to the jury and most of them deal with
architectural issues such as capacity or functions. Question number 33 askes,
probably by an artchitect, the meaning of ‘Hinterland’ that jury uses for
analysing the competition site. It is a concept of planning domain and mainly
used by planners but jury claimes it is also used in architectural terminology
(Isparta Belediyesi 1997b).

34 design teams submitted their projects. Jury did not make any general
evaluation in the jury report. They defined evaluation criteria as contribution to
urban identity and urban life, coherence with the the given programme,

availability for phasing and vehicle, pedestrian and service access.

Isparta competition was a crucial case because even though jury developes
an urban design discourse generating from architectural domain they made
valuable contributions to national and global political economy. They criticise
the destructive effects of capital in national and global scale on local
economies like Isparta and this conceptualisation depictes us that city space

became an object of such economic activities.

138



Figure 4.22. 1997 Isparta Carsamba Bazaar first three prizes: 1/500 models
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4.4.1.7. Ankara Greater Municipal Building and Social-Commercial Facilities

Architecture Engineering U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 2000
Promoter Ankara Greater Municipality
Jury 6 Architects / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Next to Ulus Train Station, 31 Hectares
Program Public, Commercial Buildings
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Site Plan,
Requested 1/500 Architectural Projects,
1/1.000 Model
Projects Submitted 67 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Contribution to Urban identity and Life,
2. Coherence with the Programme,
3. Phasing,
4. Access
Evaluation Period 4 Days
Realization Not Realized

Ankara Greater Municipality announces the competition in 2000 for a 31 ha
area having a central location in the city. Foreword of the design brief written
by Atilla Kog, General Secretary of the promoting body, stresses on the
importance of local authorities in democracy, of republican values, science
and technology. He claims that winning project will be the symbol of
technology, art and democracy. Kog treats this competition as an architectural
project and developes his discourse accordingly besides his predictions are in

national scale on political economy.

The competition is organized according to 1980 BIB regulation and is open to
all members of TMMOB under the condition of having an architect as a team
leader. The main aim is defined as to obtain a municipal building which will
represent the city of Ankara and to design its auxiliary facilities such as social,
cultural and commercial uses. Total area ratio is fixed for the part of
competition site reserved for the municipal building and the programme was
mainly architectural, determined in detail by squaremeter values. Although the
programme of the municipal building, covering the 1/3 of total site, is clearly

defined, programme of 2/3 of the site is ambiguous and is not determined.
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Jury requests drawings in 3 different scales. 1/5.000 scale drawing is based
on solving transportation system considering the environment. In 1/1.000 plan
the jury requests the competitors to determine the silhouette, positioning of
functions within the site and the unity of functions. They also ask for financial,
organisational and implementation models in 1/1.000 scale schemes. Yet the
main focus and emphasis is on the architectural drawings and perspectives of
Municipal Building in 1/500 scale. For the first time, the presentation

techniques are restricted by the brief:

“Project presentation will be black and white except for the 1/5000 scale
plans and diagrammes. The lines that are not related to the building
proper will be excluded from the sheets...””

Belediyesi 2000a)

(Ankara Bliylksehir

It is a reaction of the jury against computer technology especially used for
presentations with colorful renderings and perspectives. The jury exposes
their urban design approach under the ‘Requested Reports’ title. They have an
opinion of relational systems of functions, site specific entitites effect on

design, environmental control and urban image in urban design scale.

Design teams ask 78 questions most of which deal with architectural details
such as presentation or programme. Jury clarifies their statement in
“Questions&Answers” that the main focus is on municipal building and jury
leaves the decisions in urban design scale to competitors. In accordance with
that observation, questions requesting drawings in urban scale are seen
unnecessary. To a question about height limitation for buildings on the site,

the answer is as follows:

“There is such a restriction in this field. However the jury is ignoring this

restriction.””® (Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2000b)

" Original text: “1/5.000 6lgekli plan ve rapordaki semalar harig proje sunusu siyah-beyaz olacak, yapi ile
ilgisi olmayan cizgilere yer veriimeyecek...”

7 Original text: “Bu alanda bdyle bir sinirflama vardir. Ancak juri bu sinirlamay dikkate almamaktadir.”
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This competition is one of the most discussed cases due to jury’s choices and
those conflicts are reflected in jury report as counter reports of both promoter
and colsultant jury members. In that sense, this document of the competition is
multi-dimensional and rich in exhibiting discursive positions of various role

players.

All prize winning teams are composed of architects and they try to solve the
problem within the boundaries of competition site. None of the projects
developed ideas on urban relations in city scale. First prize winning project is
chosen with 3 negative to 4 positive votes. Consultant jury members Melih
Gokeek, Atilla Ko¢ and Mehmet Altinsoy, from the promoting body, write their
opposing statements in the jury report. Gokgcek developes his discourse on the
location of Municipal Building within project site, about the jury’s attitude
towards neglecting promoters’ expectations about the social and commercial
facilities, lack of financial models for implementation and lastly the
unsuitableness of a 135 meter-high building for municipal facilities and

concluded:

“For this reason, | am against a project that is non-executable and non-
profitable, or a project that has undesirable layout as a jury member.”””

(Ankara Biiyliksehir Belediyesi 2000c)

Kog developes his argument on the height of the municipal building as well
and he finds it impossible to meet the demands properly. Mehmet Altinsoy,
former mayor of the city, criticises the location of the building and does not find
the project attractive for investors and finds it impossible to implement. Nillfer
Ariak, consultant jury member and economist, appraises the building from the

perspective of economics discipline and finds the project ineffective:

“There is not a creative/unique/novel opinion or a proposal to attract

sponsors/investors.”’® (Ankara Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi 2000c)

" Original text: “Bu nedenlerle uygulanmasi imkansiz, rantabl olmayan tstelik yerlesimi de sakincali bir
aday projenin birinci segilmesine danisman juri Gyesi olarak muhalefet ediyorum.”

7 Original text: “Sponsorlar’t (yatinmcilar) cezbetmek igin yaratici/yeni/6zgtn fikir ya da éneri yoktur.”
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The last evaluation article attached to the report is written by Baykan Gulnay,
an academician and a planner. In his Gunay mainly stresses on the lack of
urban design and planning dimensions in the competition. He makes a general
evaluation of the positive and negative aspects of competition site and the
functions that shall be met and tries to orient the discussion from an
architectural perpective to an urban design understanding and claimes that the
main problematic of that competition shall be to achieve well-qualified urban

spaces that Ankara sighed for:

“The most defining aspect of this competition is the requisition of
proposals that not only concentrate on the design of the Municipal
Building itself, but also on the consistency of design between it and other
structures that will be built in the same area, creating high quality spaces
within the city. The scope should not be reduced to the design of the
Municipal Building and the financial model that would enable it; rather it
should contribute to the process of delivering high quality spaces for
Ankara, for which she has great need.” (Ankara Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi
2000c)

Gunay also puts his own evaluation criteria asking 9 questions, ability to
create urban spaces, high rise of low rise solutions, consistency of Municipal
Building’s location within the site, programmatic interpretations of municipal
facilities, relation to surroundings, attitude towards linearity of project site,
availability for phasing and feasibility and image, grandiose, formal or modest.
Glinay appreciates projects number 06, eliminated in the 2" round, number
41, eliminated 3™ round and number 51, eliminated in 2™ round due to their
urban design attitudes better than purchase awarded projects. As a conclusion

for his article Glinay notes:

‘Ankara Municipality has given a critical decision and ended the

negligence surrounding the Municipality Building to improve the project

7 Original text: “Bu yarismanin en belirgin niteligi Belediye Sarayi icin mimari 6lgekte projelerin ¢ézimi
beklenirken, ayni zamanda alan iginde gelistirilecek diger yapilarin bu bina ile uyumunun saglanmasi ve
kent icinde olumlu nitelikleri olan mekanlarin yaratilmasidir. Konu basit olarak Belediye Sarayi ve bunu
gerceklestirecek finansman modeline indirgenmemeli, Ankara kentinin gereksinim duydugu nitelikli kentsel
mekan elde etme surecine de katkida bulunmalidir.”
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region by organizing a competition. | think this was a right decision. In the
future stages, the consultations between the Municipality and the project
winner would analyze the appropriate solutions and their implementation
and hence contribute to spatial planning practice in our country

significantly.”®® (Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2000c)

Gunay developes an urban design discourse as a result of jury’s ambiguous
and unclear position about urban scale. He surely aims at filling this gap with
his effort and tries to orient discussions to urban space within the field of urban

design.

Many articles related with this competition, written by jury members and
competitors, are published in various architectural magazines. Sevki Vanli,
head of jury committee, writes an article on the consequences of the
competition process and makes valuable contributions regarding urban design
competitions and their contents. He argues that the building scale will not yield

a meaningfull urban fragment and concludes as:

“It is obvious that in a multi structural study, our architects cannot create a
city section by designing singular buildings. Such structures should serve
fo one common image and share a common design principal rather than
having individual identities. In such an approach, revisions or decisions
related to one part of the project will have a relative impact on the whole.
Open spaces between buildings will also be designed as a continuation of
the buildings. Competitions like this one will prepare us for the standards

of tomorrow.”" (Vanli 2001)

8 Original text: “Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediye Baskanhg yillardir siiriincemede birakilan Belediye Binasi
icin kritik bir karar almisg ve proje alaninin gelistiriimesi icin yarisma dizenlemistir. Kanimca bu dogru bir
karardir. Bundan sonraki agsamalarda Buyuksehir Belediyesi ile birinci segilen proje muellifi arasinda
yapilacak muzakereler yolu ile dogru ¢oziimlerin arastirilmasi ve yagsama gegirilmesi tlkemizdeki mekan
Uretme pratigine 6nemli katkilar saglayacaktir.”

8 Original text: “Mimarlarimizin ¢ok yapili bir galismada, yapilari tek tek distinerek bir sehir pargasi
olugsturamayacaklari goérilmektedir. Bir ortak imgeye katilan yapilarin, ayni zamanda paylasacaklari bir ortak
tasarim, belki yapilarin her birinini bireysel kimlik sahibi olmamalari gerekmektedir. Bundan hareket edilince,
tasarim surecinde, bir bélimde olacak, gerekecek degisimler tasarimin timinu goreli bir 6lglide
etkileyecektir. Yapilar arasi, ortak dis mekanlarda kesinlikle yapilarin devami olarak birlikte tasarlanacaktir.
Bu tir yarismalar bizi gelecegin dlgllerine hazirlayacaktir.”
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Vanl implicitly evaluates urban design from an architectural standpoint and
defines it as an extension of indoor space. On the other hand he evaluates
this kind of urban competitions very crucial as a means of meeting the
requirements of future criteria. In his article Kamutay Turkoglu from MO,
stresses on the importance of urban competitions, formation of disciplines and

professions. He says:

“In our time, professions/disciplines come into being within a structure of
development and communication. They gain their scopes with novel
social discourse. For example, we need to come up with the new tools of
built environment design together. City inhabitants and the institutions
administering them should participate in this process together with the
experts of the related disciplines within a democratic setting. The vertical /
horizontal hierarchy of participation and the time, scale, scope /
282

dimension should be important in this process.
Belediyesi 2000c)

(Ankara Biyliksehir

Tarkoglu positiones urban design at the intersection of two disciplines,
planning and architecture, and claimes that urban design is always present in
those disciplines’ historical evolution. He criticises traditional planning
approach and tries to inject architectural perspective in it through urban

design:

“Instead of mere Zoning, the understanding which starts with structural
planning concept, embraces urban design’s existence somewhat in every
scale and perceives it as an informal and thematic planning within

developing roles, should be improved.™ (Tiirkoglu 2001)

82 Original text: “Glinimiizde, disiplinler/meslekler gelisim ve iletisim butlni icinde ortaya ¢ikarlar. Yeni
toplumsal séylemlerle de igerik kazanirlar. Ornegin kentsel gevrenin tasariminin yeni araglarini artik birlikte
aramaliyiz. Kentli toplum, onu yéneten kurumlar, ilgili disiplinlerin/mesleklerin uzmanlari isbirligi icinde ve
demokratik bir ortamda bu siirece katilabilmelidirler. Bu slregte, zaman, dlgek, kapsam/boyut ve katilimin
dlseylyatay hiyerarsik agirligi 6nem tasimalidir.”

& Original text: “Salt imar yerine, yapisal planlama anlayisindan baslayan, kentsel tasarimin her 6lgekte bir

bakima varoldugunu benimseyen ve gelisen roller iginde onu, informal ve tematik bir planlama gibi algilayan
anlayisin daha da gelistiriimesi gerekmektedir.”
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Figure 4.23. 2000 Ankara Greater Municipality Building: first three prizes: 1/1000 site plans

Architect Sait Kozacioglu, one of the competitors of the competition, carries
the results to the court where some of prize winning competitors are not
members of MO. He does not prefer to criticise jury’s decisions from an
architectural or urban domain he rather brings a judicial dimension to disputes.
A prize winning competitor architect Caglayan Cagbayir, who was not a
member of Chamber of Architects during the competition process, elaborates
the idea and philosophy of architectural competitions and their values. His
main argument is based on the observation that architects themselves

narrowed down the operation field of the profession by not arguing on the
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architectural qualities of the projects but rather bureaucratic issues and

accused the jury of not developing a discursive attitude towards architecture:

“Instead of expressing their ideas when participants are designing the
proposals, the projects are ranked and the winner is chosen, jury
members’ aggressive reflection of their unspoken “words” on architecture
as “to build the winning project is our architecture honour” created a tragic

atmosphere in the colloquium day.”* (Cagbayir 2001)

4.4.2. General Evaluation

Apart from the previous period which is dominated by architect-planner
approach to urban design 1990-2000 period is seperated with the intrusion of
architects and their body of knowledge. Most of the case studies in this period
are determined by architectural conceptualisation of the field. But Kalekapisi
and Urban Spine competitions are still dominated by a top to down approach.
This approach evaluates urban design as a link from macro scale plans to
architectural scale always addressing the “whole” that had to be determined
with a planning discourse. On the other hand rest of the cases approach the
field from architectural domain and they develop discourses questioning the
position of planners in historic city center renewal plans. Those approaches
also emphazise the importance of design culture of architecture and propose a
path from pieces to a whole. 1988 MO regulation can be evaluated as a sign
of architects’ interest to the field and with their inclusion another body of
knowledge startes to be effective in the discursive formation of urban design

and it results with the expansion of objects, concepts and themes of the field.

It is a fact that “urban design” as a term defining a field starts to be internalized
in that period and more competitions in that scope are organized in

comparison to “landscaping” projects.

# Original text: “Katilimei mimarlar neri projelerini tasarlarken, jiiri tiyeleri 6diil degerlendirmesi yaparken
ve birinciyi secerken mimarlik Gzerine sdylemedikleri ‘sdz’leri, kollokyum guini ‘birinci segilen projeyi insa
ettirmek bizim mimarlik onurumuzdur’ tiriindeki heyheylenmeyle ifade etmis olmalari gok vahim bir gorintu
olusturdu.”
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U.D. COMPETITION AS DISCOURSIVE
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Figure 4.24. Explanatory scheme of the second period of urban design competitions in Turkey.
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Table 4.4. Concept set of 1990-2000 period urban design competitions (1)

Omurgasi

sping, hills and valeys,
capital city, center

architects, planner, ankara
greater municipality, design
teams, policy makers

legal documents, tradition, opportunity, flexibility, urban activity,
integration, enthusiasm, urban design problems, consistency,
applicability, preservation of environment, alienation, urban
planning prgect, international attention, rgpid urbanisation,
urban model, transformation/development/participation/cul tural
projects, restoring historicalfunctional/visual qualities,

campetition institution, interdisciplinary knowledge, scale,
location, creative farce, urban identity, urban vision, heuristic
image, accumulaed knowledge, ambiquity, creative scenario,
urban appearance, sociocultural image, landmark

urban landscaping,
radical landscaping,
urbandesignas a
process,
interdisciplinarity,
garden city utopia,
avantgarde movement,
landscaping

urban design concept set
periods year  competitions objects enunciative modality concepts strategies
1990 Antalya-Kale parking, urban core, architect-planners, urban identity, urban conscious, city as a living space, distant planning,
o Kapisi marina, traffic congestion, [architects, planner, antalya |consuming space, pragmatism, sum of city, spatial, temporal, ]preservation aimed
=4 downtown, transportation, |municipality, design teams, | mediatory role of urban design, untouchable knowledge development plan,
N historic dty center, urban [chamber of commerce, grounds, human scale, respect to history, nostalgia, continuity from planning
=4 pattern, traffic free zone, [chamber of architects reorganising city center, preserving trade pattern, public good, [Jto architecture,
2 pedestrian, inner castle, development plan, public interest, financial model, public architecture born from
) breathing prablems, high resources, contemporary city image, city culture, specialized urbanism,
nNu quality built environment, markets, unifying naure, dty characteristics, structural plan interdisciplinarity,
= preservation site scheme, applicability, wholeness, working together, urban capital oriented
= pattern, historical/natural vaues, tradition, macro scde planning, humanist
_D_.L sdutions, experiment, MO regulation, living culture, empowering |planning,
= sccial/cultural organisation, urban design field, inadequate environmentalism,
Q institutionalism of urban desi bl f scale, litt icipat i
o ign, problem of scale, litte participatory action,
< contribution of education to field, team business municipal policies
>
L
Q
D v
u 1990 [Istanbul-Besiktas |traffic, downtown, architects, architect- historical characteristics, social/cultural facilities, natural/cultural Jurban design,
< Meydani junction planners, engineer, besiktag| values, deveopment plan, commercid activities, transportation  jlandscaping
m municipality, designteams |interchange, pedestrian/vehicle organisation,
X structure/landscape integrity, applicability, approaches, jury
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Table 4.5. Concept set of 1990-2000 period urban design competitions (2)

PRODUCTION OF URBAN DESIGN KNOWLEDGE VIA COMPETITIONS 1990-2000

1995 (Gaziantep-Hal Historic market hall, architects, architect- demacracy, limited state function, cenfral architectural knowledge,
Bolgesi historic preservation area, |planner, gaziantep greater |administration, deliver public services, urban urban design
municipality, design teams, [renewal, urban transformation, economic value,
local investors urban identity, prevention/improvement, hstorical
identity, cultural bond, binding past/present, left
to design teams
199 [Istanbul-Bagcilar |urbansquare architects, architect- na. boycott
Meydan planners, engineer, bagcilar
municipality, design teams,
chamber of architects
1997 (Isparta-Carsambaljlocal terminal, local architects, architect- sccial dynamics, industrial investments, architecture domain
Pazari bazaar urban pattern, planners, engineer, Isparta [cammercial services, global cgpital mechanism,
urban life municipality, designteams |feasibility, zoning plan, haecceity, urban identity,
building regulation, hinterland, coherence,
phasing, vehicle/pedestrian access, left to
design teams
2000 |Ankara- social/lcommercial architects, engineer, ankara|loca authority, democracy, republican values,  |democracy,
Biiyliksehir activities, transpartation, [greater municipality, scdencetechnology, symbdic value, ambiguity, |finandial/organisational/i
Belediye Saray prgect site chamber of architects, silhouette, presentation, urban image, height mplementation model,

design teams

limitation, promoter's expectations, site selection,
implementation, attract sponsor/investor, urban
space quality, programmatic inter pretation,
spatial planning practice, architectural identity,
standarts of tomorrow, formation of disciplines,
demccratic setting, hierarchy o participation,
structural planning, judicial issue, unspoken
words on architecture, left to design teams

architectural language,
informal/thematic
planning
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4.5. RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY (2001-2009)

With the establishment of chamber of landscape architects (PMO) in 1994
landscape architects make themselves felt more effectively in the field of
urban design and starting from year 2001 they appear both in jury committees
and in design teams both as authors and team leader. Due to landscape
discipline’s inclusion as a dinstinct discursive formation with its objects,
concepts and themes urban design discourse is also shifted. But it is another
fact that planning discipline retreates and looses its position compared with
previous periods. Under these circumstances this period with 22 cases prove
that urban design field reaches a considerable position and gaines its

legitimacy as a tool for designing urban space.

4.5.1. Case Studies

4.5.1.1. Kadikdy Square and Haydarpasa-Harem Vicinity U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 2000
Promoter istanbul Greater Municipality
Jury 4 Architect-Planners / 3 Architects / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | The coastline of Kadikdy-Haydarpasa-Harem, 120 Ha.
Program Public, Commercial Buildings
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/50.000 Metropolitan Relations Scheme,
Requested 1/500 Urban Design Projects
Projects Submitted 66 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Interscale Consistency,
2. Landuse Decisions’ Unity,
3. Cultural Pattern and Heritage Susceptibility,
4. Scale and Identity,
5. Achievability-Applicability-Flexibility,
6. implementation Strategies,
7. Railway and Sea Transport Strategy,
8. Integration of Modes of Transportation
Evaluation Period 11 Days

Realization Not Realized

istanbul Greater Municipality announces the competition in 2000. Jury is
composed of 9 academicians where 4 of them are architect-planners, 3 of

them are architects and 1 of them is an engineer. Competition is both open to
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architects and city planners and organised according to 1980 BiB regulation

on Engineering and Architectural Competitions.

The subject of competition is the redefinition of public spaces that are
deteriorated because of rapid urbanisation and population increase. The aim
is to acquire an urban regeneration idea project analysing macroscale plans,
integrating the 120 hectare-project site spatially and functionally, linking the
site with the implemented projects from Kartal to Moda and Uskiidar to Harem,
reorganising transportation infrastructure in accordance with macroscale
plans, bringing new identity for Kadikdy iskele Square, putting forward the
missing historical and cultural identity values of the site and constituting a
basemap for futue planning studies. Jury requests 1/50.000 scheme showing
metropolitan relations of the project site, 1/25.000 project system scheme and
Anatolian Side relations, 1/5.000 landuse and transport decisions plan,
1/2.000 transport scheme, 1/2.000 regeneration strategies and scenario sheet,
1/2.000 green areas system sheet, 1/1.000 A and B-zones urban design
project, 1/500 A-zone urban design project (istanbul Blyiiksehir Belediyesi
2000). Jury does not open room for landscape architects even though they
request a scheme of green area system. In spite of this fact, landscape
architect Selami Demiralp, first prize winning team member, consideres
Kadikdy competition as one of the starting point for landscape architects rising

in urban design competitions:

“The breaking point, we can say, is the competitions in 2001. Haydarpasa
competition, Bursa Kliltiirpark competition and Gélbasi competition. All
were held at the same time, during the same period. In Haydarpasa
competition, landscape architect could not be the team leader but could
be the leader in the other two. If you look at the award winning group
names in those two competitions, you could see that there was a boom in
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landscape architect names.”” (Selami Demiralp, interview)

8 Original text: “Kirilma noktasi aslinda 2001°deki yarigmalar diyebiliriz. 2001’deki o Haydarpasa yarismasi,
Bursa Kiiltiirpark yarigmasi, Gélbasi yarismasi.Ugl bir anda agilmisti zaten, ayni dénemde acilmisti.
Haydarpasa’da peyzaj mimari ekip basi olamiyordu ama diger ikisinde olabiliyordu ve o tarihlerde 6dul
grubundaki isimlere bakarsan peyzaj mimari ismi bir anda patlamaya basladi o iki yarismada.”
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145 questions are asked in total but before answering questions jury feel a

need for reminding the ultimate aim of the competition and say:

“The objective of the competition, as stated in the design brief, was to
obtain a prudential concept project. In this respect, the contestant is free
fo put forward a project supporting any idea, as long as it has a certain

coherence...”® (Istanbul Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi 2001a)

This can be due to the main focus of the questions of competitors treating the
competition as an implementation project. Jury answers most of the questions
as “decision left to design teams”. Many questions are focused on transport

and macroscale plan decisions’ effect on proposals.

As a result of 66 projects submitted, a design team which is mainly composed
of planners is awarded for the 1% prize. Jury evaluates the winning project as
successfully integrating the project site and the city, determining consistent
landuse decisions, achieving continuity of green system, creating unity of
public and semipublic areas, emphasizing rail transport, consistency of
transfer nodes’ location, achieving a unique identity, being sensible and
consistent, achieving a modesty in presentation and enabling reevaluation,
flexibility (Istanbul Blyuksehir Belediyesi 2001b). Negativities of the project
are, on the other hand, oversized filled area, pedestrian acess problems
between coast and urban protected area and the proposed new Kadikdy pier.
There is a consensus on the fact that the 1% prize project's main emphasis is
to solve macro scale relation mainly generated from planning discipline as first

prize winning project’s leader, planner Can Kubin noted:

“It is not about building piers, placing the cultural centers atop, bringing
the shoreline inside, and what not. The issue is that there is a public
space and it is not public. Continuity is lacking. There is no continuity left
in the coast, it is obstructed. We need to re-introduce that continuity,

solve these problems first. We need to propose the solution to the

8 Original text: “Yarismanin amaci sartnamede de belirtildigi gibi ileriye donik ipuglari verecek fikir projesi
elde etmektir. Bu bakimdan, kendi iginde tutarli olmak kaydiyla yarigsmaci her turlu fikri savunacak proje
uretebilir..”
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problem. This was a planner’s approach, for instance. There was little

87

architecture in it...””" (Can Kubin, interview)

Kubin says that the main problematic jury determined is mainly related with
planning discipline rather than architecture or landscape and their main
approach to the project overlapps with the jury’s. The 2" prize winning team’s
architect Bunyamin Derman questioned the applicability of the green deck
passing over Haydarpasa Station proposed in the winning project in

colloguium meeting as Ervin Garip noted:

“‘When we examine the winning project, we see that the simplest project
was chosen. And there wasn’t much problem in its application. Also
above Haydarpagsa a green deck was entering the site. The project was
harshly criticized in the colloquium. | remember very well that Biinyamin
Derman saying “if you do this how will the green pedestrian deck pass?”%

(Ervin Garip, interview)

In fact, these are two different approaches to the problem or two different
urban designs with diverse objects, concepts and strategies. Kubin sees the
problem as defining main planning decisions from a planner’s position, while
Derman questiones the same project about how this green deck will be

realized from an architectural standpoint.

¥ Original text: “Oraya pierler yapip Ustiine kiiltiir merkezleri koymak igeriye suyu alip bilmem ne yapmak
degil ki konu. Konu su, kamusal alan var ve kamusal degil. Olmasi gereken sureklilik yok. Kiyida streklilik
kalmamis, kesintie ugramis. Bunlari elde etmemiz gerekiyor, dncelikle bunlari gozmemiz gerekiyor.
Probleme yénelik ¢6zimi ortaya koymak gerekiyor. Bu bir planci yaklasimiydi mesela. Onun iginde
mimarlik ¢ok azdi..”

8 Original text: “Birinci projeye baktigimizda en sade olanin segilme durumu vardi. Onun da
uygulanabilirliginde bence cok fazla bir sikinti yoktu. Bir de Haydarpasa tizerinden yesil bir blok geliyordu. O
zaman kollokyumda c¢ok ciddi elestiriler aldi. Bunyamin Derman, ¢ok iyi hatirliyorum, demisti ki siz bunu
yaptiginiz zaman o buyik yesil blok nasil gegecek?”
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Figure 4.25. 2001 Kadikdy Square: first three prizes: 1/1000 site plans
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4.5.1.2. Ankara Golbasi Preservation Site Regional Park and Environs U.D.

and Landscape Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2001
Promoter Ministry of Environment
Jury 2 Landscape Architects / 2 Architects / 2 Engineer / 1
Planner
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Valley between Mogan and Eymir Lake, 270 Hectares
Program Park Area, Wetland, Urban Development
Ownership of project site Public, to some extend private
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Functional Plan,
Requested 1/500 Arrangements
Projects Submitted 28 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Consistency with given programme,
2. Proposed Urban Patterns,
3. Contributions to Park area and Wetland,
4. Urban Redevelopment Strategies,
5. Transport System
Evaluation Period 4 Days
Realization Not Realized

Golbasi Competition is promoted by the Ministry of Environment,
Environmental Protection Agency for Special Areas (OCKKB), in 2001. The
brief starts with an introduction article of OCKKB and its functions. OCKKB'’s
reason of existence is summarized as, leaving an intact and rich biological
existence heritage, cultural and historical values, healthy, neat environment

and achieving sustainable development.

Jury is composed of 2 landscape architects, 2 architects, 2 engineers and a
planner. Having a mixture of disciplines in the composition and being a large-
scale and multi-problematic site, the competition becomes a milestone in
Turkish urban design competitions background. This turning point has started
in fact with the previous competition (Kadikdy-Haydarpasa Harem master
plan). Landscape architecture discipline is introduced to design brief formally
as well as jury and design team compositions. In the following competitions,
design teams are forced to be formed with landscape architects, planners and
architect in most cases. For the first time in urban design competitions history,
this competition is open to landscape architects, planners and architects and
all disciplines can be head of the design team and no obligation for a

colloboration among three disciplines is requested.
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The site coveres 270 hectare-area including Mogan and Eymir Lakes and
lakeshores and is certified as a “vulnerable natural preservation area”, which
is one of the operations of the Ministry in natural preservation at that period.
The area is mostly covered with marsh and the rest is composed of a garbage
collection area, a small industrial district, a cemetery, a sport and a park area.
Under the ‘Requirement Programme’, jury makes a general evaluation on

previous park competitions and says:

“Functionalist approach dominated the park competitions held so far in
our country. As a result, instead of designing the parks as an extension
and affinity of nature within the city, they were planned as recreation-
oriented spaces with facilities like eating, picnic, fairs, and fairgrounds
and surrounded with complementary buildings. The truth that landscape
is an affinity of countryside view and nature is ignored.” (Cevre
Bakanligi 2001a)

They criticise previous competitions, 1980 Eskisehir, 1984 Adana and 1987
Yenikapi, as being organised by excluding landscape architects therefore this
attitude can be read as a claim of landscape architects a central position in
urban design field. But this exclusion is not aimed on purpose; landscape
architecture of the period had no demands or aspects related with urban
design field. They are mainly focused on landscape planning and were not
existent in design field especially urban design. As landscape architect Ahmet

C. Yildizcl notes:

“The profession’s promotion, progress and the place of the profession in
the world also reflects to us. As | have already mentioned, they
enumerated as well. Landscape architecture is no more about grass,
flowers and insects. The concept of landscape architecture has also
changed. [It is perceived] within sustainable landscape, sustainable

design, renewable energy. [It acts] beyond formalist approaches, with

8 Original text: “Ulkemizde simdiye kadar yapilan park tasarimi yarismalarinda iglevci bir yaklagim hakim
olmus, bunun sonucunda uretilen mekanlarda dodanin kent icindeki uzanti ya da benzesimleri olmasi
gereken park anlayisi yerine, daha gok edlenceye yonelik piknik yapma, yeme igme, fuar, lunapark gibi
hizmetlerle 6zdeslesen, sirekli olarak binalar ve parki tamamlayici yapilarla bezenen tasarimlar hakim
olmus, peyzajin kir manzarasi ve doganin benzesimi oldugu gergegi goz ardi edilmigtir.”
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totally different concepts, and the same applies for architecture. Its area
and point of view has changed and become more involved in design.”*
(Ahmet C. Yildizci, interview)

Kahvecioglu evaluates this situation as:

“I mean in the way they express themselves, they did not intent to act in
those areas. Maybe it is too pretentious to say this is so but according to
my observations, there was an intention but only after a certain moment.
Their attitude was to leave the higher decisions -which | can call the

191

vegetative or hard landscape- to architects and planners.”" (Hiiseyin

Kahvecioglu, interview)

A shift in terminological character of design brief is obvious. The subject of the
competition is determined as not to design a fair, picnic or commercial
activities. On the contrary, the main aim is to improve the area and then
reinforce the natural structure and develop a landscape approach creating
contrasts in the project site. The language and style of design brief is
noticeably different than the previous competitions meaning landscape

architects brought their terminology and conceptualisation to the field:

“They should observe both natural and unnatural landscape elements,
those that depict or oppose the greenery of spring, the heat of summer,
colours of the fall, bleakness of winter, during sunset and sundown. The
organization of natural landscape elements and the structures or
sculpture-like objects that are placed in them, should glorify the nature

and make it into a being in and of itself.”? (Cevre Bakanligi 2001a)

% Original text: “Meslegin tanitimi, gelisimi, diinyadaki bu meslegin konumunun belli bir diizeye gelmesi,
diinyadaki yansimalar bize de yansiyor. Sayisi da artti tabi biraz 6nce belirttigim gibi. Peyzaj mimarlari ot,
cicek, bocekgilikten, peyzaj artik bu degil. Peyzaj mimarlari konsepti de degisti. Siirdiurilebilir peyzaj,
surdurulebilir tasarim kapsaminda ele almak, yenilenebilir enerji kapsaminda. Sekilci yaklagimlarin 6tesinde
tamamen farkl konseptlere, bu mimarlik iginde gecerli. Alani ve bakis agisi degisti ve tasarimla daha iligkili
olmaya basladi.”

* Original text: “Yani kendilerini ifade edis sekillerinde de yoktu o alanlar doldurmaya aday olmak gibi. Yok
deyince bu cok iddiali olabilir de, benim g6zlemim, daha dogrusu vardi da biryerden sonra vardi. Ne zaman
ki iste yine bitkisel ya da sert peyzaj diyecedim hani daha Ust karari konusunda isi plancilara ya da
mimarlara birakan bir tavir vardi.”

82 Original text: “Ilkbaharin yesilligini, yazin sicakhigini, sonbaharin renklerini, kisin kasvetini betimleyen, ya
da bunlara karsi ¢cikan dogal ya da yapay peyzaj 6gelerini, giin dogarken de, batarken de izlemelidirler.
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Jury draws the main axis of the competition transpassing through landscape
discipline and also expects competitors to interpret the given boundaries,
programme and remindes that the project site was a vulnerable natural

preservation area.

Jury defines problem areas within and out of competition site as Wetland, Park
Area, Construction Areas and Urban Development Area. This categorisation
also determines the requirement programme of the competition. In fact, jury

does not define a strict programme:

“The contestants will develop their suggestions themselves on the usage
of the resources that are provided here, towards the realization of a
landscaping that constitute the basis of the competition area.”®

Bakanligi 2001a)

(Cevre

A total number of 28 projects are submitted. In the general evaluation section
of the jury report, the jury makes observations on the use of computer
technologies. They claim that representational uniqueness of different scales
merged as if all of them are produced out of the same drawing. Jury also
recommends this issue to be taken into consideration in the following
competitions. After sortering evaluation criteria jury summarizes their election

strategy as:

“... the jury made an effort to find the most precise principle out of many
and concentrated on the projects which were developed around the main
theme of the competition, namely, wetlands and nature parks. In this
respect, project #21 which represented the nature of the competition area
the best, was found worthy of the first place, despite its other

weaknesses...””* (Cevre Bakanligi 2001b)

Dogal peyzaj 6gelerinin diizenlemeleri ile bunlarin iginde yer alan heykelimsi yapilar, ya da yapilar veya
kisaca nesneler bu dogay! yuceltmeli onu kendi bagina bir varlik yapmalidir.”

% Original text: “Yarigsmacilar burada saglanan olanaklarin, yarisma alaninin temelini olusturan peyzaj
dizenlemelerinin gergeklestiriimesi icin kullaniimasi yénindeki dnerilerini kendileri gelistireceklerdir.”

% Original text: “...juri gok sayida ilke arasinda en dogruyu bulma gabasina girmis ve 6zellikle yarismanin
temel konusunu olusturan sulak alan ile doga parkini en iyi dederlendiren projeler lizerinde durmustur. Bu
baglamda yarisma alanini en iyi temsil eden 21 numarali proje, diger konulardaki zayifliklarina kargin 1.
odule deger bulunmustur...”
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This statement of jury’s reveales the fact that design brief's approach to
problem is revised after seeing the submitted projects and a discussion among
jury members may also be effective on that shift of approach. The main
observation of the jury is that all of the projects lack solving all problems

requested and this critic is also valid for the first prize awarded project.

Besides its qualities jury makes some reccomendation for the winning project
and implicitly emphasizes that this is a landscape discipline dominant project
and says urban design and especially architectural space approach shall be
colloborated in this project. Jury criticises traditional architecture approach and
recommends a contemporary architectural language. Proposed urban
development pattern is evaluated as inapplicable and jury recommends

colloboration with related experts. For a conclusion jury says:

“...regards it as [its] mission to make an emphasis on the necessity to
value the efforts of all contestants who participated in this competition,
which was the first of its kind, and to convey to all the related
professionals in the field the urgency to maintain the link that has been
195

tried to be built between design and environmental problems.
Bakanligi 2001b)

(Cevre

What makes the uniqueness of this competition is that it is the first platform
where landscape discipline is introduced to urban design competitions with its
knowledge, terminology and approach in every phase of the process. Jury
report emphasizing on the incompleteness of the projects can be evaluated
from this perspective that a mature combination of disciplines can not be

achieved.

Colloquium meeting of the competition is published on architecture magazine.
It is a short but very crucial in the sense of discussing interdisciplinarity and
relations of diverse disciplines in urban design field. Kenan Gliven¢ makes a

statement on the infirmity of architecture discipline and says:

% Original text: “...tlr0n0n ilk 6rnegini olusturan bu yarismaya katilan tim yarismacilarin gésterdigi cabanin
takdir edilmesi geregini vurgulamayi, tasarim ile gevre sorunlari arasinda olusturulmaya ¢alisilan bu
baglantinin siirdirilmesi geregini ilgili tim meslek adamlarina iletmeyi gérev saymaktadir.”
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“I have observed that architects are extremely self contained and don’t
have an understanding of the world at large, which would otherwise
enable them to imagine things beyond the serious stuff that are an
outcome of the habits that were passed on to them during their education.
... Landscape architects, even urban designers challenge the boundaries
of their disciplines from time to time and come up with relevant answers.
However, | would suggest you to take a look at architects’ proposals one
more time.”*® (Mimarlik 2001)

OCKKB president Koksal Kiligl states that for the first time they colloborated
with various disciplines as a contribution for their plans and defines the
competition project as a different ‘nature concept’ and says that they aimed at
giving a message to the society via this project. Betlil Uyar, PMO director of

the period, stresses on the characteristics of the project site and said:

“This is a piece of land that is ecologically conscious and a nature park.
Because it is a nature park, our Chamber doesn’t approve of a jury that is
predominantly composed of landscape architects; meaning, an architect,
an urban planner, a hydro-geologist could become a member of this jury
as well.”®" (Mimarlik 2001)

Uyar criticises the current competition regulation being inadequate and not

meeting the expectations:

“... planners or designers are being invited to these type of competitions,
but there’s always the pretext of ‘the team member should be from such
and such profession.’ This is a chauvinistic attitude. We should get over
these issues. There’s a Guideline for Competitions at the Ministry of

Public Works, which has been in effect for some 30 years. Some

% Original text: “Mimarlarin gok fazla icine kapali, kendi yetisme gevrelerinde kendilerine aktarilmis olan
aligkanliklardan kaynaklana ciddi seylerden 6teye, herhangi bir tahayytl, gelistirilebilecek bir dinya
kavrayisina sahip olmadiklarini gérdiim...Peyzaj mimarlari, hatta sehir planlamacilar, kendi disiplinlerinin
sinirlarini zaman zaman zorlayarak dogru cevaplari kismen verebilmelerine karsin, mimarlarin énerilerini bir
kez daha incelemenizi tavsiye ediyorum.”

o Original text: “Bu alan ekolojik kaygi tasiyan bir alan ve bir doga parki alani; bir doga parki olmasi

nedeniyle agirlikli peyzaj mimarlarindan olusan bir jiriyi de Odamiz uygun gérmemektedir; yani bu juride bir
mimar olabilmelidir, sehir plancisi olabilmelidir,bir hidrojeolog olabilmelidir.”
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professions are not even included in it. Such a competition regulation has
to be revised.”® (Mimarlik 2001)

Uyar questiones the position of landscape discipline via this competition and
aims at introducing the discipline with urban design field and also asks for
revising the regulations accordingly. She also introduces the term ‘chauvinism’
as the dominancy of architecture and planning disciplines to competition
circles. This terminology starts to be used and is internalized among related

professions to indicate their position and approach to interdisciplinarity.

% Original text: “...bu proje yarismalarina, planci ya da tasarimci meslekler ¢cagriliyorlar; ama orada da ekip
basligi mutlaka su meslekten, bu meslekten olsun diye bir sovenizm var.Artik bunlari agmaliyiz. Bir
yarigmalar yonetmeligi vardir; Bayindirlik Bakanliginda 30 yili askin bir ydnetmeliktir, orada bazi meslekler
yok. Boyle bir yarigmalar yonetmeliginin revizyona gereksinimi var.”

162



Figure 4.26. 2001 Golbasi Preservation Site: first three prizes: 1/1000 site plans
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4.5.1.3. Antalya Karaalioglu Historic Park and Municipal Building and

Environs U.D. and Preservation Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2002

Promoter Antalya Greater Municipality

Jury 1 Landscape Architect / 5 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Historic Park and Formal Buildings from Young Republic
Period, 16 Hectares

Program Historic Park, Municipal Buildings

Ownership of project site Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Urban Location and Relations,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Projects

Projects Submitted 30 Projects

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Partially Realized

The competition is announced for the 16-hectares historic park, which has lost
its unity in time by patchwork developments and plug-ins of different uses.
The Preservation Committee registered the area in 2002, and the local
authority wants to sustain the conditions of registration. The competition is
organised according to BIB regulation on Engineering and Architectural
Competitions which came into effect in 1980 and is open to landscape
architects and planners under the condition that they have an architect in the

team as stated above.

The jury is composed of mostly architects both from universities and practice
beside the landscape architect-planner Ahmet C. Yildizci. Regarding the
landscape architects’ authorship and inclusion in the jury, it is a continuity of
the previous case Golbasi Competition. Landscape architecture starts to prove

its existence and talent in the field. Design brief notes that:

“Architects having a membership in Chamber of Architects can participate
in the competition as their own, but landscape architects and planners
should have an architect in their team if they want to participate.”

(Antalya Biliyiiksehir Belediyesi 2002).

% Original text: “...Mimarlar Odasi Uyeleri tek baslarina katilabilir...$ehir Plancilari Odasi ve Peyzaj
Mimarlari Odasi lyeleri de ekiplerinde mimar bulundurmak kaydiyla bu yarismaya katilabilirler”
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The main aim is defined as redesigning a preserved area to join it to urban life.
Karaalioglu Park is a yield of planning decisions of the Young Republican
period and this fact forms the planning dimension of the competition. There is
also an architectural heritage of the same period forming the architectural
dimension. The park itself can be evaluated as a landscape entity in general
terms. Similar to previous cases, corruption of urban space due to rapid
urbanisation and population growth is emphasized in design brief for the
competition site. Jury puts the concept ‘vitalization of urban memory’ for a

possible solution for the problem defined above.

The scales of the project submission includes 1/1000 scale “Urban Context
and Relations with Surroundings”, 1/500 scale “Urban Design and Landscape
Project”, 1/200 scale “Architectural Projects” and a project report. Jury
recommends and appreciats design teams to work with different speciality
fields.

40 questions are asked by the competitors in total. Question number 5
requesting 1/2.000 plan is answered as “not necessary”. The jury has a
boundary in their mind for the project site but question number 21 asking

relations with near focal points is answered as:

“...developing ideas about the competition site and its relation to its
environment is expected from the competitors. This is not a competition to
for a municipal building. The goal is defined in the design brief.”%

(Antalya Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2002b)

30 projects are submitted in total and even though it is composed mostly of
architects, jury appreciates the 1 prize winning project due to its success in

landscape design qualities:

“The successful combination of the existing landscape and new reclaimed
spaces, the integrity and meticulousness in its approach to the design of

exterior spaces, the open space design of the stadium area, the low rise

100 Original text: “Yarisma alani gevre iligkileri konusunda 6neri gelistirmek yarismacilardan beklenmektedir.
Yarigma bir belediye binasi yarismasi olmayip sartnamenin amag¢ maddesinde yer aldigi sekildedir.”
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solution to the Municipality Services Building and the ‘city room’ proposal

were some of the favorable aspects of this project.”””" (Antalya

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2002c)

Jury also evaluates other projects consireding their landscape approaches

and appreciates the 2™ prize winning project for developing a contemporary

landscape language. Another important issue about this competition is the

announcement name. Announcement name has a modality and it is a

statement that has direct references to disciplines. In that context it is known

that great struggles on the name of competitions were experienced and this

competition’s having landscape architecture in its name means a lot in that

sense.

1. Park Ana Girigleri

2. Eski Halk Evi
(Bagkanhk Binasy)

1. Belediye Hizmet
Birimleri

4. Kent Odasi (Eski
Kapali Spor Salonu)

5. Alatirk Evi

6, Xoltoe Merkezi Giriyl
7. Kafe Sera

8. Stadyum Agik
Tiribing (Korunacal)
9. Gosteri Alani
10, Nikah Salonu
11, Eski Ziraat Evi

12. Cay Bahgeleel- é

L O e e T I L L I T

Y
aft

e et
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1ot Original text: “Mevcut peyzaj deg@erleri ile kazanilan yeni alanlarin bitinlestiriimesindeki basari, dis
mekan tasarimlarindaki titizlik ve tutarlilik, stadyum alanina iligkin gelistirilen agik alan diizenlemesi,
Belediye Hizmet Binasi ¢ézimundeki az katlilik ve kent odasi 6nerisi olumlu bulunmustur.”
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Figure 4.27. 2002 Antalya Karaalioglu Historic Park: first three prizes, 1/1000 site plans
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4.5.1.4. Ankara 50.Y1l Park and Fallen Monument Complex U.D., Landscape

Architecture, Plastic Arts Contentful Architectural Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2002

Promoter Ankara Greater Municipality

Jury 1 Landscape Architect / 1 Architect / 2 Architect-Planners
/ 1 Planner / 1 Sculptor / 1 Engineer

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Between Cankaya and Mamak Municipalities Boundaries
On a Hilltop Viewpoint, 40 Hectares

Program Thematic Urban Park, Urban Transformation

Ownership of project site Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Functional Plan,

Requested 1/200 Projects,
1/10 or 1/50 model of monument

Projects Submitted 27 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Integration with the City,
2. Creating a new Silhouette

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Partially Realized

This competition is crucial due to its announcement name and jury
composition where jury is composed of 1 Landscape Architect, 1 Architect, 2
Architect-Planners, 1 Planner, 1 Sculptor and 1 Engineer. With this
competition Plastic Arts is introduced to urban design field in the context of
this case. The aim of competition is to design a 16-ha urban park with the
theme of a memorial for the martyrs of various wars and terrorist attacks, for
whom Ankara is hometown. The other 24-ha. land —currently a squatter-
housing area- is subjected to an urban transformation concept. The goals are

written as:

“...designing a monument complex considering the whole site from
architectural to abstract symbolic plastic arts scale, developing and
transforming the area via urban design, architectural and landscape
arrangement decisions, taking the park in unity with the monument and its
complex from an urban design perspective, perceptibility of the
monument all day, preserving the existing green utmost and acquiring
integrated projects stimulating colloboration among planners, urban
designers, architects, landscape architects and plastic arts experts.”
(Ankara Biiyliksehir Belediyesi 2002a)
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For the first time, the jury obliges competitors to include at least 1 architect, 1
planner, 1 landscape architect and 1 plastic arts expert. Team leader can be
among three disciplines other than plastic arts. Baran Idil calls this obligation

as ‘constraint marriage’ blaming the academicians:

“This habit is a result of the pressure put on our professors; the pressure
put on by their students. Because they always serve as jury members.”"%

(Baran idil, interview)

On the other hand, Gorgili evaluates this obligation as a product of promoter

and says:

“...as | have said, administrations are not within our interest especially
when private competitions are concerned. But they have come to a point
where it is easy to change all that. Let’s not confront any profession; let’s

»103

include members from all professions.” ™ (Zekai Gorglilli, interview)

Bingdl thinks that this situation is generating from the Chambers and he notes:

“... whenever such a competition is under discussion to be opened,
inevitably the Chamber of Urban Planners, Chamber of Landscape
Architects and Chamber of Architects are informed about it and they
present their ideas about how the jury should be formed. People who
represent such associations tend to be very definitive about things since

the status of their Chambers is concerned.”* (Ozgiir Bingél, interview)

Kubin notes that such an obligation is against the spirit of competition and

even an ordinary citizen shall be able to join and express his/her ideas.

102 Original text: “Bu aligkanlik bizim hocalarimiza yapilan baskilar, kendi 6grencilerinin yapmis oldugu

baskilar sonucu. Onlar da hep jiri oluyor ya.”

103 Original text: “...iste dedigim gibi idareler genellikle 6zel yarismalarda ¢ok ilgi alanimizin iginde olmuyor
ama onlar artik boyle bir aliskanhiga geldiler ki bu basit, degistirilebilir. Aman higbir meslek grubunu
karsimiza almayalim, her meslek grubundan olsun.”

1% Original text: “...boyle bir yarismayi agmak isteyince ister istemez Sehir Plancilari Odasina, Peyzaj

Mimarlari Odasina, Mimarlar Odasina haber veriliyor ve oradan jiri teskiline yonelik olarak birsey geliyor.
Oradan gelen birtakim insanlar isin ucunu Odalarin da pozisyonundan 6tiru agik birakmak istemiyorlar.”
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“We draw some things and most students start their professional life by
imitating what we have drawn. Preparing a competition project is very
important, as important as writing an article or doing some sort of
academic work. When you look at it that way, there must be as many

#1056

ideas presented as possible.” > (Can Kubin, interview)

14 questions are asked by the competitors in total and two questions deal with
the existence of plastic arts expert and the rest mainly focus on squatter
houses’ transformation and its strategies. A total number of 27 projects are
submitted and jury writes a very short report of 4 pages. Jury defines two
issues of the competition: bringing a new order and considering the relations
of the project site with the surrounding and the city in order to achieve
integration, and creating a new silhoutte in the horizon of Ankara. On the other

hand they evaluate none of the projects achieving these aspects and say:

“Starting off these goals, it was expected that the city of Ankara would
highly benefit from this kind of a competition. Unfortunately, it was
observed that neither the convergence of the monument complex and the
park around it with the city itself, and the positive impacts this would have
on its near surroundings, nor the fact that an important symbolic gesture
was being made by presenting the people of Ankara a monument for the
city, were successfully implemented on the submitted projects.
Nevertheless, even though the jury was not satisfied with the proposals in
how they approached the problem of the monument complex and their
design principles in a broader sense, following the legislation, the rewards
were distributed.”® (Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2002b)

105 Original text: “Biz birseyler giziyoruz bir siri 6grenci onlari taklit ederek meslek hayatina giriyor. Cok
6nemli, makale yazmak kadar, akademik birsey yapmak kadar énemli birsey yarigsma projesi hazirlamak.
Oyle diistuindigiinde olabildigince gok fikir olmasi lazim.”

108 Original text: “Bu amaglardan ¢ikigla boyle bir yarismanin Ankara kentine gok bulytik katkisi olacagi
beklenmig, ancak gerek anit kompleksi ve ¢evresindeki parkin kentle bitlinlesmesi, yakin gevresinde
yaratacagi olumlu déniisim ve etkiler, gerekse sehitler aniti gibi dnemli bir simgesel 6genin Ankaralilara
hediye edilmesi konusu, projelerde tam olarak ¢éziimlenemedigi Uziilerek gorilmustir. Ancak juri, gelen
projelerde tasarim ilkeleri ve anit kompleksi agisindan ¢ok olumlu projelerle karsilasmamis olmasina
ragmen, mevzuat prosedurini izleyerek projeleri 6dullendirmigtir.”
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The position jury takes by such an attitude is somehow similar to professor-
student relation where jury has an ideal solution in mind and evaluates

submitted projects in comparison. Bingél sees this attitude as:

“I think it’s strange to call this a professor-student relationship, because
the relation of the professor to the student shouldn’t be this way to begin
with. | find it quite strange think their relative positions as: the man who

»107

knows everything versus the kid who always creates poorly. (Ozgiir

Bingdl, interview)

This kind of an attitude will be an occasion frequently observed in the latter
case studies. Ervin Garip (interview) connects this attitude of jury’s to the
projects inadequacy in meeting their expectations but he also adds it's not
possible to satisfy everybody. Abdi Glizer also ctiricizes jury’s position in the

colloquium meeting as mistaken modality and says:

“We are not the students of your studio. If you think you can develop
better solutions, next time you can also participate in the following

»108

competitions.” % (Ozgiir Bingél, interview)

Beside the critics of jury for the prize winning projects, developing mainly from
planning domain like trasportation and urban transformation strategies,
sculptor jury member Esber Karayalgin evaluates most of the project’s,
including the first prize winning project, approach to plastic arts unsuccesfull

and he indicates his position in jury report with a very brief counter evaluation.

107 Original text: “Bence hoca dgrenci iliskisi demek bile garip ¢linkli hoca ile 6grencinin iligkisi de bdyle

olmamali. Herseyi bilen adam, o da hep zayif isler yapan ¢ocuk posizyonu da bir acayip.”

108 Original text: “Bizler sizin atélyenizde ders alan 6grenciler degiliz, ejer bu anlamda daha nitelikli Grtinler
verebileceginizi diglinlyorsaniz bir sonraki yarismada siz de Uriin verebilirsiniz.”
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Figure 4.28. 2002 Ankara 50.Y1l Urban Park: first three prizes: 1/1000 site plans
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4.5.1.5. Pananos Beach (Selguk) U.D. and Landscape Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2003
Promoter Selguk Municipality
Jury 3 Landscape Architects / 2 Architect / 2 Planners
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Beachside 10 km to Selguk, 103 Hectares
Program Beach Facilities and Wetland Preservation
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Functional Plan,
Requested 1/200 Projects,

1/10 or 1/50 model of monument
Projects Submitted 53 Projects

. Environment and Nature Preservation,

. Integration of Project Site its Environment,
. Natural Flora, Fauna and Cultural Pattern,
. Aesthetic and Function within Unity of Site,
. Attractiveness for Different Age Groups,

. Sustainability and Management Models,

. Applicability,

. Material Usage,

. Tight Budget

Evaluation Criteria

OCOoONOODRWN -

Evaluation Period 4 Days

Realization Not Realized

Selcuk Municipality announces the competition in December 2003 for the 103-
hectare portion of Pamucak Beach, called Pananos area, 10 km. away from
Selguk, a popular town with its vicinity to Ephesus antique city. In this
competition, it is the first time where landscape architects dominate the jury in
quantity and it was a fact that programmatic characteristics were also mainly
landscape discipline based. The project site has no urban character but the
programme defined by the jury requires and concerns various disciplines. Jury
does not oblige design teams to make a multi-disciplinary team profile for the
entry and all members of the Chambers can participate without other
disciplines. This competition is also the first example among our case studies
which is organized according to 2002 KiK Architecture, Landscape
Architecture, Engineering, Urban Design Projects, Planning and Fine Arts
Competition Regulation. Urban design as a field is legitimized with this

regulation in competition institution before the law.

The competitors are left free to create the indoor and outdoor program for the
area, which is in fact, is a wetland with a second degree natural preservation

registration. The area is branded as "urban park” in 1/5000 scale development
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plans, and the jury asks for a project that will seek for both summer-time
beach use of the area and the vulnerability of its natural life to excessive use.
The aim is to achieve a well-designed beach area in first manner, which will
increase tourism potentials of the area (Selcuk Belediyesi 2003a). 19
questions are asked by design teams in total. Most of the questions focus on
the development plan’s decisions and coastal law relations with the
competition project but question number 17 asks about the composition of the

team and jury aswers as:

‘Due to the nature of the competition, a team work is deemed
appropriate but it is not a requirement. However, it is obligatory that the
documents pertaining to the persons from different professions who have

contributed in preparing the reports should be placed in the ‘identity

envelope as stated in the design brief.””* (Selguk Belediyesi 2003b)

Even though jury does not oblige competitors to form a multidisciplinary team,
they take their position as they implicitly force for a colloboration among

related disciplines.

53 projects are submitted in total and jury report is one of the most featured in
both quality and quantity. Jury first defines the expectations and aims of the
competition as environment and nature preservation, integration of project site
with its environment, natural flora, fauna and cultural pattern harmony,
aesthetic and functional proposals within unity of site, attractiveness for
different age groups, sustainability and management models, applicability,
material usage and working within a tight budget. The main elimination criteria,
or in other words design teams’ inadequacies, are correspondance with
related laws and plans, preservations principles, applicability and

management models (Selguk Belediyesi 2003c).

109 Original text: “Projenin ruhu itibariyle bir takim galismasinin gerekliligi distnulse de boyle bir zorunluluk
yoktur. Ancak; var ise sartnamede belirtildigi sekilde diger meslek disiplinlerine ait raporlari hazirlayan
kisilere ait belgelerin kimlik zarfina konmasi zorunludur.”
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Figure 4.29. 2003 Pananos Beach competition, first three prizes, 1/1000 site plans.
Source: personal archive.
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4.5.1.6. Istanbul Gaziosmanpasa Municipal Service Area Architecture - U.D.

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2004

Promoter Gaziosmanpasa Municipality

Jury 7 Architects

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Center of Gaziosmanpasa District of Istanbul, Less than 3
Hectares

Program Municipal and Commercial Services, Culture Center,
Urban Square, Urban Park

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Plan,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Projects

Projects Submitted 68 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Redefine Project Site in City Identity,
2. Contribution to Solve Citizens’ identity and Belonging
Problems,

3. Constitute the Base for Future Developmant Plans,
4. Solve Requested Functions,

5. Develop Relations with Existing Municipal Building and
Create an Urban Square,

6. Architectural Language Unity,

7. Engineering Solutions,

8. Flexibility of Architectural Proposal,

9. Phasing,

10. Interpretations on Public-Urban Space and
Symbolism,

11. Enable View of Golden Horn,

12. Transportation Proposals

Evaluation Period 3 Days

Realization Not Realized

The competition is announced in July 2004 by Gaziosmanpasa Municipality,
for the existing 2.5-hectare site of the municipal building in order to improve
the connections of the site with its vicinity and to design a new cultural public
building adjacent to it. Jury also aims at acquiring an urban square in relation
to both existing and proposed projects. The main motive of the competition is
architectural design and programme is determined accordingly. Urban
dimensions are formulated as clinging on the architectural program like urban

square and urban park.

The jury of the competition is composed of 7 architects, which is a unique
case for a single discipline composition of 7 members. Consultant jury
committee has a planner from the promoting body. It can be said that the term

urban design is not intentionally chosen rather as a formality or a
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consequence of reducing urban design to a few aspects. One of the reserve
jury members Hiseyin Kahvecioglu answers the question about the urban

design term for the competition as:

“Now, you can claim the opposite, looking at the size of the area to be
designed and its scale. | mean in the end it is a building with its
surroundings, but if you look at it not in terms of its physical size but the
way it interacts with the city, then | think it creates this space to make a
statement for the city. Apart from what | have initially stated, what makes
it ‘urban’ could also be something quite superficial, like how it was
presented in the proposal that moved beyond the boundaries of the site

»#110

and regulated the traffic of its close vicinity. (Huseyin Kahvecioglu,

interview)

This competition is organized according to BiB, 1980 Regulation interestingly
and is open to architects, planners and landscape architects under some

conditions noted in the design brief as:

“Architects having a membership in Chamber of Architects can participate
in the competition as their own or with a team. Landscape architects and
planners can also participate in the competition with the condition that
their team should include an architect.”"’

2004).

(Gaziosmanpaga Belediyesi

Due to the fact that no landscape architects are determined as a jury member,
the inclusion of landscape architects as a competitor with an architect team
member exposes a contradictory situation where evaluation of landscape

aspects can be problematic.

o Original text: “Simdi tasarlanan alanin biyuklugd, élgedi itibari ile bakildiginda aksi sdylenebilir. Yani bir
bina ve yakin gevresi fakat bunu yapilacak fiziksel tasarimin buyukltugu olarak degil de kentle etkilesimi
Uzerinden bakinca bence kent igin bir s6z sGyleme alani idi... Onu kentsel yapan benim ilk sdyledigim
bakistan ziyade, arsanin disina ¢ikip yakin ¢evrenin trafigiyle ilgili dneri de beklendigi gibi ylizeysel birsey
de olabilir agikgasl.”

m Original text: “Yarismaya tim TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi uyeleri tek baslarina veya ekip olarak
katilabilirler. Ayrica TMMOB Sehir Plancilari Odasi ve Peyzaj Mimarlari Odasi Uyeleri de ekiplerinde
TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi uyesi muellif mimar bulundurmak kaydiyla bu yarismaya katilabilirler..”
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Figure 4.30. 2004 Gaziosmanpasa: first three prizes: 1/1000 site plans
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The drawing scales required from the design teams cover 1/5000 scale
“Location of competition site in urban scale and relations”, 1/1000 scale
“Competition site and vicinity urban design decisions”, 1/500 scale “urban

design project”, and 1/200 scale architectural projects.

42 questions are asked and jury groups those as green pattern, trasportation
networks, social center, viewing space, submission, topography, existing
buildings, parking, provided documents and other issues. 4 Questions about
green pattern asking for detailed data and preservation strategy are answered
by the jury as aerial phography is adequate for evaluation. Jury develops no
approach to landscape and left it to competitors’ decision. Most of the
questions are related with transportation network with a request of numerical
values on the capacity of related roads and jury recommends that competitors
shall make observations of their own. Question number 33 and 34 query the
existence of 1/5.000 scale plan for the required drawings and jury answers
that no proposals are expected from competitors in this scale and the aim of
that drawing is formulated as exposing the proposal and its relations with the
environment. Jury has no flexibility about the border of the project site and
does not develop any attitude towards planning decisions in that level. This
makes the competition a typical architectural project competition with a flavor

of urban design.

In the jury report, instead of writing down their evaluation criteria, jury accepts
the principles under the general explanation title in design brief as criteria.
Even though there are no flexibilities about the borders of the competition site,
within the elimination evaluations jury makes attributions to urban design,
urban context, urban relations and urban space concepts often. Most of the
projects are eliminated due to their immaturity in urban design scale. On the
other hand, jury makes no allusions to interdisciplinarity and does not use
documents for questioning or defining urban design. They rather treat urban
design as a definite and determine the field mainly interested in negative

space inbetween buildings.
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Jury finds the first project succesfull for well scaled solution to urban context,
using topography intensively and positively, architectural solutions’ maturity for
underground spaces, using water features, bright, lucid and contemporary
architectural language. The most noticable thing about this competition is the
choice of the jury that nearly all selected projects have placed the cultural
building undergroud enabling an urban use on top. The jury put forward a
strong and consistent discourse on the relation of architecture and urban

design with their choice in this respect.

4.5.1.7. Konyaalti Municipality City Square U.D. Ideas Competition

Date of Announcement 2004

Promoter Konyaalti Municipality

Jury 3 Architects / 1 Planner / 1 Landscape Architect

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | South West End of Konyaalti, 5 Hectares

Program Urban Square, Indoor Facilities, Ceremonial Ground,
Parking

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Implementation Development Plan,

Requested 1/500 Urban Design Technique Plan

Projects Submitted 21 Projects

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Realized

Konyaalti Municipality announces a small-scale idea competition at the end of
2004 for an area of 5 hectares, and the competitors are asked to design the
city square and 600 m2 indoor facilities. The main aim of the competition is
defined as creating a focal point on the west side of Antalya by integrating
natural, cultural and urban environment elements, emphasizing urban identity,
increasing visual qualities and enabling social and cultural solidarity of citizens
and meet the need for a contemporary urban square of Antalya (Konyaalt
Belediyesi 2004). It is the first appearance of ideas competition, according to a
newly defined status in KIK 2002 regulation enabling serious flexibility for the

promoter about the authorship rights of disciplines on their projects and ideas.
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Competition jury is composed of 3 local architects, 1 city planner and 1
academics-landscape architect. The competitors are forced to have at least
one city planner and one landscape architect in teams either as a designer or
consultant but not very strict about authorship where consultant may not be

evalued as authors.

9 questions are asked to jury in total. Nearly half of the questions are asking
about the obligation of other disciplines in design team and jury clarifies the
subject. 21 projects are submitted in total. The 1% and 2™ prize winning
projects are discussed heavily within the jury and this is reflected to jury report
as counter evaluation articles. 1% prize project is criticised by planner and
landscape architect members of the jury, on the other hand, 2™ project is
appreciated. Rather than urban design criteria the main criteria of selection
between those two projects is the use of 600 m? indoor facilities, which also
reflects the promoter approach to problem. This project is implemented in

2008 and criticized by local media due to the increase in construction rights.
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Figure 4.31. 2005 Konyaalti competition: first three prizes: 1/500 site plans
182



4.5.1.8. Van Besyol Square, Hospital Avenue, National Sovereignity Avenue

and Environs U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2005

Promoter Van Municipality

Jury 5 Architects

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | City Center of Van, 4 Hectares

Program QOutdoor Urban Spaces

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Urban Relation Scheme,

Requested 1/500 Urban Design Project

Projects Submitted 60 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Bringing new urban identity to project site,

2. Emphasizing historical and cultural values of Van,

3. Reevaluating macroscale plans and integrating project
site with the city,

4. Establishing spatial and functional relation with vicinity,
5. Solving pedestrian and vehicle relations,

6. Establishing a basis for development plans

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

Even though Van Besyol Competition is a contemporary case, none of the
documents could be reached. All of the information about this competition is
found at urban and architectural thematic web portal, Arkitera. The competition
is organized according to 2002 KiK regulation and jury is composed of 5

architects, 3 of them academics.

Jury emphasizes the fact that Van experienced a rapid population growth and
urbanization. As a result of that incidence, urban space corruption took place
and the main aim of the competition in this respect is to redesign publicly
owned outdorr spaces and give them new urban identities. Jury also defines
some criteria as bringing new urban identity to project site, emphasizing
historical and cultural values of Van, reevaluating macroscale plans and
integrating project site with the city, establishing spatial and functional
relations with vicinity, solving pedestrian and vehicle relations and establishing
a basis for development plans. Even though the programme and object of the
competition is designing the negative space, jury is fully composed of
architects and due to a very few projects submitted, this competition could not

create a platform even on internet forums.
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Figure 4.32. 1st and 2nd prizes of Van Besyol competition. Source: www.arkitera.com
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4.5.1.9. Kaplikaya Recreational Valley U.D. and Architectural Competition

Date of Announcement 2005
Promoter Yildirim Municipality
Jury 3 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Valley on the skirts of Uludag, 20 Hectares
Program Outdoor and Indoor Recreational Facilities,
Accommodation and Commercial Spaces
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Urban Design Project,
Requested 1/200 Architectural Projects,
1/500 Model
Projects Submitted 23 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Design Principles and Spatial Organisation,
2. Coherence with the Given Progaramme and Ability of
Improving,
3. Systematics of Cost, Applicability and Phasing
Evaluation Period 2 Days
Realization Partially Realized

Yildirrm Municipality of Bursa announces the competition in May 2005 for a
valley area in the skirts of Uludag. The aim is defined as designing a
Recreation Valley, with an urban consciousness, emphasizing “a new urban
identity for the citizens, improving the visual quality and creating a focal node
for achieving solidarity of people in social and cultural activities” (Yildirim
Belediyesi 2005). The 20-hectare valley area is registered as an urban
recreation area in development plans and it constituted a kind of borderline for
the urban development. The competition is organized according to KiK 2002
regulation and the condition for the competitors is the same as of Konyaalti
Competition (all architects can participate, but city planners and landscape

architects should collaborate with an architect if they want to participate).

The requirements indoor and outdoor programme are strictly drawn with
square meters and given to the competitors. As seen in the foreword of the
mayor in competition booklet, this programme is formed with direct inclusion of
the promoter. What is expected from design teams is to locate those facilities

properly within the site and reach a mature level in all disciplines.

A total number of 9 questions are asked to the jury about technical issues like

artificial lakes, existing buildings, surrounding road system, legal issues and
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team formation. A total number of 23 projects are submitted and those
proposals are evaluated by the jury during 2 days of study. Jury determined 3
evaluation criteria: The first is “design principles and spatial organisation”,
which refered to three subtitles: 1) spatial distribution of functions, accesibility,
pedestrian and vehicle relation, topography, direction, harmony with the
valley’s geography 2) interpretation of near surroundings and relations, 3)
level of identity and haecceity of layout and architectural design. The unity of
land usage and architectural structure is the fourth subtitle and lastly the level
of success and skill in architectural items are defined. The second measure is
the agreement with the given programme, success and skill of improving the
given programme. The third is the systematics of cost, applicability and

phasing.

Jury appreciates the 1% prize-winning project due to its success and skill level
in spatial distribution of functions within the site and near surrounding
relations. Jury also finds the project contentful for its skillfulness in integrating
two conflicting approaches, a megastructural brigde building and soft
landscape features. They emphasize the solid/void balance of the project and

its analytical approach, as well.

The municipality prepares a competition booklet beginning with a foreword of
period’s mayor Ozgen Keskin. Keskin startes his article with a poem he wrote,
emphasizing on the hidden values of Kaplikaya and he claims that all we shall
do is to blow away the dust on it to reveal the beautiful face of the valley.
Ozgen also puts a vision of 15 years in three terms for Kaplikaya region and
positions the competition in the first phase. He defines the programme of the
competition which means that the promoter directly got involved in the process

of determining the programme or directly gave the programme to jury.

After mayor’s foreword, head of the jury committee Baran Idil makes a crucial

observation about year 2005:

“2005 has been a very special year in our country in that architectural and
urban design competitions started to be held after decades. The
competition site, Kaplikaya valley and its environs provided an interesting
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context for the competition with its problems of flooding, its spatial

position in the city and the issues with organizing the many functions it

provided while maintaining an ecological balance.”'?

2005).

(Yildirnm Belediyesi

==
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Figure 4.33. 1 prize’s 1/1000 scale site plan of Kaplikaya competition

Source: www.arkitera.com

"2 Original text: “2005 Ulkemizde mimarlik ve kentsel tasarim yarigsmalarinin neredeyse onlarca yil aradan

sonra tekrar basladigi cok 6zel bir yil oldu [...] Yarismaya konu olan Kaplikaya vadisi ve yakin gevresi bir
yandan sel ile ilgili sorunlar ve kent igindeki konumsal 6zellikleriyle, diger yandan icerdigi zengin islevlerin
organizasyonunda kargimiza cikarttigi ekolojik denge sorunlariyla zevkli bir yarigma ortami olugturuyordu.”
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Figure 4.34. 2™ and 3" prizes: 1/1000 scale site plan of Kaplikaya competition

Source: www.arkitera.com
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4.5.1.10.Gebze Historic City Center U.D. Ideas Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2005
Promoter Gebze Municipality
Jury 2 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners / 1 Landscape

Architect / 2 Planners

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Gebze Historical Center, 20 Hectares

Program Outdoor and Indoor Recreational Facilities,
Accommodation and Commercial Spaces

Ownership of project site Mostly Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Landuse and Transportation Plan,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Preliminary Projects,
1/500 Model

Projects Submitted 18 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Enriching the Historical and Cultural Identity of Project

Site with Items of Contemporary Life,

2. Improving the Quality of Life in Gebze City Center,

3. Providing Continuity of Pedestrian Areas and Forming
Infrastructure of Access

Evaluation Period Less than 1 Day

Realization Not Realized

Gebze Municipality announces the 20-hectare historic center as the
competition site in March 2005. The competition is organized according to KiK

2002 regulation. The aim is:

“...to enrich the historic and cultural identity of the project site with the
elements of a modern and contemporary lifestyle, to make physical
arrangements that will increase the life quality in historic center, and to
create a circulation layout that will ease the continuity of pedestrian

movements”'"® (Gebze Belediyesi 2005).

Competitors are subjected to design the area with a formal ceremony place, a
maximum total of 6000m2 municipal representative building and a cultural
center, and required parking areas. Jury emphasizes the existence of
preserved buildings in the site and recommends competitors to protect the
existing trees. The required drawings are 1/5000 scale “Plan that will show

land-use and transportation decisions”, 1/1000 scale “functional approach

" Original text: “...proje alaninin tarihsel ve kultiirel kimliginin gagdas bir yasam ortaminin 6deleriyle
zenginlestiriimesi, Gebze kent merkezinde yasam kalitesini artiran diizenlemelerin yapilmasi, yukaridaki
ilkeler dogrultusunda Ust 6lgekli plan kararlari da g6z 6nlinde tutularak yaya alanlarinin surekliligini saglayan
ulasim alt yapisinin olusturulmasi amaglanmaktadir.”
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plan”, 1/5600 scale “urban design project’”, 1/200 scale “Architectural

preliminary project”, a project report and 1/500 scale model.

A total number of 18 projects are submitted. Jury does not award any project
with the 1% prize but awards the 2"* and 3™ prizes together with 3 mentions.
The justification of the decision is explained as missing documents in the
submitted projects, lack of improvement in quality of urban life, reducing urban
design to open space or single building scale, not considering the existing
preserved buildings to create urban node, calling all unplanned urban void as
urban square, inadequacy in applicability criteria and lacking accessibility
according to the hierarchy of pedestrian, mass transportation and
automobiles. By those principles jury reveals their approach to urban design
obviously and claims that none of the submitted projects reached that level of
quality. On the other hand, Arkitera Forum user alper_ist states that rather
than evaluating urban design level of submitted projects, jury prefered to be

impressed by the presentations.""

Discussions in the colloquium meeting of the competition are published in
Arkitera, portal of architectural and urban issues. One of the jury members,
Cengiz Giritlioglu, states that they gave the necessary message by not giving
the first prize and finds quantity of submitted projects very few and
dissapointing. Most of the competitors criticise jury evaluating projects in detail
even though it is an ideas competition project which causes a conflicting
situation. In the forum pages of Arkitera jury is criticised heavily due to their
attitude of not giving first prize and sparing a very short period of time for the

evaluation phase of nearly 6 hours.

" The complete link of the website: (http:/fforum.arkitera.com/showthread.php?5320-Gebze-

Yar%FD%FEmas%FDnda-Y %F6netmeli%FO0e-Ayk%FDr%FD-J%FCri-Karar%FD/page2)
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Figure 4.35. 1/500 scale 2" and 3™ prize projects of Gebze 2005 competition.
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4.5.1.11.Bursa Santral Garaj City Square Architectural and U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 2005
Promoter Bursa Greater Municipality
Jury 3 Architects / 3 Architect-Planners / 1 Engineer
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Contemporary Center of Bursa, 2 Hectares
Program Urban Square, Indoor Socio-cultural Facilities
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Site Plan,
Requested 1/200 Architectural Preliminary Projects,
1/1.000 Model
Projects Submitted 39 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Evaluating Concept Design in Terms of Urban
Aesthetics,
2. Accesibility Solutions,
3. Zoning,

4. Green and Water Features,

5. Approach to Near Public Buildings,

6. Considering Climate and Topography,

7. Balancing Authenticity, Architectural Identity and
Applicability,

8. Spatial Organisation,

9. Landuse and indoor Outdoor Space Ratio,

10. Developing Socio-cultural and Socio-economic
Scenario,

11. Planning-Design Unity,

12. Creating New Values,

13. Zoning of Functional Spaces and Green Spaces,
14. Developed Concept,

15. Urban Design Language and Morphologhy,

16. Solid-Void Relations,

17. Structural Organisation and Use of Technology

Evaluation Period 1 Day

Realization Realized

Bursa Greater Municipality announces the old bus terminal area for an urban
design competition in October 2005. In his foreword, the period’s mayor
Hikmet Sahin empasizes the historic heritage of Bursa but also expresses
their will for sustainable, livable, healthy urbanized and qualified urban spaces.
He notes that the project competitions attribute to democracy and

participation. He defines the main aim of the competition as:

“[The aim] is to provide the development of a square which integrates with
the city of Bursa and its habitants and allows commercial and social

activities.”""® (Bursa Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2005).

s Original text: “...Bursa kentiyle ve icinde yasayan kentlisiyle bitlinlesen, ticari ve sosyal aktivitelere
olanak taniyan bir meydan olusumunun saglanmasidir.”
192



Sahin also appreciates jury being on the top of their profession, knowing
Bursa well and he thankes them due to preparation of design brief with a

meticulous effort.

The competition is organised according to 2002 KiK regulation and jury is
composed of 3 architects, 3 architect planners and an engineer but only
architects were eligible for the competition. It can be interpreted as jury
evaluated urban design within architectural discipline or will care architecture
more. Within a planning perspective, jury evaluates competition area as new
contemporary center of Bursa to lessen the development pressures on the
historic center. Besides the fact that square meter value of indoor facilites are
fixed, the program of the competition is not defined tightly by the jury. But the
desire of having a “city square” in the southern part of the site (facing the
historic market hall direction) and a social-cultural building(s) on the northern

part with the given construction rights are expressed in the brief.

The aim is to achieve a “symbolic focal point” in the city center for the citizens,
which will ease the lives of people by solving the circulation problems of the
area, which is going to function more as an interchanging node for different
modes of transportation in the near future. The municipality also plans to
integrate the Historic Market Halls region with this part of the city (Bursa
BlyUksehir Belediyesi 2005a).

Out of 28 questions asked in total, most noticable questions are about whether
the jury would give all the prizes determined or not. This is an indirect allusion
to previous Gebze competition where jury did not award the 1% prize project.
Question number 26 is crucial due to its expression about local dynamics
about the Santral Garaj Project. The competitor collects some newspaper
articles and asks the jury for their opinion. Articles are claiming that City
Center project will be in fact a shopping mall and will be given out by contract
to private sector and the announced construction rights are more than the
design brief’s limits. Jury answers the question as ‘the content of design brief

is clear enough” (Bursa Blylksehir Belediyesi 2005b).
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Jury performes one of the fastest evaluation periods; a day for 39 submitted
projects in spite of 16 evaluation criteria. They appreciate the 1! prize winning
project due to its maturity in accessibility solutions, solid-void ratios and well
defined city square concept. Jury also praises the project due to its balanced
use of indoor spaces and availability for phasing. In the colloquium meeting,
participants mainly focuse on and criticise the evaluation period asking how
the jury succeded to end the process in a day. Giritlioglu, head of jury

committee, answeres the question as jury member Gorguli noted:

“We can grasp the winner in the first look. Our evaluation period was not
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1 day, it was 30 years plus 1 day.” " (Zekai Gorglili, interview).

This competition is discussed in Arkitera Forum starting from its
announcements to post competition. Similar to the question asked to jury
about the local dynamics, Arkitera Forum user ‘crucified’ makes an
investigation on the story of the competition project and reaches some points
mainly focusing on the fact that the main aim of the project is to acquire a
commercial capacity in such a valuable land. He/she also criticises jury
because of not clarifying competitors’ minds in question and answers

document and askes:

“In a competition where there is so much bad smell and rumor around,
instead of diverting the worries by utilizing the opportunity provided to you
by the participants with their to-the-point questions, are you not aware
that you are inviting bigger discussions in the future with your insensitive

and flippant attitude?”""” (www.arkitera.com)

The first-prize winning project is implemented afterwards with a considerable
increase in construction rights and indoor facilites that are designed as

commercial spaces.

e Original text: “Biz birinciyi bir bakista anlariz. Degerlendirme stremiz 1 giin degil, 30 yil arti 1 giin.”
" Original text: “...Bu kadar gok pis kokunun ve sdylentinin ortada dolastigi bir yarismada, katilimcilar

isabetli sorulariyla size imkan verdigi halde, endiseleri gidereceginize, vurdumduymaz ve ciddiyetsiz
tavrinizla bundan sonraki daha buyuk tartismalara davetiye ¢ikardiginizin farkinda degil misiniz?

194



Figure 4.36. 1% and 2™ prize projects of Bursa Santral Garaj competition.
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4.5.1.12.Burdur Inter-City Bus Terminal Complex U.D. and Architectural

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2005

Promoter Burdur Municipality

Jury 2 Architects / 2 Planners / 1 Engineer

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Bus Terminal of Burdur next to Highway, 7 Hectares

Program Bus Terminal Building, Indoor Outdoor Recreational
Facilities

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 or 1/2.000 Conceptual Plan Scheme,

Requested 1/500 Drawings,
1/500 Model

Projects Submitted 15 Projects

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

Opened by Burdur Municipality in November 2005, design brief describes the
subject of the competition as design of a bus terminal, where accomodation,
shopping, petrolium servicing, touristic introduction and local goods bazaar
functions will take place as reinfocing the terminal area to create a focal node.
Brief also asks for an attractive and impressive form and design from the
competitors. Jury aims at acquiring an urban node as a consequence of the

competition process.

The competition is organised according to 2002 KiK regulation and open to
architects and planners only. Jury is composed of 2 architects, 2 planners and
an engineer. They give the competitors a detailed architectural and urban
programme with required values such as the capacity or square meters of
structures and define the total construction rights and setback rules and

requeste for a traditional bazaar:

“It will cover shopping units for handcrafts of the region, which will be in a
style of old ‘bedesten” that will use local architectural forms and
materials.”""® (Burdur Belediyesi 2005).

"8 Original text: “Burdur yéresinin geleneksel el sanatlari ile Uriinlerinin satisa sunulacag, yoresel sivil
mimari tarz ve malzemenin kullanilacagr moduler birimlerin bedesten tarzinda tasarimlanacagi Geleneksel
Carsi bulunacaktir.”
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Under the programme details of shopping center, jury attachs a note which

points to the desired architectural language:

“The designers may use in their designs visual and symbolic elements
like tower or totem...in order to symbolize commercial activities.”"

(Burdur Belediyesi 2005).

16 project entries in total do not satisfy jury so that they prefer not give any
prizes and mentions but purchases. With the effect of this consequence, the
competition gives raise to many disputes and discussions. The Chamber of
Landscape Architects (PMO) boycotts the competition and carries it to the
court since the design brief does not include landscapist as a must discipline
in the jury committee and design teams. The court finds PMO right and

decides accordingly. PMO announces it on its official web page as:

“The ‘Technical Study Text’ that was presented to the Court by our
Chamber was found right and Antalya 2nd Administrative Court made a
decision of a suspension of execution concerning the case, referring to
the necessity of there being a landscape architect in the jury. We can
consider the decision of a suspension of execution an important decision
in terms of our professional recognition as it signifies that we are starting
fo get the results of our intense efforts in our field of application. Our
struggle concerning the protection of our professional rights without any

compromise will continue in every field.”*° (www.peyzajmimoda.org.tr)

This ignorence of jury enables landscape architects to develop an attitude
towards using the competition institution as a platform for their professional

legitimacy.

e Original text: “Aligveris Merkezini simgeleyen kule, totem ve benzeri yiikseltiimis gérsel eleman
kullanilabilir.”

120 Original text: “Mahkemeye Oda' miz tarafindan sunulan "Teknik Calisma Metni" hakli bulunarak, Antalya
2. [dari Mahkemesi dava konusu yarismada Peyzaj Mimari bulunmasi gerekliligine hilkmederek yiiriitmeyi
durdurma karari vermistir. Mesleki taninirhgimiz agisindan énemli bir basari sayabilecegimiz yuritmeyi
durdurma karari, uygulama alanlarimizdaki yogun ¢abalarimizin sonug vermeye basladigini géstermektedir.
Mesleki haklarimizin hi¢ 6diin verilmeden korunmasi konusunda miicadelemiz her alanda surecektir.”

197



The second important discussion emerges a year after the competition ended,
when the municipality signes a contract with an architect and with a non-
competition project, in which many traces and inspirations can be captured
from the purchase-winning projects. This situation raises the questions among

competition-discussion groups;

“Has the municipality set off its competition journey with that kind of a
mentality: let’s open a competition and see the ideas first and then give
the project to the architect that we choose and to make him/her design in
accordance with the ideas that we collect form the competition?”?’

(www.arkitera.com).

Figure 4.37. A purchase project of Burdur competition.

2! Original text: “...belediye soyle bir diisiince yapisiyla mi yola gikti: "Bir mimari proje yarismasi agalim
fikirleri s6yle bir gérelim sonra biz kendimiz, istedigimiz mimara begendigimiz fikirlere uygun proje
yaptiralim"?”
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4.5.1.13.Beylikdizi Cumhuriyet Avenue and Vicinity U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2005

Promoter istanbul Greater Municipality

Jury 4 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Beylikdizl Region Between Buyuk¢ekmece and
Kugukcekmece Lakes, 34 Hectares

Program Bus Terminal Building, Indoor Outdoor Recreational
Facilities

Ownership of project site Mostly Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Principal Approach Plan,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Drawings

Projects Submitted 15 Projects

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period N.A.

Realization Not Realized

Beylikdiizii competition is organized according to 2002 KIK regulation and is
open to teams composed of three disciplines, architecture, planning and
landscape architecture. Different than the previous competitions, jury also
accepts the master degree, especially duo-profession formations like architect
having landscape Master’s degree, as representing two disciplines. Parallel to
that perspective, one of the jury members Deniz Aslan is an architect but he

also has a master degree of landscape architecture.

Under the “General Information” title, jury evaluates the project site as
exhibiting all the negative characteristics of a metropolis in terms of urban
development and planning. Jury thinks the problem as administrative where
boundaries of two municipalities meet irrationally in the project site. Due to
those facts city centers, city squares, dense activity areas and symbolic items
can not be defined to express municipalities’ identity. Jury determines the
main aim of the competition as to create and ‘Urban Habitat’ where
commercial, recreational, social and cultural needs could meet. They do not
define a strict programme rather they state that the main problematic is the
relation of those functions within the site and its vicinity. The loose programme
includes commercial areas, sports and game areas, municipality and other
public facilities, transportation, congress and tourism and cultural facilities

area (istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2005a).
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15 projects are submitted in total and 11 of them are evaluated. Jury finds the
1% prize winning project successful for its strong conceptual approach which is
summarized as ‘proposing an alternative to classical zoning principles in
urban design scale” (istanbul Blyiiksehir Belediyesi 2005b). They also
appreciate the integrated approach to the project site. 3" prize winning project

is disqualified due to the lack of planner and landscape architect in the design

team.
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Figure 4.38. The first 3 prizes of Beylikdiizii competition.
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4.5.1.14.Unye Cumhuriyet Square Yunus Emre Park U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2006
Promoter Unye Municipality
Jury 3 Landscape Architects / 1 Architect-Planner / 1 Architect

/ 1 Planner / 1 Archeologist

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.)

Unye City Center, 7 Hectares

Program

Unye City Square, Childrens Park, Monument, Urban
Park

Ownership of project site

Public

Macro and Micro Scales
Requested

1/2.000 Position in City,
1/200 Urban Design Projects

Projects Submitted

30 Projects

Evaluation Criteria

1. City Identity,

2. Defining Square as Urban Space,

3. Transportational Relations,

4. Plain Solutions,

5. Attitude Towards Preserved Area,

6. Architectural Proposals for Building Defining Square,
7. Considering Historic Plane Tree, Existing Green and
Ecological Equilibrium

Evaluation Period 2 Days

Realization Not Realized

The aim of the competition is defined as “enriching the natural, historical and
cultural identity of Cumhuriyet Square and Yunus Emre Park by integrating
with contemporary city life and urban environment elements, improving life
and visual quality in city center, creating a focal point enabling social and
cultural solidarity of citizens by redesigning vehicle-pedestrian relations and
reinforcing pedestrian system” (Uniye Belediyesi 2006a). It is organized
according to 2002 KiK regulation and is open to architects, planners and
landscape architects but the jury sets free the competitors and does not
the

‘Information About Project Site’ title, they make direct references about

determine any obligation for an interdisciplinary colloboration.In

expectation emphasized with bold letters that will orient proposals:

“It will be appropriate to take necessary measures to reduce the traffic
speed, instead of modifying the route of the street, or building very costly
overpasses and underpasses [...] It is advisable to avoid proposing
structures that would disturb the uniformity of the public square, such as

amphitheaters [...JIt is asked from the contestants to design the park
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together with the pier and the boardwalk without removing any existing

trees from the site.”"?? (Unye Belediyesi 2006a).

Jury determines the programme as designing Unye city square and its indoor
facilities (square meter values given), preserving existing trees in the square,
considering the historic plane tree, mosque, houses and walls and redesigning

the entrances and exits of existing public building.

The jury requests drawings in three scales, 1/2.000 plan where the
competitors will depict contextual, conceptual and transportational relations is
the macro scale drawing requested. Urban design project of Yunus Emre
Square is requested in 1/500 and 1/200 scale that jury formulates urban
design project as detailed as a 1/200 project. 30 projects are submitted in
total. This competition is one of the most discussed among our case studies
due to the choice of jury. Jury eliminates all of the projects in the first three
rounds and as a consequence does not give any prizes and develops a
discursive attitude about the order of design competitions of Turkey. Jury
prepares a manifestative article signed by all of the jury members and they

ask 8 questions as evaluation criteria:
- Whether the project sufficiently evaluated the identity of Unye or not
- Whether the project defined correctly city square as an urban space or not,

- Whether the project set up correct transportational relations with the city and

competition site or not.

- Whether the project sought for plain solutions to city square, park-coast

relation or not.

- Whether the project searched for solutions for relations with vicinity,

especially with preserved area.

122 Original text: ““Yolun glizergahinin degistiriimesi, ya da biyuk maliyetli alt ve Ust gegitler yapilmasi yerine

trafik hizini azaltici 6nlemler alinmasi yerinde olacaktir [...] Meydan biitlinligini bozucu amfi tirt
yapilardan ise kaginilmasi dogru olacaktir [...] Parkin, iskele ve kiyi gezinti yolu ile birlikte, tiim agaglar
korunarak yeniden diizenlenmesi istenmektedir.”
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- Whether the project made adequate work for the architectural qualities of

buildings surrounding city square or not.

- Whether the historic plane tree, existing green and ecological equilibrium

consireded positively or not
- Whether the vehicle-pedestrian relation was structured correctly or not

Depending on those criteria jury finds all of the projects unsuccessful and
develops an argument under 7 titles, presentation, abstract / concrete relation,
concept of design, concept of square, reference sources, joint production and
reading design brief. Jury brings serious criticisms to the competitions system
and the competitors approach to problem. One of the main problems is the
use of computers. The jury makes an observation that computers became an
aim rather than a tool. They also state that interdisciplinarity level of the
projects is inadequate and integrity of architecture, planning and landscape

architecture can not be achieved (Unye Belediyesi 2006b).

The result of Unye competition is carried to court by competitors and jury gives

3 mentions according to court’s decision.

-
-

Figure 4.39. 1/200 scale 2 mention prizes of Unye 2006 competition.
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4.5.1.15.Bursa Osmangazi Municipality Kizyakup Urban Park U.D. and

Architectural Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2006

Promoter Osmangazi Municipality

Jury 3 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner / 1 Landscape Architect

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Near Historical Center of Bursa, 7 Hectares

Program Bus Terminal Building, Indoor Outdoor Recreational
Facilities

Ownership of project site Public, Private(expropriation proceeded)

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Conceptual Sheet, 1/200 Architectural Drawings,

Requested 1/500 Model

Projects Submitted 47 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Consistency with Macroscale Plans,

2. Creating 24 hours Living Urban Spaces,

3. Integrating Natural and Artificial Environment,

4. Utilizing Nature for Cultural Improvement,

5. Improving Visual Quality,

6. Creating an Information Center for Sociocultural,
Natural and Physical Structure of City,

7. Phasing Considering Expropriation

Evaluation Period 2 Days

Realization Not Realized

This competition is organized according to 2002 KiK regulation and is open to
architects, planners and landscape architects, in case planners and landscape
architects have an architect in their design team as an author. Jury is
composed of 3 architects, 1 architect-planner and 1 landscape architect. The
subject of the competition is a squatter housing area settled to a 7 hectare-
land within the city and is under the process of expropriation. The competition
site is defined as ‘Urban Park’ in development plans and the jury shares the
view of the promoter to develop this area as an urban park including auxiliary
indoor and outdoor functions. The competition site also includes preserved
historic buildings like mosques and bath. In the brief, the aim of the
competition is determined as achieving consistency with macroscale plans,
creating a public open and green space that could live 24 hours a day,
initiating the meeting of nature and city life and creating a urban meeting
spaces, interpreting open and green spaces to enliven urban life, improving

visual quality in city center, and creating a center for information for the
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sociocultural, natural and physical structure of the city (Osmangazi Belediyesi
2006a).

Jury requests projects in four scales, 1/5.000 concept sheet showing urban
relations, 1/1.000 urban design project, 1/1.000 phasing plan showing how the
project would be phased in accordance with the expropriation process, 1/500
architectural projects and last 1/200 plans, sections and facades of proposed
buildings. Jury also requests a 1/500 model covering the whole competition

site.

32 questions are asked in total. There are questions focused on the
constructions rights where 0,05 TAR value is determined. Jury is strict about
this value but lets the competitors for underground solutions where
underground spaces were not added to TAR value. Due to the historic
character of the site and its surroundings, competitors are asked to preserve

certain buildings.

47 projects are submitted by the design teams. Jury does not determine
evaluation criteria in the jury report. Topography, existing preserved buildings,
integration with the city and green space design can be listed as the most
crucial criteria depending on the jury report. In 1% prize winning project’s

evaluation article jury states:

“Garden City design stood out specifically with its significant approach.
The design that has been based upon collective memory and traces of
the urban past, offers an experimental approach with its flexibility and
transformability. Garden City presents us with various dynamics by being
site specific and proposing alternative methods to park and open space
5123

design as opposed to employing traditional approaches.
Belediyesi 2006b).

(Osmangazi

123 Original text: “Bahge Kent tasarimi 6zellikle 6nerdigi 6zglin konseptiyle 6ne gikmistir. Kentsel bellek ve
izler Gizerinden gelistirilen tasarim, donusebilir ve esnek olma 6zellidi ile deneysel bir boyut sunmaktadir.
Bahcge Kent agik alan ve park tasariminda geleneksel kullanim aliskanliklari disinda farklh segenekler
Uretmesi ve yer’e ait olmasi ile gesitli dinamikler ortaya koymaktadir.”
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The winning project develops a discourse of ‘Garden City’ for identifying their
approach to the problem and this is appreciated by the jury as an experimental
effort for redefining open public spaces. But jury does not question the
concept of garden city, which can be summarized as an approach to urban
planning that was declared in 1898 by Sir Ebenezer Howard in Britain. Garden
cities were intended to be planned, self-contained, communities surrounded
by greenbelts, containing carefully balanced areas of residences, industry, and
agriculture. In that context it is obvious that 1% prize project does not

correspond with the original approach.

The promoter publishes a booklet containing the submitted projects in which
period’s mayor Recep Altepe has a foreword. Altepe mainly focuses on their
urban development activities and evaluates the competition as a reference
point for the rest of their implementations without using clear expressions
about the implementation of the first project. Head of the jury committee Aykut
Karaman has an article in the booklet stressing on the importance of urban

design as a tool for implementing planning decisions and added:

“Urban design projects are becoming more and more prominent in most
cities’ agendas in the sense that they allow for the actualization of
proposals put forward by urban planning processes. Urban design
projects, that have the capacity to translate the social, economic, cultural,
ecological and aesthetical aspects of large scale decisions which form the
framework of the city’s dynamics of development, to spatial organizations
in a meaningful way, prolong their effective role in the cities with their

»124

diverse quality, content and scale.” <" (Osmangazi Belediyesi 2006¢).

Karaman also emphasizes the increasing need of design guidelines for
realizing urban design projects in Turkish cities. He claims that urban design
projects acquired by competition results better and this is due to the

interdisciplary colloboration.

124 Original text: “Kentsel tasarim projeleri kent planlama siirecinin ortaya koydugu ongériileri hayata
gecirmede etkin uygulama araci olarak son zamanlarda bir gok kentin glindeminde 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir
kentin gelisme dinamiklerinin gergevesini olusturan Ust 6lgek kararlarin sosyal, ekonomik, klturel, ekolojik
ve estetik konulara iliskin boyutlarini anlamli bicimde mekana aktaran kapasitelere sahip olan kentsel
tasarim projeleri nitelik, icerik ve boyut olarak farkliliklariyla kentlerdeki etkin rollerini sirdirmektedirler.”
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This competition generates intense amount of disputes and negative criticisms
in Arkitera. Forum user “emreapak” says that the winning project does not
deserve to be chosen and can only be a begginning of an idea, in other words
the project is in its ‘embryo’ phase. He also reinforces his argument pointing
out the evaluation period of the jury being too short, resulting with superficialty.
Another Forum user “omerselcuk” finds the winning project contradictory and

says:

“There is an existing settlement which you demolish to build a new
system. But then, you take the traces of the previous system you
demolished, as an important given, as if it had invaluable information.
Basically, you build the new park on the traces of the old settlement. The
user can experience the remnants of the structures that were once there.
In fact, this is the interesting idea behind this project, that developed an
idea on urban collective memory. However, the conflict also rises at the
very same point. And this is not a conflict that can be proved by going
through complicated steps. The importance that is not given the

»125

structures, are granted to their projections... (www.arkitera.com).

The project is not internalized by the promoter and it is said that municipality
decides to implement the second prize winning project. Following this
decision, first prize winning project with the slogan ‘Garden City’ is chosen as
a candidate for 2006 CityScape Architectural Review Architecture Award at
the same time and this issue is carried to an international platform. As a result
neither the first nor the second prize winning projects are implemented and

promoter realizes another project on the competition site.

125 Original text: “Mevcut bir yerlesim var onu yikip yeni bir diizen kuruyorsunuz ama sanki yiktiginiz diizen
cok degerli veriler tasimaktaymis gibi izlerini kendinize 1. derece veri olarak aliyorsunuz. Ve tum park
ilelebet izliyor kullanici. aslinda bu projenin kentsel bellek izerine gelistirdigi fikrin cekici yani 6zetle bu. ama
celiskide burda basliyo, aslinda cokta karmasik yollardan gidilerek g6sterilecek bir celiskide degil bu!!.
Yapilarin kendilerine gosterilemeyen deger, izdisimlerine gosteriliyor...”
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Figure 4.40. 1/500 scale 2" and 3™ prize projects of Kizyakup 2006 competition.
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4.5.1.16.Balikesir Camlik Urban and Architectural Design National Project

Competition
Date of Announcement 2006
Promoter Balikesir Municipality
Jury 4 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Hilltop near Balikesir City Center , 62 Hectares
Program Indoor Outdoor Recreational Facilities, Panoramic
Wathcing Deck
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Location in City (transportation, relations etc.),
Requested 1/200 Architectural Projects,
1/1.000 Model
Projects Submitted 38 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Defining Position of Project Site in City Identity,
2. Solving Urban Identity Problematics of Citizens,
3. Forming a Basis for Development Plan,
4. Coherency with Given Programme,
5. Designing a Panoramic Viewing Deck,
6. Flexibility of Architectural Proposals,
7. Developing New Approaches to Landscape
Architecture,
8. Designing a new Atatiirk Monument,
9. Solving Accesibility of Project Site with City Center
Evaluation Period 3 Days
Realization Not Realized

Balikesir Municipality announces the competition in 2006, organized according
to 2002 KiK regulation. It is open to architects, planners and landscape
architects but planners and landscape architects shall have an architect in
their design team as an author. Jury is composed of 4 architects and 1
architect-planner and 3 of them are academicians. The subject of the
competition is Camlik Hill, having a city center view from top, which has
problems of integration with urban life even though it had potentials. The
general aim of the competition is defined as handling the project site and its
vicinity in unity and developing a use value in accordance with the needs of
citizens. Parallel to that general aim jury asks for the competitors to cleanse
the project site from some items damaging its unity, to enrich public-urban
outdoor spaces and landscape values and achieving its unity and define the
position of the project site in city identity, to solve the urban identity
problematics of the citizens of Balikesir, to form the basis of development

plans, to discard existing social facilites and to propose new facilites in
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accordance with the given programme and an observation deck for viewing
city center, to achieve the flexibility of architectural proposals for future
possible uses, to interpret public-urban spaces and green spaces in symbolic
means in terms of landscape architecture, to preserve the existing Atatlrk
monument or to propose a new one and finally to integrate project site with
city center in terms of a functional trasportation proposal (Table 4.33). Jury
does not define a strict programme but fixes the total construction to 5.000 m2

but drew the general framework of those facilities as:

“[the contestants] ... will propose spatial arrangements and structures that
will maximize the impact of the competition site to urban life, that will
contribute to the identity of the city with their physical, visual and artistic
qualities. They will also present design ideas for necessary spaces that
would house recreational, cultural, athletic and artistic activities, and both
open and enclosed spaces for the functions that they designate
themselves.”?° (Balikesir Belediyesi 2006).

On the one hand, they encourage competitors to propose different functions,
but on the other hand they restrict them by noting that functional spaces are
desired. 38 projects are submitted in total and jury accepts evaluation
measures of design brief as stated above. Most of the projects are eliminated
due to their weaknesses in planning approaches such as integration with city
center and transportation in the first two phases. In the third elimination phase,
jury finds the projects successful in planning scale but eliminated them due to
their weak architectural and landscape approaches. They also found the first
prize winning project successful in integration with the city center, forestation
decisions and analysis of vegetation. Jury also makes some reccomendations
for the improvement of the projects from their perspective mainly dealing with

the details of the proposed design.

126 Original text: “...yarisma kapsaminda tanimlanan boélgenin kent yasamina azami derecede katilimini
saglayacak, kent kimliginde yer alacak, fiziksel, gérsel ve sanatsal 6zelliklere sahip yapilar ve diizenlemeler
ile gereksinim duyulan yuksek nitelikli resreasyon, sportif, kiiltirel ve sanatsal rtkinliklerin karsilandigi ve
bunlarin diginda, tamamen kendisine ait duslincelerle, agik ve/veya kapali olmak tizere fonksiyonel
mekanlar énerecektir.”
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Figure 4.41. 1st, 2nd and 3rd prizes of Balikesir Camlik competition.
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4.5.1.17.Diyarbakir Tigris Valley Landscape Planning U.D. and Architectural

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2006
Promoter Diyarbakir Greater Municipality
Jury 3 Landscape Architects / 2 Planners / 2 Architects

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Valley of Tigris River between Diyarbakir and Dicle
University , 676 Hectares

Program Indoor Outdoor Recreational Facilities, Olympic
Swimming Pool, Botanical Park, Amphitheater

Ownership of project site Mostly Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/25.000 Spatial Strategic Scheme,

Requested 1/500 implementation Projects

Projects Submitted 23 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Integrated Approach,

2. Preserve-Utilize Equilibrium,
3. Nature Restoration,

4. Transportation,

5. Functional Variety
Evaluation Period 4 Days

Realization Not Realized

Diyarbakir Greater Municipality announces the competition at the end of 2006
and this is the first national urban design competition consulted by PMO. The
competition was organized according to 2002 KiK regulation and open to
design teams including at least one landscape architect, one architect and one
planner as an author. The jury is composed of 3 landscape architects, 2
architects and 2 planners and 4 of the jury members were academicians.
Landscape architect Selami Demiralp who initiates this competition in PMO

answeres the question about the jury composition as:

“I arrange that jury as 3-2-2 on purpose: 3 landscape architects, 2
architects, 2 urban planners. Had | set it as 4-2-1, it would have been
chaotic or the outcome would be an architectural design project, heavy on
the landscaping with touches of urban planning injected into it after the
fact. Since | knew what was going to happen, | arranged it so that the jury

members were distributed as 3-2-2, prepared the design brief, set out the

212




regulations as to how the municipality will go about with the process. But |

w127

couldn’t be in the jury.” <" (Selami Demiralp, interview).

Demiralp says that they focused on the composition of the jury intentionally for
an efficient process of interdisciplinarity. Bilal Yakut also supports this
approach and states that they used to compose the jury in BiB in order to

achieve a better conclusion:

“One has to have some considerations while doing that distribution, for
within a bureaucracy, some persons help the jury establish a relation with
that bureaucracy. Two professionals and one academician is a good
proportion because the way the academicians approach the subject
matter could be very enlightening for the other members of the jury. But if
there were 3 academicians, then they tend to create this academic
discussion environment and miss out on the practical aspects of the work.
I mean, in the end, you do all of this organization to serve to a practical
purpose, such as a building, a park, a public square, etc. and | spare my
money towards that goal. |, as the owner, wish for a large number of
entries to have multiple options to choose the best from. Four professors
engaged in academic discussions keep me from reaching the practical
goal | desire. That’s what we paid attention the most, a well-balanced

jury.

128 (Bilal Yakut, interview).

Demiralp notes that in the first meeting of the jury (before the competition was
announced), serious discussions takes place in the decision phase of

announcement name of the competition:

12 Original text: “Ozellikle mesela 3-2-2 diizenlemistim ki ciddi tartismalarla 3 peyzaj mimari, 2 mimar, 2
sehir plancisi seklinde. Eger onu 4-2-1 yapsaydim cok ciddi bir kaos ¢ikabilecegdini de bildigim icin 4 peyzaj
mimari rahatlikla yaparsin, peyzaj planlama agirlikh kentsel tasarim kismi sonradan igine enjekte edilen
mimari tasarim projesi ya da. Bunu bu sekilde yaptigim zaman da bu sefer 4’lu bir blok gikacagdini bildigim
icin, o yuzden 3-2-2 olarak 6n gorup gerekli bitiin 6n sartnameleri, belediyenin ne sekilde prosedure
baslayacagina iligkin diizenlemeleri yapmistim ama juriye katilamadim.”

128 Original text: “O dagilimi s6yle yapmak gerekiyor, bir birokrasinin iginde birileri diyelim o birokrasi ile
olan iligkileri saglamada jiiriye uyarici olur. Iki piyasadan, bir akademisyen iyi bir dagilimdir giinkii
akademisyenlerin o konuya bakis agilari falan da diger juri Gyeleri icin aydinlatici oluyor mutlaka. 3 tane
akademisyen koyarsaniz akademik tartisma ortami gibi zannedip onun bir pratik yénu oldugunu da unutma
riskleri yuksek. Yani sonugcta bir pratik, bir sonug almak igin birsey diizenliyoruz yani bir bina yapacagiz veya
bir park, meydan bunun icin para ayiriyorum. En iyisini segeyim diye coklu bir katilim arzuluyorum igveren
olarak. 4 tane hoca orada akademik tartismalarla benim istedigim pratik sonuca ulasmiyor. Ona bakiyorduk
juride eskiden, dengeye.”
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“...at that first meeting, the jury was about to be dispersed. Only because
of the name of the competition. What is going on is exactly like you said.
If | were chauvinistic about my profession, I'd put five or six landscape
architects in the jury. Then the issue would be resolved right from the

start.”? (Selami Demiralp, interview).

As a result of a negotiation among the jury members the name is determined

as “Landscape Planning Urban Design and Architectural Project Competition”.

The subject of the competition is 676 hectare-surround of Tigris Valley that is
located between city walls and Dicle University lying 7 km along in the north-
south direction. The aim of the competition is determined as “choosing the
most functional, innovative and economical solution, handling Tigris Valley
Project with an integrated approach based on public good, meeting the
recreational needs of citizens, improving culture, art, science and environment
values, taking into account preservation-utilization principle and finally bringing
Dicle Valley back in urban life” (Diyarbakir Buyuksehir Belediyesi 2006a).
Design brief defines the competition site mainly in landscape terminology and
emphasizes some concepts by writing them in capital letters. Those concepts
are Open Green Space System, Green Backbone, Integral Approach, Valleys
Stillwaters Runningwaters, Natural Protected Area and Restoration (nature

restoration).

The brief implicitly determines the general framework of design in many
aspects in accordance with the 1/5.000 master plan of the region. This plan
has drawn the general framework for the vision and function that shall be
proposed and jury committee agrees with the Master Plan. One of the main
decisions of the plan is two small dams on Tigris River, one in the south part
of the competition site next to a historical bridge called ‘Ong6zIi Koprl’, and
the other one is on the north of ‘Univesity Bridge’ which connected the city
with Dicle University campus. Those small dams will regulate the level of Tigris

River enabling to organize recreational facilities around. Jury gives this

129 Original text: “...0 ilk toplantisinda jiri dagilma noktasina gelmis. Sadece daha yarismanin isminden
dolayi. Hakikaten sdylediginiz gibi birsey gidiyor ben mesleki sovenizm yapiyor olsam bdyle bir yarismaya 6
tane peyzaj mimari juri koy ya da 5 tane, is zaten bagtan ¢ézuluyor.”
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decision as a data but also does not close the door for a critical perspective.
Jury expects competitors to interpret those dams as social and functional

design elements:

“...[the usage of] two concrete regulators are suggested. But the
contestants are free to propose alternative solutions to collect water at the
confirmed elevations stated above.”"*

2006a).

(Diyarbakir Bliyliksehir Belediyesi

Master plan is offering a zoning of functions in different parts of competition
site and those decisions are included in design brief in detail and asks for the
competitors to be coherent with those principles. In brief, Master Plan is the
main determinant of the competition and jury does not refuse it but reflects the

plans general approach to design brief skillfully.

Jury requests drawings in four scales, 1/25.000 Spatial Strategy Scheme was
the plan which will depict the general approach of the project. 1/5.000
Conceptual Project is requested to depict macroform, trasportation system,
nodes, thematic arrangements, functions, preserve-utilize zones and
integrated landscape planning and design decisions. Jury also defines primary
project zones in accordance with the Master Plan and requested those
projects in 1/1.000 and 1/500 scale.

37 questiones are asked in total. Although jury releases competitors for
developing alternative approaches for small dams, in questions and answers
document they answer the questions related with that issue as if they shall be
accepted as a design input. Questions number 12 and 13 ask about obliged
colloboration of the disciplines in design teams, criticise this attitude of jury

and develope a sarcastic discourse asking:

“...why didn’t the jury require that the professionals related to the project

be a part of the design team? Such as those who would be doing the

'3 Original text: “...iki adet beton gévdeli regiilatér 6ngorillmistiir. Ancak yarismacilar yukarida belirtilen ve
kesinlik kazanan su kotlari gergevesinde suyun toplanmasini saglayacak farkli bir ¢6ziim arayisinda da
bulunabilirler.”
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structural, mechanical and electrical engineering for the proposed
buildings within the competition site, those who would design the interiors,
both interior and exterior lighting, industrial designers who would design
the urban furniture, which were yet another requirement, the acoustic and
material consultants, geologists, and the agricultural engineers who would
control survey of existing plants and the suitability of those that were

chosen for the site.”®" (Diyarbakir Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi 2006b).

Question number 22 claims that the expectations of the brief will destroy Tigris
Valley region and the possible proposals enabling constructions and functions
in the valley will harm the ecology of the region. As an answer to that question,
jury refers to design brief chapter 3 entitled ‘Aim and Scope of the
Competition’. Questions about the restrictiveness of Master Plan reveales
jury’s approach to plan that competitor shall obey the general framework

drawn by the Master Plan.

The promoting body (municipality) publishes a booklet to distribute during the
the colloquium meeting, which contains forewords of preiod’s mayor Osman
Baydemir and head of jury committee Oktan Nalbantoglu, as well as visual
documents of winning projects and the jury report. In his foreword entitled ‘A
Dream is Coming True’, Baydemir summarizes the story of the project and
noted that it was always on the agenda of the city but he claims that they
concretized it by preparing Master Plan and organizing the competition. He
develops his argument to legitimize the Master Plan on the discourse of ‘Tigris
River Makes Peace with Diyarbakir'. In his article Nalbantoglu focuses on the
importance of design competitions and also the recreational potential of the

project site for the whole region besides Diyarbakir.

Diyarbakir competition triggers various discussions on Arkitera Forum mainly

concentrated on two subjects, one being directly related with the competition

3! Original text: “...jliri, yarisma alani iginde yapilmasi éngériilen yapilarin statik, mekanik ve elektrik
projelerini hazirlayacak olan meslek adamlarini ve ayrica yapilacak yapilarin i¢c mekan tasarimlarini, i¢ ve
dis 1siklandirmalarini yapacak olan meslek adamlarini, yine istenenler arasinda olan kent mobilyalarini
tasarlayacak olan endustri Urtinleri tasarimcilarini,akustik uzmanlarini, malzeme mihendislerini, jeologlari,
ayrica yine yarisma alaninin icinde bulunan bitkilerin tespitini ve énerilen bitkilerin uygunlugunu kontrol
edecek bir ziraat mihendisinin de ekipte bulunmasinin neden sart kosmamistir?”
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and the other indirectly. Arkitera Forum user “pri_spring” claims that two
positions against nature can be occupied by designers. First attitude is
transforming nature with total intervention and the second was foreseeing the
ways to exist in nature without loosing it. Pri_spring puts forward those two
positions to criticise the attitude of jury against small dam structures and he
also questions 22 projects out of 23 accepting them as given design input. He

makes a quotation from Garret Eckbo saying:

“Construction is a concept that represents the overall effect of people
over the landscape of the earth throughout the 5000 years of urban
history. Mankind took over the earth with the power of its imagination and
mental faculties. It made extinct some species while domesticating others
and replaced the sublime variety of nature with the manmade cheap,
superficial and random beauty of urbanism, architecture and engineering.
The superior position of mankind on earth brought us to the threshold of a
world that is fully constructed by man. With the impact of industrialization,
in many countries, the processes attached to landscaping moved away
from organizing themselves. Planned or chaotic structures have always
affected the landscape, the climate, the earth and the ecology. In this
period, mankind HAS caused erosion on mountains, changed river beds,
made modifications on everything he could lay hands on and caused

serious damage on earth.”*? (www.arkitera.com).

The other subject of discussion is about the sociopolitical position of
Diyarbakir and of Mayor Osman Baydemir. Forum user alper_ist invites all

related designers to boycott the competition and says:

132 Original text: “Konstriiksiyon (yapi), kent tarihinin begbin yili boyunca insanin diinya peyzaji tizerindeki
toplu fiziksel etkisini temsil eden bir kavramdir. Insanlik beyin giicii ve hayal giicii ile diinyay! diger tiirlerin
elinden almistir, gogu tiirii yok eden bazilarini evcillestiren insan, DOGANIN GORKEMLI ZENGINLIGININ
YERINE, KENTLESME, MIMARI| VE MUHENDISLIK DUNYASININ UCUZ, YUZEYSEL VE TESADUFU
OLAN INSAN YAPISI GUZELLIGINI KOYMUSTUR. Insanin diinyadaki iistiin pozisyonu bizi tamamen insan
yapisl bir diinyanin esidine getirmistir. Endustrilesme ile birlikte gogu Ulkede peyzaja iligkin suregler ve
dokular kendi kendini organize etmekten uzaklagsmistir. Teknolojinin etkileri, endustriyel tekniklerin
kullanimi, hizh degisim, PLANLANMIS VEYA KAOTIK STRUKTURLER; PEYZAJI, IKLIMI, TOPRAGI VE
EKOLOJIYi SUREKLI ETKILEMISTIR. BU DONEMDE INSAN DAGLARI ASINDIRMIS, NEHIR
YATAKLARINI DEGISTIRMIS, EL SUREBILDIGI HER YERDE DEGISIKLIKLER YAPMIS VE DOGA
UZERINDE OLDUKGA CIDDI BIR TAHRIBAT YARATMISTIR.”
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“Let’s assume you’ve got the first place. Despite all the professors in the
jury, your employer will be Osman Baydemir. Diyarbakir is very close to
our hearts, it’s our land, and I’'m saying all these while sparing our people
who live there. They certainly deserve the best urban planning solution
but the fact that Osman Baydemir's name is involved in this competition
makes me sick to my stomach. No supporter of Ataturk, no citizen of the
Turkish Republic should enter this competition in which this person who
openly supports PKK is a jury member, furthermore he is its employer!!!
Nobody should serve to the good reputation of this man!ll”

(www.arkitera.com).

This approach of alper_ist is not shared by any other users and heavily
criticised mainly concentrating on the fact that Diyarbakir is just like any other

cities of Turkey and shall be acted accordingly.

'3 Original text: “Diyelim birinciligi kazandiniz, jirideki tim hocalara ragmen isvereniniz Osman Baydemir
olacak. Diyarbakir bizim canimiz, cigerimizdir, topragimizdir, oradaki insanimizi tenzih ederek
konusuyorum...Onlar siiphesiz en iyi kentsel ¢éziimu hakediyor ama bu yarigmada ki Osman Baydemir ismi
beni tiksindiriyor.PKK'yI agikga destekleyen bu insanin danigsman juri, hatta isvereni oldugu bu yarismaya
higbir Atattrk¢i'ntin, higbir Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti vatandasginin katiilmamasi gerekir!!! Kimsenin bu kiginin
itibar kazanma aracina alet olmamasi gerekir!!!”
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Figure 4.42. 1/5000 scale plans of 1st, 2nd and 3rd prizes of Diyarbakir competition.
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4.5.1.18.Basaksehir City Center Il. Staged National U.D. Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2007

Promoter istanbul Greater Municipality, project management
Istanbul Metropolitan Planning and Urban Design Center

Jury 2 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners / 1 Landscape

Architect / 1 Planner / 1 Engineer

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.)

New Development Areas North of Kiigikgekmece Town
and Ikitelli Organized Industry Zone of Istanbul, 146
Hectares

Program

Public Administration Facilities, Commerce and Service
Facilities, Housing, Social and Cultural Facilities,
Industrial and Technological Center, Religious Facilities,
Health Facilities, Urban Life Center

Ownership of project site

Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales
Requested

First Phase —

1/5.000 Landuse Plan, 1/1.000 Urban Design Projects
Second Phase -

1/5.000 Principal Approach Plan,

1/500 Urban Design Project,

1/2.000 and 1/500 Partial Model

Projects Submitted

45 Projects

Evaluation Criteria

1. Creating a Local Center,

2. General Concept, Harmony and Coherence,
3. Subcenter Identity,

4. Relations with Surrounding Regions,

5. Transportational Unity,

6. Legibility of Proposal

Evaluation Period

5 Days / 1 Day

Realization

Not Realized

istanbul Greater Municipality
project management service
Design Center (IMP). It is

announces the competition in 2007 under the
provided by Metropolitan Planning and Urban

the second case of 2-phase urban design

competitions (first being the Beyazit Square Competition, 1988). Bagsaksehir

Competition is organized according to 2002 KiK regulation and is open to

three disciplines where all design teams have to include at least one architect,

planner and landscape architect all being a member of their Chambers. Jury is

composed of 2 architect-planners, 2 architects, 1 landscape architect, 1

planner and 1 engineer where 5 of the jury members are academicians out of

7.

Basaksehir Competition is related with the 1/100.000 Environmet Plan of

istanbul and in accordance with the macro scale decisions that determines

ikitelli Sub Region and the project site as the Local Center. The plan aims at
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multicentered, balanced and sustainable urban system, creating a hierarchy of
CBD and centers according to their spatial organization, functions, capacity
and hinterland, integrating diversified centers with public transportation axes
and making them function efficiently. In accordance with those macro scale
decisions, achieving a diversified “Local Center’ is Basaksehir Competition’s
main goal. Design brief is equipped with intense amount of technical analyses
of both Istanbul city and competition site in macro scales, especially from
planning field such as 1/100.000 Environment Plan, ownership pattern,
landuse and macro scale plans showing transportational and near vicinity

relations (istanbul Biiyliksehir Belediyesi 2007a).

Competition site is 146,1 hectares (117,3 hectares being in Esenler and 28,8
hectares in Kiicikgcekmece Municipal boudaries). There are three different
development plans in three different zones where competitors shall achieve a
coherent composition. Zone | is a private-sector Housing Area (Oyak), Zone II
is Ikitelli Social Housing Area with determined functions and TAR values. Zone
[ll is covering most of the competition site and is not determined with strict

rules.

There are two main goals of the programme: First, the proposed “Local
Center” shall limit the development with its optimal scale and functions.
Second, functional and spatial structure of a mixed use center shall be
achieved properly. The programme is drawn as public administration facilites,
commercial and service facilities, housing, social and cultural facilities,
innovation and entrepreneurship support center, religious facilities, health
facilities and urban life areas (public open spaces system). Besides those
restricting macro scale plans, competitors are left free to determine optimal

density in coherence with 1/100.000 Environment Plan.

Jury requests a scale-free Conceptual-Principal Approach Plan, 1/5.000
Landuse Plan, 1/2.000 approach scheme showing general scenarios,
hierarchy of transportation decisions and 1/1.000 urban design projects from a
mixed use designed part of their proposal. For the second phase, jury

requests for a 1/5.000 Principal Approach Plan, 1/2.000 Landuse Plan,
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1/1.000 Urban Design Project showing architectural and landscape decisions,
1/500 Urban design Project showing social and cultural facilities and vicinity
with architectural and landscape proposals. Jury asks for an “Urban and
Architectural Design Guide” from the design teams focusing on structure,
material, accessibility and landscape decisions. Jury also requests for a
1/2.000 model showing the whole competition site and a 1/500 partial model

from a mixed use designed center.

Out of 27 questions asked in total, most of them are focused on programme
and density of construction. Jury answers all those questions that competitors
shall decide those values in accordance with their approach to the problem
(Istanbul Bliyliksehir Belediyesi 2007b).

45 projects are submitted in total for the first phase. After the eliminations jury
writes a general evaluation article and finds most of the submitted projects
missing the main aim of the competition of creating a Local Center. Most of
the projects spatialize this concept as a new housing and its center. But as a
matter of fact this Local Center will be functioning to embrace 800.000
inhabitants and 320.000 working people and shall meet the service needs of

them and also offer a lively and contemporary life quality. Jury states that:

“... that the center includes not only shopping and recreational facilities
but also offices, being the local center of its environs, the importance of
the city center which will be formed by administrative offices, the
negligence of the ranking of its multi-use functions and the imbalances in
which some projects extend to the whole site, while others are extremely

limited proportionately.”** (Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2007c).

Jury also makes a very important observation on interdisiplinary colloboration

and said:

134 Original text: “Merkezin aligverig-rekreasyon alanlari 6tesinde ofis alanlarini da kapsamasi, gevrenin

yerel merkezi olmasi medeniyle idari birimlerin olusturacadi kent meydaninin 6nemi, karma kullanim
kademelenmesinin gdzardi edilmesi ve kullanimlarinda bazi projelerde tim alana yayilmasi veya ¢ok sinirli
kalmasi gibi oranlamasindaki dengesizlikler...”
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“In most projects, the desired collaboration between planners, architects
and landscape architects which is also required due to the nature of this
competition, cannot be actualized in a balanced manner, which shows
through the deficiencies in conveying certain important information and

making decisions.”" (Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi 2007c).

Jury selects 8 projects for the second round and sends jury reports for each
project individually. One of the jury members Murat Balamir writes a personal
jury report as a general evaluation of the submitted projects entitled
‘Observations on Proposed Projects in the 1% Phase’. Balamir focuses on the
fact that this competition brings for the first time in Turkish urbanization history
the chance for designing a center from the rough. He also criticises the 1950-
1990 urban dynamics of centers spreaded in housing patterns or a more
comtemporary trend of imposing consumption centers and malls rather than a
planned center. He defines 12 subtitles to clearify the goal of that project

competition due to his observations of the projects submitted in the first phase:

“The aim was not to create new housing areas. The aim was not to create
a satelite city. Interdisciplinary colloboration is required essentially not
nominally. Visual data should be clear. Every scale should have its
knowledge and drawing language. This competition was the first occasion
for making a center, designing building typologies particular to center and
creating a special unity of urban design. Respect to nature starts when it
was understood properly. Field management and administration could not
be thought free from design. Symbolic Center should be thought instead
of symbolic building.”

As a result of the 2™ Phase evaluations, jury announces the winning projects
with a jury report. Winning project is found successful for displaying a serious
development according to jury’s critics. Authenticity of the project, scale of the

proposed spatial organisation, hierarchy and scale of urban spaces and green

13 Original text: “Bu yarismanin 6zelligi nedeniyle istenen planci-mimar-peyzaj mimari isbirliginin de pek ¢ok
projede dengeli sekilde yapilamadigdi, Gnemli bazi bilgilerin verilmesinde ve kararlarin alinmasindaki
eksiklikler nedeniyle hissedilmektedir.”
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areas, created city center and its richness of design quality are evaluated as

accomplished.'*®

3% Erdal Aktulga, architect member of the jury, evaluated the project for the third place and criticised it due

to its interventions to topography and creating a huge artificial lake. He found the project not suitable for
phasing with its mechanical, massive and compact characteristics.
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Figure 4.45. 1/1000 scale site plan of 3 prize-project of Basaksehir competition.
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4.5.1.19.Adana Ziyapasa District Mimar Sinan Park Region U.D. National

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2007

Promoter Adana Greater Municipality

Jury 4 Architects / 2 Architect-Planners / 1 Landscape
Architect

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Coasts of Seyhan River in Adana, 20 Hectares

Program Indoor Outdoor Recreational Facilities, Urban
Transformation, Amphitheater, Mosque

Ownership of project site Public, Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/1.000 Site Plan,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Drawings,
1/1.000 Model

Projects Submitted 73 Projects

Evaluation Criteria 1. Considering Public Good,
2. Creating a Sociocultural and Commercial Node,
3. Proposing an Urban Transformation in Vicinity,
4. Phasing

Evaluation Period 3 Days

Realization Not Realized

Adana Greater Municipality announces the competition at the end of 2007 with
the consultancy of MO Adana Branch and it is organized according to 2002
KIK regulation. The competition is open to all planners, architects and
landscape architects all being a member of their Chambers. The jury is
composed of 4 architects, 2 architect-planners and 1 landscape architect
where 3 members of the jury were academicians. Abdullah Ozkul, one of the
architect jury members, is the consultant of the period’s mayor, which can be

evaluated as an inclusion of promoting body in jury composition.

The subject of the competition is an area of 20 hectares located in the Seyhan
valley and next to the river and also a subregion of the previous competition
Adana Culture and Recreation Valley which is organized in 1984. Jury noted
that competition area shall be rearranged with culture, tourism, shopping and
green open spaces and shall be brought to city life with a new identity
considering the city totaly. Jury also states that city square character shall be
emphasized and history, culture and social life of Adana shall be refered.

Proposals shall also be applicable, contemporary and refering to the future:

226



“...by creating unique and distinctive spaces, where people of different
social status could come together, our aim is to contribute to the
enrichment of the social and cultural activities of the people of Adana, to
bring the spatial and visual quality of the city to a higher level, and

»137

eventually, to create a new center of gravity. (Adana Biiyiiksehir

Belediyesi 2007).

Jury makes some evaluations about the competition site and notes that the old
neighbourhood placed in the competition area is under a pressure of
transformation and there are serious increases in rents. Jury does not
question or express any attitude towards this issue; they rather accept it as a

given input and say:

“However, the present pressure shows that a transformation process is
soon to start for this piece of land that falls within the competition site
boundaries. A transformation that is involves culture, tourism, residences
and a commercial axis that is supported by the said functions.”*® (Adana
Bliytiksehir Belediyesi 2007).

Jury accepts the speculative context and requests competitors to participate or
stimulate the potentials. They also expect the competitors to propose a
macroscale approach to guide municipality for their Master Plan studies.
There are no plan decisions for the region’s landuse and design approaches
and 1/5.000 Master Plan is in the process of approval. Therefore competitors
can also contribute to that plan with their proposals and even construction
rights are left to competitors in design brief. Jury sorters their expectations as
considering public good, designing competition site as a sociocultural and
commercial node, proposing urban transformation for the surrounding

neighbourhood, designing a mosque and an amphitheater and considering

¥ Original text: “...toplumun farkli kesimlerinin yan yana gelebilecegi 6zgiin ve nitelikli mekanlar treterek
Adana halkinin sosyal ve kilturel aktivitelerini zenginlestirmek, kentin mekansal ve gorsel kalitesini
arttirmak, giderek de Adana’da yeni bir cekim merkezinin yaratiimasi amaglanmaktadir.”

138 Original text: “Ancak varolan baski; yarisma alani sinirlari igerisinde kalan bu alan igin bir kiltir, turizm,
konut ve bu islevlere dayall ticaret ekseni baglaminda dénlisim sirecinin hizla baslayacagini ifade
etmektedir. Bu baglamda s6z konusu alana iliskin yarismacinin farkl boyutlardaki gézlemleri Gnem
kazanmaktadir.”
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phasing of the project. The definition of the programme is ambigious and the
jury requests the competitors to contribute and observe the competition site for
potentials. This situation causes a paradoxical situation where planning
discipline is neglected but on the other hand what is expected was a plan

itself, with its vision, density and landuse decisions.

This competition causes disputes about the definition of the competition and
its programme. By giving a fuzzy programme and nearly leaving every aspect
to competitors and not drawing any framework in such a comprehensive urban
design competition jury displays a different attitude than our previous case

studies, in which jury tries to describe aspects and orients competitors.

148 questions are asked the jury and this can be linked to the ambiguities of
design brief. Most of the questions deal with construction rights, programme
and Master Plan. Jury leaves those issues to the competitors’ will and does
not display any attitude. Jury blurrs the border of competition site by
answering related question as it is possible to propose out of determined site.
Jury asks for the competitors not to evaluate Master Plan and its note as a
restriction and expects competitors to define ‘space/density equilibrium’ in

their proposal.

Jury does not define evaluation criteria before analysing the projects and their
report shows that projects are evaluated with different benchmarks. The first
prize winning project’s criteria are landuse, vehicle-pedestrian relation, urban
transformation and riverbank uses. Ownership pattern, square system,
landscape concept, urban transformation, accessibility and presentation are
evaluation criteria of the second prize winning project. Third prize winning
project’s criteria are urban memory, integral approach, open space system
and phasing. Jury develops a discourse based on accepting the project as a

source and criteria differed accordingly.

This approach is criticised by Arkitera Forum users who submmitted projects.
Arkitera publishes the colloquium news as ‘Ambiguities of Design Brief Marked
the Adana Ziyapasa District Urban Design Competition’s Colloquium’. This

attitude of jury is conceptualised as ‘attitude aromatic non-attitude’ by Kenan
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Guveng while he tries to describe design brief's ambiguous state and says
“Jury exposed an attitude with their being without an attitude state”
(www.arkitera.com). First prize winning project's architect Ervin Garip

evaluates this attitude of jury as a positive thing and says:

“The jury had no real attitude. But we didn’t think this was a negative
aspect. It was actually to our benefit that they didn’t have an attitude,
because it enabled us to present our ideas, our approach more freely.
Yes, it was so. That ‘being without an attitude’, was actually an attitude in

itself.”"* (Ervin Garip, interview).

This ambiguity is conceptualised by Ozgiir Bingdl by different terms as ‘you
draw first’ attitude of jury. Bingdl states that jury requests competitors to draw
the project first and then they evaluate according to the approach developed
by the competitors. This approach inverts the process of competition of jury
determining a general framework and competitors accepting or refusing.

Kenan Guveng defines this process as:

“Jury puts its pressure with design brief, where pressure brings violation
to mind. Designer consideres the requirements of violation and even

t #140

dares to violate and presents i (www.arkitera.com).

The competition is significant since it stimulates discussions on the aspects of
urban design. Jury’s being without an attitude lets competitors or forum users
to focus on the aspects and limits of urban design but this shall not mean that
submitted projects utilize this gap left by the jury and they develope alternative

approaches to the field.

13 Original text: “Jurinin gergekten tavri yoktu. Ama biz bunu kéti yorumlamadik orada. Tavri olmamasi
bizim igin gok iyiydi ¢linkl biz kendi tavrimizi kendi dligiincemizi tamamen daha 6zglr sekilde ortaya
koyduk. Oyleydi evet, o da cidden bir tavirdi yani. O tavirsizlikta, bence orada bir tutumlari vardi.”

o Original text: “Jiri baskisini sartname ile ortaya koyar, baski ihlal olgusunu akla getirir. Tasarimci ihlalin
gerekliliklerini dugtnur hatta bunu cesaret eder ve sunar.”
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Figure 4.46. 1/1000 scale site plan of first three prizes in Adana Ziyapasa competition.
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4.5.1.20.1stanbul Kucukcekmece Town City Center National U.D. Competition

Date of Announcement 2008
Promoter Kugukcekmece Municipality
Jury 3 Architects / 2 Planners / 1 Architect-Planner / 1

Landscape Architect

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Halkali Square and Sefakdy Region in Kiglikgekmece
Town, 182 Hectares

Program Mixed Use City Center, Indoor Outdoor Recreational
Facilities

Ownership of project site Public, Mostly Private

Macro and Micro Scales 1/5.000 Principal Plan and Landuse,

Requested 1/500 Urban Design Projects,
1/500 Model

Projects Submitted 25 Projects

Evaluation Criteria . Defining a City Center,

. Identity of Center,

. Function Distributions,

. Applicable Strategy and Developing a Model,

. Authenticity of Proposal,

. Transportation and Vehicle-Pedestrian Relation,
. Sustainability of Natural and Cultural Values,

. Considering Natural and Artificial Thresholds,

. Identity of Open Public Spaces,

10. Contributing to City Silhouette

O©COoONOOOPAWN-

Evaluation Period 1 Day

Realization Not Realized

Klgukgcekmece Municipality announces the competition in 2008 and it is
organized according to 2002 KiK regulation. The competition is open to design
teams including at least one architect, planner and landscape architect as an
author, all being a member of their Chambers. The jury is composed of 3
architects, 2 planners, 1 architect-planner, 1 landscape architect where all
members of the jury are academics. The subject is defined as two zones in
Klgukcekmece town covering a total 181,5 hectares. The first zone, Halkal
Square, is an urbanized land including housing, commerce and social
infrastructure where the second zone, Sefakdy Region, is mostly composed of
industry and commerce. What is expected from the competition is a sub-
center meeting the needs of Klglkgcekmece for an organized and mixed use

city center. The aim of the competition is determined as:

231



“

. to create a high quality, distinctive, environmentally conscious,
habitable sub center model that is designed with a modern vision and
along the principals of contemporary planning and urban design criteria
for Kiiglikcekmece, an area with population of approximately 800.000

»141

dwellers.””" (Kiiclikcekmece Belediyesi 2008a).

In the existing master and development plans, the first zone is planned as
commercial, social infrastructure and housing, where the second zone is
planned including industry, social infrastructure and commercial facilities. TAR

values are also defined for both regions according to plan.

The programme of the competition is defined in general terms but is not fixed.
The brief requests functions in accordance with mixed use center concept
such as commercial areas, service areas, industry areas, housing areas and
open, green areas. It is stated that %40 of the competition site will be
designed as public open spaces and social infrastructure and on the other
hand %60 of the site shall be designed as function zones. Competitors are left
free in the distribution of functions while macro scale plan decisions and
determined construction rights shall be considered. The brief states that the
winning project will be translated into development plan language and required
approval procedures will be completed. Brief also requests competitors to

consider the geological criteria in their proposal and distribution of functions.

39 questions are asked to jury, mainly focusing on ownership, landuse and
restrictiveness of macro scale plans. Jury does not display a rigid attitude
towards all those issues and let them to competitors’ decision. 25 projects
were submitted in total and all of them are evaluated. The evaluation criteria
include the defining of a city center in accordance with macro and micro
scales, creation of expected identity of center, the establishing of the harmony
of social infrastructure functions to form a strong center containing a qualified
urban life, applicability of proposals and the model offered, authenticity in

design proposal, the establishing of macro and micro scale transportational

“ Original text: “...yaklasik 800.000 kisinin yasadidi1 Kiiglikgekmece igin cagdas planlama ve kentsel
tasarim kriter ve ilkelerine sahip, kimlikli, gevreye duyarli, cagdas bir vizyon dogrultusunda kurgulanmig
kaliteli ve yagsamaya deger bir alt merkez modelinin yaratiimasidir.”
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relations and the achievement of a fluidity of vehicle-pedestrian, sustainability
of natural and cultural values within the project site, developing a design
approach that considered natural and artificial thresholds, designing open
public spaces that have an identity to form a quality of life and contributing to
city silhouette with strategies in third dimension (the project site is in Hava
Mania Hatti and has very strict regulations about the height of buildings)
(Table 4.37).

Jury eliminates projects mostly due to weaknesses in planning approach in the
first two phases. In the third elimination, the jury analyses the projects in urban
design and architectural scale, and also focuses on the coherency of the
projects. They find the third prize winning project successful in creating
strategies and integrating them with planning, urban design, architecture and
landscape architecture decisions but evaluate architectural solutions
inadequate. Second prize winning projects is appreciated due to skillfully
designed solid void relations. The first prize winning project is found
successful in many aspects by the jury and they make an attribution to urban

design as:

“[...] very successfully interprets the context that Urban Design is a

platform where architecture and urban planning intersect.”’*

(Kiiclikcekmece Belediyesi 2008b).

1“2 Original text: “Kentsel Tasarim’in 6zellikle mimari ve sehirciligin kesistigi bir diizlem olmasi baglamini
oldukga iyi yorumlamasi...”
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Figure 4.47. 1/2000 scale site plan of first three prizes in Kiigiikgekmece competition.
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4.5.1.21.Uludag National Park I. and Il. Development Areas Landscape

Planning U.D. and Architectural Project Ideas Competition

Date of Announcement 2008
Promoter Ministry of Environmet and Forest, Nature Protection and
National Parks Directorate General
Jury 3 Architects / 1 Planners / 2 Engineer / 1 Landscape
Architect
Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | Ski Resorts Areas in Uludag, approx. 150 ha.
Program Ski Center, Indoor Outdoor Recreational Facilities
Ownership of project site Public
Macro and Micro Scales 1/25.000 site analiyses,
Requested 1/1000 urban design proposals
Projects Submitted 20 Projects
Evaluation Criteria 1. Preservation and Utilization Equilibrium,
2. Applicability,
3. Considering Topography, Climate, Authenticity, Unity
of Language and Level of Presentation,
4. Solving Transportation,
5. Whole Season Use Potential,
6. Solving Existing Problems
Evaluation Period 3 Days
Realization Not Realized

Nature Protection and National Parks Directorate General of Ministry of
Environmet and Forest announces the competition in 2008 which is open to
architects, planners and landscape architects without any obligations or
restrictions about design team composition. Turkish Free Architects
Association (TSMD) sends a letter to promoter in 18.08.2008 and notes that
the competition is a multidisciplinary example and shall be announced as
“Uludag National Park I. and Il. Development Areas Joint Competition”
according to KiK competition regulation. TSMD also questiones the scales
requested in design brief from 1/25.000 to 1/10 stating that this will eliminate
the platform of negotiation among jury members. Those demands of TSMD
are not considered by the promoter and the competition proceeds as
determined. The jury composition includes 3 architects, 2 engineers, 1 planner
and 1 landscape planner where 3 of them are academics. What is crucial
about the composition of the jury is about the members from promoting body
and public institutions. Head of the jury committee, R.Mufit Akbulut is an
engineer and he is from the Ministry of Environment and Forest. Another

member Jilide Tamzok is an architect and she is from Nature Protection and
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National Parks Directorate General. Hakan Bebek is an engineer and he is
from Bursa Special Provincial Administration. This composition of the jury is

one of the most promoter dominant examples among our case studies.

The subject of the competition is I. and Il. Development Areas within Uludag
National Park. Although the competition site is located in the National Park,
those areas lost their natural qualities due to constructed winter hotels and
related facilities bring about a legal status as 2" Degree Preservation Area. In
this context, the main aim of the competition is to put forward the design
principals of I. and Il Development Areas’ in ecological, asthetic, functional
and economic aspects, to consider preservation principals and preservation /

utilization equilibrium in national and international level.

The brief requests drawings in 3 different scales (starting from 1/25.000 to
1/1.000). 1/25.000 shall include analysis of competition site in the context of
flora and fauna of National Park, relations with Bursa, transportation especially
cable car, construction, functions, landscape planning and urban planning
decisions with schemes. Those aspects also shall be depicted in 1/5.000
scale. Proposals for development plan is requested in 1/5.000 scale
concentrated on I. and Il Development Areas. Urban design proposals are

requested in 1/1.000 scale in a selected area.

The site is Natural Park and Turkey’s most important winter sports center. The
design brief requests competitors first to analyse similar examples worldwide
and propose solutions considering sustainable functions. Second, accessibility
problems shall be solved and parking areas shall be planned. Third,
competitors shall put forward the social, cultural, economic and ecological
impacts of all their physical interventions for the third expectation. Fourth, they
shall consider the proposals’ physical relations with Bursa. Moreover, they
shall design I. and Il. Development Areas as an attraction node for all seasons
for tourists and visitors under the guidance of general planning concept and
this is one of the most important goals of urban design. And last, Bursa
Greater Municipality’s cable car project shall be considered as one of the main

transport decisions.
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18 questions are asked in total, TSMD, after its announcement about the
competition, asks the same questions in questions and answers document

again about the name of the competition and jury answers:

“What is expected from the contestants is clearly indicated in design brief.
In this respect, we think that the title of the competition coincides with
what is required from the contestants.”*

2008b).

(Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi

TSMD also asks the question about the scales requested and jury answers:

“Starting from landscape planning and proceeding with the development
of urban design ideas, the main goal of the competition is to create an
interdisciplinary process which involves large scale spatial analysis as
well as preparing smaller scale drawing sheets. It is expected that the
contestants will form teams with an interdisciplinary structure that such
different scales call forward. The jury is also put together with such

considerations.”** (Cevre ve Orman Bakanli§i 2008b).

Most of the questions deal with the borders of competition site and jury
determines |. and Il. Development Regions’ border but they leave competition
site border to competitors’ interpretation. 20 projects are submitted for the
competition in total. Prior to evaluation process, jury defines 6 criteria that are
taken from the design brief (Table 4.36). Jury criticises and eliminates projects
in the second and third elimination phase due to inadequacies in planning
decisions, ecology, landscape ecology, design hierarchy and presentation
techniques. Jury finds 3™ prize winning project successful in integrating I. and
Il Development Areas, proposing alternative accessibility modes and level of
presentation techniques. 2™ prize project is evaluated as having the bravest

approach to problem based on preservation principals. The jury states that the

“ Original text: “Yarigmacilardan beklenenler sarthamede agcik olarak belirtiimistir. Bu kapsamda
yarismanin isminin yarismacilardan istenenleri karsiladigi distunilmektedir.”

144 Original text: “Yarismanin temel hedefi olan peyzaj planlama ve akabinde kentsel tasarim fikirlerinin
Uretilmesi Ust 6lgekli alan analizlerinden baslayan ve alt élgekli paftalarin hazirlanmasi strecini de igeren
disiplinler arasi bir hizmettir. Yarigsmacilarin bu élgeklerin gerektirdigi disiplinler arasi yapida ekip
olusturmasi beklenmektedir. Juri de bu amaci karsilayacak yapida olusturulmustur.”
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project has a crucial effort to restore Uludagd’s natural identity. Authentic
research on alternative accessibility modes, proposing applicable and rational
urban design and urban renewal solutions for winter tourism, architectural
analysis and proposals and presentation techniques are described as the

successes of the 1 prize winning project.

Uludag competition is the most promoter-dominated of all among our case
studies and when the competition ends, it is known that promoter starts to
prepare development plans for the area without the inclusion of the winning

design team.
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Figure 4.48. 1/1000 scale site plan of 1 and 3™ prizes in Uludag competition.
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4.5.1.22.Denizli Governors House Architectural Project and Environs U.D.

Project Competition

Date of Announcement 2009

Promoter Special Provincial Administration General Secretary

Jury 3 Architects / 1 Architect-Planner / 1 Planner / 1
Landscape Architect / 1 Engineer

Project Site, Location, Area (ha.) | City Center of Denizli, 5 Hectares

Program Governors House, Museum, Cultural Facilities, Public
Open Spaces

Ownership of project site Public

Macro and Micro Scales 1/500 Urban Design Project,

Requested 1/200 Architectural Project,
1/1.000 Model

Projects Submitted 94 Projects

Evaluation Criteria N.A.

Evaluation Period 3 Days

Realization Not Realized

Denizli Special Provincial Administration General Secretary announces the
competition in 2009. It is open to three disciplines in case an architect will be
the team leader and at least 1 professional from three disciplines (planning
and landscape architecture) shall exist. Competition site is the core of Denizli
including the functioning Denizli Government House, Men Art School Masonry

Ateliers, Girls’ Vocational School, Gazi Primary School and existing trees.

During the competition process, a conflict takes place between Chambers of
Architects (MO) Denizli Branch and the Governorship about the content and
concept of the competition. As a consequence, first MO, then the
Governorship organizes panels to announce their approach to problem. Prior
to competition process, MO Denizli Branch organizes a symposium with the
participation of citizens, NGOs and Chambers, entitled ‘Denizli Seeks for its
Future in City Center Scale’ in 1 to 2 May 2009 in Denizli. The main aim of the
symposium is to figure out what kind of a city center, which development
strategies, goals and directions for Denizli is aimed. The symposium is
resulted with decisions directly related with the competition site, approach and
program. The main discourse of MO for the competition site and program is

that all buildings on the site that have the character of the Early Republican
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architectural qualities shall be preserved with the green pattern created by the
trees and center of Denizli shall have a culture based programme. Building
like Girls’ Vocational Highschool shall be preserved due to having a Early
Republican Identity and shall be kept as a value in urban memory where the

main struggle between two role players concentrated.

Following the symposuim, the Governor announces a meeting and its report
which is mainly defining the various positions took by the role players.
Governor, Dean of Pamukkale University and head of Chamber of Commerce
and Provincial Assembly participates the meeting. Governor advocates that
existing buildings Governor's House and Men Art School Masonry Ateliers
shall be preserved even though there are no legal status for preservation but
other buildings can be demolished because they have no historical, cultural
and economic value. This report of Governor also claims that most of the
citizens do not participate MO’s position and approach. This report states that
symposium is organized among a very limited number of participants and
claims that Cengiz Bektas is not included in the process who has a report on
buildings that are offered by Chambers’ to be preserved as “no need to
protect”. Another crucial assertion of the report is that even though this is an
urban design project or approach, PMO is not included in the symposium. As
a consequence, report claims that Denizli citizens do not share Chambers’
ideas and next to a modern Governor's House building, a museum which is

the dream of the city for 50 years shall be realized.

As a consequence of that struggle both two institutions ask for attaching
documents produced within these processes to competition documents.
Consequently, both the symposium report and the Governor's meeting report
with the protocol text between MO Denizli Branch and Governorship is
attached to competition documents. Protocol Minutes determines some criteria

where two role players meet under 6 titles:
- Existing Governor’s House building and masonry ateliers shall be preserved

- Design teams to decide for the other buildings to preserve.
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- The programme of the competition shall include Governor's House, City
Square, Museum, Cultural Facilities, Accessibility Plan and Schemes for

functional and transportational approaches.

- Governorship and Chamber of Architects Denizli Branch will act associated

in jury definition and preperation processes.

- Winning project will be sent to Municipality for revisioning the development
plan of the site and last, decisions of Preservation Committee will be

considered.

Denizli Governors’ House Architectural Project and Environs Urban Design
Project Competition is announced in 24-06-2009 by Denizli Special Provincial
Administration General Secretary under the shadow of the controversy among
Governorship and Chamber of Architects Denizli Branch. Local newspaper
“Denizli” makes a news that the report of Governor's Meeting is not attached
to competition documents and TMMOB will resign due to some issues of the
report neglecting the symposium results (Denizli Gazetesi, 26.06.2009). As a
result, the consultant jury member ibrahim Senel, head of MO Denizli Branch,
resigns from his assignment and protested the Governorship’s attitude. After
the resignment of Senel, MO makes an announcement on the competition
process and focuses on the Governorship’s approach to symposium results
and the way they expressed in their report. In 7.7.2009 consultant jury
member landscape architect Tolga Aydar resigns from the jury claiming that
their calls for removing deficiencies of the competition process are not
considered. Those disputes also spread to local media and some articles are
published dealing with the struggle between Governorship and Chamber of
Architects wishing for a reconciliation. Hiiseyin Ozgenc writes an article

entitled “My Conscience is in Tranquility” in Denizli newspaper:

‘I would like to bring this discussion to an end now. Because the

competition is moving ahead. And time is passing by fast. Soon enough, it
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will be September and we will find ourselves discussing the project that
»145

got the first place.”” (Denizli Newspaper 2009).

Siuleyman Boz writes an article on Denizli Deha20 newspaper questioning the

previous article of Ozgeng and says:

“‘We understand that it is presented as a virtue to appeal to trade
organizations and public polls, when there is obligation to do so as a
democratic necessity. Doesn'’t this run the risk of creating a ‘so that there
is democracy’, ‘as if ...’ attitude, Huiseyin? How does it happen that
democracy is balanced by placing an artificial, non-scientific report in
opposition to a scientific symposium report?”*® (Denizli Deha20

Newspaper, 2009).

The main argument is focused on the preservation of Girls’ Vocational
Highschool where MO advocates that the building represents Early
Republican Identity and Governorship does not attribute any cultural and
historical value to it. This issue is heavily argued in Arkitera Forum mostly

among architects and it is not possible to talk about a reconciliation.

During the competition process, it is revealed by Boz that Cengiz Bektas has

prepared a report for existing Governors House and says:

“Denizli Governor’s Office building was originally a student dormitory
structure, which was built with the public funds that was raised with the
efforts of an ex-congressman Hulusi Oral. When the historically significant
structure of the Governor's Office was demolished, the offices were

moved to this dormitory building. This structure has no architectural

145 Original text: “Ben artik bu tartismanin bitmesini istiyorum. Ciinkli yarisma sureci ilerliyor. Ve zaman hizli
gegiyor. Bir bakmisiz, eylil gelmis ve biz birinci olan projeyi konusuyoruz.”

146 Original text: “Demokrasinin geregi olarak hi¢ mecbur olmadiklari halde, kamuoyuna ve uzman meslek
odalarina danigiimis olmanin erdem olarak sunulmasini anlayabiliyoruz. Bu ‘Demokrasi olsun diye’ yani ‘Mig
gibi’ yapma tehlikesini de igermez mi Huseyin? Cunkl ardindan gelen dayatma ve bilimsel sempozyum
raporunun karsisinda yaratilmig suni ve bilimsel olmayan bir raporla demokrasi nasil dengeleniyor?”
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significance whatsoever. | think it can be taken down, after surveying and

being photographed.”*" (Arkitera Forum, 2009).

The disputes start to be focused around the Girls’ Vocational School and
Chamber of Architects builds its discourse on the historical, cultural and
architectural values of the building. Governorship neglects that position and
claims that the building has no such qualities and shall be demolished.
Arkitera forum user “lumina” in his article focuses on the Senel’'s emphasis on

the symposium being scientific and says:

“First of all, it looks like we have extreme confidence in the word ‘science’.
| see that in our general public conception, whatever is discussed under
the title of ‘science’ is considered to be indisputable, legitimate and
absolute. However, especially after 1950s, science as the space of
thought and production has moved away from the dogmatic positivist
rigidity of the era in which it flourished, was no longer regarded as the
absolute truth, and has become open to interpretations.”*® (Arkitera
Forum, 2009).

Design brief of the competition is prepared by minimal inclusion of the jury
committee and what is requested from the competitors is already stated by the
Governor. In his foreword in the brief, the Governor first defines the activity
and responsibility fields of the Governership institution. He does not prefer to
make direct attributions to the struggling ideas on the competition; instead he
uses rough expressions focusing on the importance of competition site for the

future of Denizli and says:

“... instead of starting right where current zoning suggests, [the necessity

of] addressing the municipal building, which is the heart of the city at large

“w Original text: “Denizli Valilik Yapisi eski milletvekillerinden Hulusi Oral'in 6nayak olmasiyla, parasi

halktan toplanarak yapilmis bir ‘6grenci yurdu’ yapisidir. Tarihsel degeri olan asil valilik yapisi yikilinca bu
yurt yapisina valilik taginmistir. Yapinin herhangi bir mimari 6zelligi yoktur. Bence réldvesi alinip,
fotograflanarak yikilmasinda bir sakinca olmayacaktir.”

148 Original text: “Oncelikle "bilim" denen kelimeye asiri bir giiven igindeyiz gibi gériintiyor. Sanki "bilim"
kelimesi altinda séylenen her s6zln tartigiimaz, mesru ve mutlak oldugu inanci oldugunu gézlemliyorum
genel toplumsal algimizda. Halbuki bilim denen disiinme ve lUretme alani, 6zellikle 1950'lerden sonra,
kategorik olarak ortaya ¢iktigi ylzyilin pozitivist katiliklarindan, mutlak s6z konumundan uzaklagsma ve daha
farkh cergeveler icinden bakilabilir hale geldi.”
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and of downtown in particular, not solely as a structure on its own, but
together with its environs and conceiving it in a grander scale where new

#149

transit routes could also be formulated...””* (Denizli il Ozel idaresi Genel

Sekreterligi 2009).

The competition project will propose a 24 hours living city center according to
the Governor. He requests that the new building shall be in peace with

historical and cultural values and at the same time modern.

Jury of the competition is composed of 3 architects, 1 architect-planner, 1
planner, 1 landscape architect and 1 engineer, two of which are academicians.
Jury requests a scale-free spatial development-interaction scheme showing
landuse, functional relations, open space and square structure, city ecology
and green systematic, transportation system and accessibility hierarchy. In
1/500 administration and culture area urban design project, they ask
competitors to decide buildings that are to be preserved. Architectural projects
of Denizli Governors House are requested in 1/200 scale with a 1/1.000

model.

188 questions are asked the jury which can be linked to disputes among two
role players and this fact implicity creats an ambiguous situation in competitors
mind. Most of the questions are focused on the programme, existing buildings
and traffic issues, and the jury exhibits a quite flexible attitude leaving most of

the decisions to competitors’ will.

94 projects are submitted in total. Jury defines distint criteria for each
elimination rounds. Criteria of the second phase are urban relations,
contribution to urban identity, public spaces, functions, green system and
governors house architectural language. In the third round, they focus on
macro scale urban unity relations, public spaces, square and pedestrian
system, axes and distribution equilibrium, natural environment, open space

qualities, functions, relations among buildings, accessibility, handling the

e Original text: “...mevcut imar planinda gdsterilen yerde hemen baglamak yarine genelde ilin, 6zelde sehir
merkezinin kalbi niteliginde olan Hikimet Konaginin sadece binadan ibaret oimadigi etkilesim alani ile
beraber yeni ulasim aglarinin da dnerilebilecegi bir kentsel tasarim gergevesinde ele alinmasi...”
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governors house and architectural language. Jury evaluates the 1% prize
winning project successful in creating a trace in urban memory, setting up
positive relations with existing buildings, proposing for out of the competitions
site to create an urban node, considering the city unity, creating indoor-
outdoor and solid-void equilibrium, using water features as an urban
landscape and complementary element of design, offering a strong axis in
east-west direction, designing an economy-building with its structural scheme,

inviting character in indoor spaces and use of courtyards.

Denizli competition is one of the most discussed urban design projects in our
case studies both among designers and local media. Arguments are
concentrated mostly on the existing green pattern, especially 50-100 years old
plane trees in the competition site, most of the selected projects’ proposal for
taking the main road underground and attitude of selected projects to existing

buildings.

1% prize winning project takes the main road underground but governorship
decides that the existing road will be on ground. Governorhip demolishes the
Girls’ Vocational School after the competition process even though the
winning project preserves the building and this attitude is criticized by various

role players including Chambers, competitors and local media.
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Figure 4.49. 1/500 scale site plans of first three prizes in Denizli competition.
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4.5.2. General Evaluation

The main motive that characterizes this period is the rise of landscape
discipline with its objects, concepts, enunciative modalities and strategies. On
the other hand urban design reaches its majority in competition institution and
nearly all of the competitions start to be organized using the term in 2000s.
Due to promoters’ position, jury composition and problem definiton different
discourses are practiced. With the effective inclusion of landscape architecture
in the process, urban design competitions are enriched in the means of
dicsourses. issues that are never discussed before become objects of the
field. With the introduction of forums on the internet, another platform for
discursive practices are enabled and become effective tools. In some cases
the names of the competitions are remarkable where diverse disciplines are
mentioned with urban design. The most significant change from the previous
periods is the quantitative increase of urban design competitions. This can be
evaluated as an indicator for the internalization of the term and field among
relevant disciplines. But this must not mean that there is a consesus for the
definition and borders on the field but as a term addressing the general

framework urban design is concretized.

There is a shift in the discursive quality of competition documents and the
consciousness of believing in competitions as crucial tools of discourse
production like in previous periods can be seen as the main reason. it is a fact
that the enthusiasm for urban design is transformed into another state of mind
and obviously this quality of competitions are disregarded and the state of

mind of that periods is differentiated in that sense.

As a consequence of the shift in promoting bodies and outdated competition
regulations jury definiton process become mostly incidental and in many cases
they made inconsistent evaluations. This can be related with the change in
promoting bodies. Besides experienced iller Bankasi and Bayindirlik
Bakanligi, unexperienced municipalities become promoters in that period and
this situation effected competition process deeply starting from problem

definiton to completion of competition.
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U.D. COMPETITION AS DISCOURSIVE PRACTICE IN 2000s
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Figure 4.50. Explanatory scheme of the third period of urban design competitions in Turkey.
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Table 4.6. Concept set of 2001-2009 period urban design competitions (1)

urban design concept set
periods year  competitions objects enunciative modality concepts strategies
2000 |istanbu I-Kadikdy [public space, urban architect-planners, redéfinition of public space, urbanisation, population urban regeneration,
Haydarpasa protected area, shoreline, architects, engineer, increase, macro scale plan, transportational infrastructure, |implementation
green deck istanbul greater municipality, |historical/cultural identity, scale consistency, landuse unity, | strategy, transport
design teams, forums cultural pattern, heritage, susceptibility, scae, identity, strategy
applicability, achievability, flexibility, modes of
transportation, green area system, breaking point, boom in
landscape architects, left to design teams, integration to
city, unity of public/semipublic areas, pedestrian access,
continuity
2001 |Ankara-Golbasi biological existence heritage, |landscape architects, cultural/historical values, consistency, urban pattern, nature| functiondist gpproach,

RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY IN COMPETITIONS 2001-2009

wetland, transport system,
lakeshore, winerable natural
preservation area, garbage
collection area, industrial
district, cemetery, sports
area, urban devel opment
area, ecology ,
grass/flowers/insects

architects, engineers,
planner, ministry of
environment, design teams,
hydro-geologist, forums

within city, recreation oriented spaces, landscape as affinity|
of nature, sustainable landscape, renewable energy, hard
landscape, reinforce natural structure, contrast, greenery of
spring, heat of summer, cdars of the fall, bleakness of
winter, sunset/sundown, glorify nature, usage of resources,
scale/representation, naturepark, landscape dominant,
architectural language, link of design with environmental
problems, challenge boundaries, jury composition,
chauvinistic attitude, competition regulation, use of
computer

formalist approach,
interdisciplinarity,
sustainable
development, urban
redevelopment strategy

2002 |Antalya- histaric park, preserved area |architects, landscape patchwork development, architectural heritage, young
Karaalioglu architects, architect-planner, |republic period, vitalisation of urban memory, landscape
antalya greater municipality, |values, integration
forums
2002 (Ankara-50.Y1l martyrs, squatter housing, |architect-planners, terrorist attacks, abstract symbolic plastic arts, unity of urban transformation

monument

landscape architect,
architect, planner, sculptor,
engineer, design teams,
ankara greaer municipality,
forums

park, colloboration, constraint marriage, relations with
vicinity, integration, silhouette, city horizon, symbolic
gesture, legislation, professor/student relationship
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Table 4.7. Concept set of 2001-2009 period urban design competitions (2)

periods year

RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY IN COMPETITIONS 2001-2009

urban design

concept set

competitions objects enunciative modality concepts strategies
2003 |izmir-Pananos age groups, materid, landscape architects, landscape dominancy, integration, flora/fauna, cultural environment/ nature
Plaji administration center, architects, planners, design |pattern, unity of site, aesthetics, function, attractiveness, | preservation,

termind park, biking/ trekking
routes

teams, selguk municipality,
forums

sustainability, management models, applicability, tight
budget, minimd intervention, program sticks, pedestrian
approach

preservation/ utilisation

2004 |istanbul- urban square, public open |architects, gaziosmanpaga |city identity, citizen's identity/belonging problem, contemporary
Gaziosmanpasa |space, tfransportation, traffic, municipality, designteams, |architectural language unity, flexibility, phasing, symbdism, | architectural language
topography forums team obligation, left to design teams, underground usage
2004 |Antalya-Konyaalti |city square, focal point, architects, planner, idea competition, focal pant, urban identity, team

natural/cultural/urban
environment

landscape architect, local
jury, kanyaalti municipality,
design teams, forums

composition

2005 |Van Besyol public outdoor spaces, architects, design teams, rapid urbanisation, population growth, urban space
Meydani pedestrianivehicle relation  |van municipality, forums corruption, urban identity, historical/cultural values, macro
scale plan, integration, relations with vicinity
2005 |Bursa Kaplikaya |urban resreation area, architects, architect- recreation valley, urban consciousness, urban identity, analyticd approach

pedestrianivehicle relation,
flood

planners, design teams,
yildinm municipality, forums

visual quality, facal node, solidarity of people, sccial/cultural
activities, team obligation, design principles, spatial
organisation, coherency, feasibility, applicability, phasing,
harmony with topography, haecceity, unity of landuse,
architectural level, soft landscape, hidden vaues,
ecological balance

2005

Gebze Tarihi Kent
Merkezi

histaric center, preserved
buildings, protected trees

architect-planners,
architects, landscape
architect, planners, design
teams, gebze municipality,
forums

historic/cultural identity, modern/contemporary lifestyle,
quality of life, pedestrian movement continuity, functional
approach plan, reducing urban design to open space,
applicability, accessibility, presentation, evauation period,
1st prize not given

functiond appraach
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Table 4.8. Concept set of 2001-2009 period urban design competitions (3)

RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY IN COMPETITIONS 2001-2009

Bursa-Santral
Garaj

bus terminal, city square,
socio-cultural building,
circulation problems, historic
market halls, climate,
topography, green/water
features

architect-planners,
architects, engineer, design
teams, bursa greater
municipality, local
newspapers, private sector,
forums

historical heritage, sustainability, liveability, healthy
urbanisation, quality urban space, participation,
development pressure, symbolic cultural building, symbolic
focal point, interchanging node, modes of transportation,
construction rights, evaluation period, urban aesthetics,
accessibility, architectural identity, applicability, haecceity,
spatial organisation, solid/void, scenario, urban design
language, technology, phasing, local dynamics, commercial
capacity

democracy,
planning/design unity,
zoning

2005 |Burdur-Otobls bus terminal, accomodation, |architects, planners, urban focal node, local handcrafts, local architecture forms,|boycott
Terminal commercial activities, engineer, chamber of symbolic elements, professional recognition, professional
petrolium service, tourist landscape architects, struggle
information, local goods design teams, burdur
bazaar, bedesten, traditional |municipality, forums
bazaar, totem
2005 |istanbul- city center, city square, architects, architect-planner,|duo-profession formation, negative characteristics of conceptual approach,
Beylikdiizii commercial activities, design teams, istanbul metropolis, urban development, urban habitat, alternative to |integrated approach
recreation, dense activity greater municipality, forums |classical zoning, disqualification
areas, symbolic items,
social/cultural activities, sport
areas, public facilities,
transportation
2006 G3<m focal point urban square landscape architects, natural/cultural/historical identity, contemporary city life, interdisciplinarity,

preserved area preserved
trees

architect-planner, architect,
planner, archeologist,
design teams, lnye
municipality, forums, court

lack of scale consistency, level of interdisciplinarity,
cultural/social solidarity, city identity, vehicle/pedestrian
relation, ecological equilibrium, jury evaluation, no prizes
given, plain solutions, use of computer, judicial process

reinforcing pedestrian
system
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Table 4.9. Concept set of 2001-2009 period urban design competitions (4)

periods year

RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY IN COMPETITIONS 2001-2009

urban design
competitions

objects

enunciative modality

concept set
concepts

strategies

2006 |Bursa-Kizyakup squatter house, urban park, Jarchitects, landscape consistency24 hours living spacesintegration garden cityexperimental
preserved historic buildings, |architects, architect-planner,|natural/artificial environmentvisud approach traditional
city center, old settlement, Jdesign teams, osmangazi  [qualityphasingexpropriation team obligationdevelopment approach
urban life, public open green |municipality, forums planmacro scale plan integration with city collective
space, underground memory flexibilityurban developmentcity dynamics of
solutions, urban past, developmentspatial organisation, aesthetics
ecology

2006 (Balikesir-Camlik |transportation, recreation, Jarchitects, architect-planner, |city identity, coherence, felxibility, accessibility, team new approaches to
city center, forestation, design teams, balikesir obligation, urban life, unity, use value, integration of project [landscape architecture
vegetation municipality, forums site, physical/visual/artistic values

2006 |Diyarbakir-Dicle transportation, open green Jladnscape architects, functional variety, team obligation, jury composition, nature restoration,

\adisi space system, natural planners, architects, announcement name, green backbane, preserve/utilize
protected area, valley, dam, |chamber of landscape stillwaters/runningwaters, coherencymacroform, thematic | equilibrium, integrated
university campus, architects, diyarbakir greater|arrangements, tigris make peace with diyarbakir, random | approach, zoning,
recreationd facilities, municipality, forums, beauty of urbanism, superior position of mankind, erosion |industrialization
historicd bridge, urban engineer, agricultural on mountains, change river beds, serious damage on earth
furniture ecdogy, pkk engineer, supporter o

Atatlirk
2007 |istanbul- subregion, locd center, architect planners, two phased competition, team obligation, hinterland, 1/100.000 plan,

Basaksehir Kent
Merkezi

CBD, diversified centers,
public transportation, mixed
use center, social/cultural
facilities, religious facilities,
urban life center, public open
space system,
transportation, service
needs, recreation,
administrative center,
consumption centers,
planned center, satellite city,
symbolic center, symbdic
building

architects, landscape
architect, engineer, istanbul
metropditen planning,
istanbul greater municipality,
design teams, forums

optimal scale, innovation, entrepreneurship, harmony,
coherence, relaions with vicinity, legibility, design guide,
density of construction, contemparary life quality,
colloboration, turkish urbanization history, designing a
center from the rough, knowledge, drawing language,
building typologies, unity of urban design, respect to
nature, field management, spatial organisation, scale
design quality

interdisciplinary
cdloboration
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Table 4.10. Concept set of 2001-2009 period urban design competitions (5)

periods year

RISE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY IN COMPETITIONS 2001-2009

urban design concept set
competitions objects enunciative modality concepts strategies

2007 |Adana- Ziyapasa |valley, river, green open architect-plenners, culture/tourism, city life, identity, unique city spaces, city as a whole, urban
space, city square, architects, landscape spatialivisual quality, center of gravity, public good, transformation,
socid/cultural activities, architect, adana greater phasing, different social status, transformation pressure, | macroscale gpproach,
socioculturd/commerdial municipality, designteams, [commercial axis, construction rights, potentials, landuse, |master plan, integral
node, vehicle-pedestrian forums left to design teams, space/density equilibrium, ownership |approach
relation, riverbank, pattern, squares' system, accessibility, presentation, urban
underground road memory, design skills, ambiguities of design brief, being

without an attitude, pressure with design brief, violation

2008 |Klglkgekmece city center, ransport, architects, planners, team obligation, social infrastructure, identity, function applicable strategy,
vehicle/pedestrien relation, Jarchitect-planner, landscape [distribution, authenticity, sustai y, natural/cultural modern vision,
open public space, industry, Jarchitect, kiigikcekmece  [values, thresholds, silhouette, left to design teams, master/development
habitable sub-center, mixed- |municipality, design teams, |geological criterias, function zones, construction rights, plan, strategies in third
use center forums harmony, quality of life, regulations, hava mania hatti, dimension, integral

coherency approach

2008 |Uludag topography, climate, architects, engineers, applicability, authenticity, unity of language, presentation, | landscape planning,
transportation, national park, Jlandscape architects, joint campetition, ideas competition, natural qudlity, urban planning,
2nd degree preservation ministry of environment and |aesthetics, flora/fauna, sustainability, impact, general interdisciplinary
area, winter sports, ecology, [forest, nature protection and [planning concept, preservation principles, process, rationd urban
cable car, parking, national parks directorae  [preservation/utilization equilibrium design, landscape
fransportation modes general, tsmd, design ecology

teams, forums
2009 |Denizli Hikimet |city center, urbannade, governorshipmopmopreserv |team obligation, early republican architectural qualities, dogmatic positivist

Konagi

indoor spaces, plane tree,
courtyards, underground
road, transportation,
preserved buildings,
museum

ation comitee local
newspapers

early republican identity, historical value, 24 hours living city}
center, spatial development, scientific knowledge, city unity,
urban memory, urban identity, ambiguity, symposium
report, governorship report, green pattern, preservation, no
need to pratect, dream of 50 years, protocol, accessibility,
hierarchy, jury composition, resign from jury, wishes for
reconciliation, my conscience in tranquility, non-scientific
repart, absolute truth, interaction scheme, city ecology,
green systematic, development plan

rigidity culture based
programme democratic
necessity
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1. AFIELD OR DISCIPLINE?

Urban design is not authocthonous on the contrary it highly depends on other
disciplines and their body of knowledge. One of the main aims of this study is
to understand a particular site by the exteriority of its vicinity by analysing
urban design competition processes. Aim and the method used is to depict
that related disciplines, sometimes penetrating to that site with their body of
knowledge, define an area and it becomes possible to form a set of objects,
concepts, enunciative modalities and strategies. Those exteriorities of urban
design is not fixed, on the contrary they disperse and come together along
with each problem definition with different power relations and define a new
site. In that context while approaching urban design it will be a proper
definition if we speak of a highly dynamic site rather than a fixed one. But this
is not to say that urban design is totally unstable and redefined in every
instance. There are discursive formations that are related with it forming the
main spine and they are formulated mostly by design disciplines as far as
competitions are concerned. But we should not forget that urban design has
other diverse aspects emerged within competition processes. Research area
of this study is to analyse discourses produced in the context of competitions
by different role players, disciplines involved in problem definition under

certain power relations.

Foucault, defining the aim of his book “Archeology of Knowledge”, shows the
possibility of different objects, contradictory ideas and choices within a

discursive formation and says;
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“...my aim was to show what the differences consisted of, how it was
possible for men, within the same discursive practice, to speak of different
objects, to have contrary opinions, and to make contradictory choices...”
(Foucault 1972, p.200)

The aim defined by Foucault is also one of the main goals of this study and it
is revealed that diverse and sometimes contradictory objects, concepts,
enunciative modalities and strategies are possible within urban design. But we
should also keep in mind that Foucault's analysis is for disciplines, on the
other hand as far as urban design, being an interdisciplinary field, is
concerned it is obvious that this kind of an analysis becomes more and more
complex and sophisticated. From that point of view we can propose a
hyphothesis; neighbouring disciplines of urban design, in line with the
formation of each case, shed their “body of knowledge” to a certain site and
put forward diverse objects, concepts, enunciative modalities, strategies and
different choices by way of discourses and form constellation of ideas in
competition processes, therefore construct a significant part of urban design
discursive formation. This hyphothesis is also correnponding with the
interviews’ results realized in the scope of this study. Even though all
interviewers speak from certain positions due to their disciplines a consensus
is established among them that it will be impossible or improper to define a
fixed boundary for urban design. Beyond a desire this fact also indicates a
crucial point; as much as power relations define competition processes in
Turkey, various role players from diverse disciplines also have the chance to
produce discourse on urban design in accordance with their talents. In that
context in the process of post 2000s landscape architecture’s rise as one of
the neighbouring disciplines of urban design and become a power node was
not only possible due to the establishment of their departments and chambers
but also figures that show up in competition circles who have the talent and
power to produce discourse on urban design both as documents and projects.
Also the effect of similar figures coming from planning discipline should be
admitted.

256



Foucault defines an axis of discursive practice, savoir and science to
conceptualise the formation and evolution of knowledge associated with
disciplines. In that context this study aims, as stated above, more that
reaching a proper definition of urban design, it is in search of a “diagnosis” and
what this diagnosis tells us about urban design is that it is a field in a position
somewhere in between discursive practice and savoir. This makes urban
design open to both criticisms and contributions therefore what is crucial about
urban design is to utilize this dynamic structure to include all possible forms of

objects, concepts and themes to achieve and reach a proper discipline.

5.2. INSTRUMENTALIZING COMPETITION AS DISCURSIVE PRACTICE

Competitions offer a platform for diverse role players from different disciplines
or positions to produce discourse and we can easily see that this availibility is
utilized to the limits in urban design competitions in Turkey. It is observed that
urban design both as a term and field withesses struggles of diverse
disciplines, positions via their role players. This dynamic structure defined in
previous section also has some “series” and continious attitudes in urban
design competitions history of Turkey where we can read some particles of a
structure besides conflicts, ruptures and discontinuities. One of the most
striking findings of this discursive analysis is the discovery of the conscious
effort of utilizing competitions to place and then spread the term urban design
therefore instrumentalizing competitions as discursive practices. Academic
figures play a crucial role in that discursive attitude. Struggles in academic
circles for urban design discourse is supported and reinforced by the power
and context of competition institution especially in 1980s by academic figures
who were also jury members at the time. They carry on a struggle to place and
spread the term via documents like design brief and jury report. Interviews
also support that claim likewise Mehmet Cubuk notes that he and role players
having similar discursive position spent serious efforts to name competitions

and also try out architects to convince what they produce are urban design
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projects '

. As a consequence 1980-89 period is dominated by efforts to place
and spread the term rather than defining its boundaries, limits or in other
words its body of knowledge and role players and disciplines instrumentalized
competitions to achieve that goal. Another crucial fact about that period is the
existence of another discourse of “landscaping” aspiring nearly for the same
field as urban design does and some academicians evaluate it as a distinct
discipline apart from planning and architecture™'. We know that most of
landscaping projects are organized in that period'®? and this means a lot for
revealing the discursive struggle to dominate a field aspiring for urban space

production processes.

In 1990s, competitions are mostly utilized to reveal the disciplinar
controversies especially between planning and architecture but this dichotomy
also has the potential to produce the knowledge of urban design via
discourses produced within documents and projects as we can easily observe
in Kalekapisi or Beautiful Ankara Competitions. But it is also explicit that
architectural discourses start to be more effective in producing discourses
both on urban design and struggle with planning discipline via various problem
definitions'®*. Regulation produced by MO in 1988 can be seen as a sign of
architects’ interest in urban design but not only producing or contributing to
knowledge of the field but also to utilize competition platform to carry on

disputes with other disciplines especially planning.

Another aspect of 1990s competitions can be linked with promoters and their
discursive positions. lller Bankasi as a promoter fades from the scene and
new promoters become municipalities. Parallel to national politics we can see

that municipalities utilize competition documents to advocate local authority

%0 Cubuk says they tried to give the name urban design to 1977 Izmit Competition with serious struggles
but could not be successfull.

3! For a more detalied information an article by Adam, Akture, Evyapan and Tankut in 1969/9 Mimarlik
entitled “Cevre Duzenleme Disiplini Icinde Planci ve Mimarin Degismekte Olan Rolu” can be utilized.
%210 landscaping competitions were organized on the other hand only 6 urban design competitions were
organized in 1980s.

153 1985 Gaziantep Competition can be one of those examples where its jury was composed of architects
criticizing the role of planners in Preservation Aimed Plans and claiming that this practice field refers to
architecture more than planning.
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and its authonomy in some aspects. In other words we can say that they

instrumentalize competitions to expose their position via discursive practice.

In 2000s competitions dichotomy of planning and architecture is eliminated by
serious and continious efforts of landscape architects. With the establishment
of their departments and chambers landscape architecture become one of the
neighbouring disciplines of urban design field. Like other aforesaid disciplines
landscape discipline also utilizes competitions to spread their discourse with
its objects, concepts, enunciative modalities and strategies and aim at
becoming a power node in the definition process of the field"*.

Another aspect of 2000s competitions can be again linked to promoters that
some of competitions are subject to abuse'®. In such cases more than urban
design field with its objects, themes and strategies, immediate needs
determined by promoters dominate problem definitions of the competition and

this bring about serious disputes among role players from various positions.

5.3. DISCOURSES IN COMPETITIONS AND CONSTELLATIONS

The methodology of Foucault’s used in this study enables us to divide years
1980-2009 into three periods. It will not be wrong to claim that every period
has a dominant discourse or at least has a characteristic discourse or motive
that can help to define or grasp it. It is also possible to talk about constellation
of ideas for each of those periods apart from the dominant approach. This
landscape of discourses we revealed obviously suits with the one that

Foucault renders.

In that context architect-planner discourse with its objects, concepts,

enunciative modalities and themes dominates 1980-89 period. This can be

1342001 Golbasi competition with its documents and colloquium reports can be marked as the beginning of

that process where landscape architects reflected their discoursive approaches in documents and projects.
They become one of the main role players of urban design competitions starting from that competition and
repeteadly produce discourse in competitions or judicial processes.

155 2000 Ankara, 2004 Konyaalti, 2005 Bursa Santral Garaj, 2007 Ziyapasa and 2009 Denizli competitions
bring about disputes and many claims are expressed about promoters position and attitude.
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due to two reasons. First curriculum of architectural education in universities
having serious planning courses make architects to be aware of the formation
and approach of planning discipline and this effects their conceptualisation of
urban design. Secondly we know that academic figures who study urban
design and planning in Europe play a significant role in producing such a
discourse of urban design. Beside this dominant discourse of architect-
planners it is possible to speak of a minor discourse of architecture discipline
for urban design and this can be observed among our case studies of that
period'®.

Period 1990-2000 can be evaluated as the phase of knowledge formation of
urban design and this process is also dominated by some discourses. But we
can not easily speak of the dominancy of architect-planner discourse. More of
the cases of that period are dominated by architecture discipline with its
objects, concepts, enunciative modalities and themes. Interestingly even less
in number architect-planner discourse dominates competitions are the most
discourse produced competitions with its design briefs, jury reports and
projects'®’. Therefore which discourse dominates that period question is a
hard one to answer where architectural approach dominates in quantitative

and architect-planner approach dominates in qualitative terms.

In 2001-2009 period we meet landscape architecture discourse with its
objects, concepts, enunciative modalities and themes maybe not the dominant
but one of the most influential discourses of that period'®. With the areal
increase in projects sites urban open space become a crucial determinant of
problem definition in urban design and landscape architecture is eventually
introduced into the field in competitions. On the other hand this areal increase

also necessitates planners’ approach but it is hard to observe them producing

1% 1988 Beyazit Square Competition can be an example where all jury members are composed of

architects and how they determined problem definition is to questioned that technical and spatial aspects
were emphasized where social and political aspects were underestimated.

57 1990 Kalekapisi and 1991 Urban Spine competitions have rich documents in terms of discoursive
attitudes and projects produced during those processes are also significant in these terms.

158 Landscape architect jury members in 2001 Gobasi competition heavily criticise 1980s urban design
competitions and landscape approach of the period but we should not forget that 1980s approach to
landscape was not possible to determine with 2000s objects, concepts, enunciative modalities and themes.
But why this discursive practice of landscape architects is important just because they expose and
determine their position in urban design field.
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discourse as they did in previous periods. It is obvious that planning discipline
regresses in that period due to power relations among disciplines, chambers
and also current political economy and its approach to planning in all scales.
Another thing we should mention is promoter and its inclusion in the process.
Promoters become more effective during competition processes in 2001-2009
period. They produce discourse in the inception of the competition, in problem

definition and in colloquium meetings'®.

To sum up this 30 years period of urban design competitions reveals the fact
that a shift in the body of knowledge of the field has been experienced but this
does not mean that this process ended, on the contrary it still goes on and this
makes urban design field open to any possible discipline’s contribution. But in
urban design competitions we can not speak of an inviting picture rather a
domination of design disciplines is being experienced. This has the potential
danger of reducing of urban design field into formal approaches. It is a fact
that most of urban design competition projects did not have the chance to be

implemented and this should be evaluated and analysed solemnly.

5.4. ROLE PLAYERS AND THEIR DISCURSIVE POSITIONS
5.4.1. Promoter

It is obvious that lller Bankasi is the main role player and promoter of 1980-89
urban design competitions. Most of interviewers who had practiced her/his
profession in 1960-90 period evaluate lller Bankasi as a “planning school” and
this indicates a tradition in planning and later urban design competitions. This
tradition is established with a quality professional staff in the promoter’s body
and as a consequence competition documents of that period are high in
standarts. But with the fade of lller Bankasi from the competitions scene,
municipalities become new promoters. In 1990-2000 period municipalities are

with lack of experience and this put a heavy load on jury committee. But as

%% |n most of the cases of that period we observe that promoters directly interferes the competition process

and become effective in all phases of the competition. 2009 Denizli competition is one of the most crucial
examples that promoter produced discourses on both problem definition and results of the competition.
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municipalities gain experience and as urban conditions compel for immediate
solutions in 2000-2009 period competitions we witness a positional shift in
favour of promoters. In that period promoters play a more crucial role in urban

design discourses in the context of competitions.

5.4.2. Chambers

It is a fact that the most powerful role player among chambers is MO. With
1988 MO Regulation architects’ interest in urban design is registered but when
we analyse this document’s approach to urban design we see that urban
design is defined with simplified and reductionist statements and not
eloborated properly. After 2000s PMO becomes another crucial role player
among chambers but more than enriching urban design discourse PMO rather
utilizes legal platforms to impose their existence and legitimacy in the field.
What is crucial about chambers is deficiency of coordination as long as urban
design is concerned. Instead of coordination and developing a general
discursive attitude, chambers prefer to produce their own discourses on urban
design and avoid coming together under certain institutional formations and
act seperately. This is a crucial defect because this type of an uncoordinated
structure directly has effects on jury compositon thereby on choices which has

a crucial role in forming discursive formation of urban design.

5.4.3. Jury Committee

A jury member produces enunciative modality carrying certain discipline’s
discourses, body of knowledge and positions with her/him. In that respect
everything she/he says has an effect and weight. In urban design competitions
jury committee, including enunciative modalities of diverse disciplines is a
structure where more complex and sophisticated relations are experienced.
We can say that jury plays a crucial role in competition processes till 2000s
but it is a fact that promoters’ expectations start to outweigh in this period and

jury retreats to a rear position. In other words they retreat to a position from
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discourse producer to discourse reproducer where promoter’s discourse is
legitimized by jury’s decisions. Starting from 1990s, with new promoters and
jury definition process, formation and composition of jury committee become

open to question'®®

. We observe that most of urban design competitions’ jury
committee is composed of academicians. Even though academician jury
committee discussions started in 1980, its becoming a major problematic is in
2000s but paradoxically we observe a qualitative decrease in discursive

attitude of competition documents in the last period.

5.4.4. Design Teams

Design teams in 1980s are mainly formed by architects and planners are also
participating but due to architectural education formation, planning prespective
is embedded in architectural discourse. This picture does not change untill
2000s and teams continue to be composed of mainly architects. in 2000s with
the introduction of landscape architects we observe multidisciplinary team
compositions mostly due to obligations in design briefs. This obligation is one
of the most discussed issues of urban design competitions but there are no

signs of a solution.

Design teams’ composition is as crucial as jury committee’s composition but
we can hardly speak of a harmony among disciplines in most teams
depending on their final products submitted to competitions. In many teams
domination of a single discipline is obvious and this also reveals that
discursive struggles take place even among team members from diverse

disciplines.

With the inception of computer technology we observe an increase in design

teams quantity compared to previous periods in 2000s. But this quatitative

1% Current major trend in jury definition process in mainly based on organic relations between municipalities

and universities. Promoters having academician consultants ask for a jury to organize a competition and
academician consultants become effective in defining jury composition but besides that each chamber send
a member and as a consequence of that process jury committee formation mostly become coincidental or
unconsidered where this combination of enunciative modalities is very crucial especially in urban design
competitions.
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increase does not directly corresponds to a qualitative increase of projects and

this situation is criticized in jury reports repeatedly.
5.4.5. Public

Public role players in our cases are mostly local journalists or local
professionals and with the diversification of communication mediums and
channels that enable those role players to produce discourse more often in
such processes. In that sense we can speak of an increase in consciousness
of urban space in local scale and traces can be observed in competition

circles.

5.5. DOCUMENTS OF COMPETITIONS
5.5.1. Design Brief and Jury Report

Production process and quality of competition documents depend on few
factors. Role players involved in the process and their discursive positions
play a significant role. lller Bankasi having experienced professionals in its
body is evaluated as a “planning school” by many architects and this feature of
the promoter makes possible the production of well-qualified documents'®".
Rather than technical data, those documents have discursive articles where
jury members exposed their approach to problem therefore their approach to
urban design. We should mention that this attitude last untill the first half of
1990s, just after lller Bankasi faded from the scene and competition
documents become just like a technical booklet announcing the competition
and its objects. This is directly related with the shifts in promoters’, jury

committees’ and rapporteurs’ positions.

"% |t is said that lller Bankasi's competition documents are still being taught in planning schools.
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5.5.2. Projects

In this 30 years of urban design competition history we observe a few projects
that induced discursive disputes on urban design and their distributions are
not infact accumulated in a period. Therefore it is not possible to speak of a
peak in design teams’ discursive contrubiton to urban design field. What is
crucial about design teams on the other hand is the mutidiscpilinar
composition of them where this situation is mostly forced by design briefs. But
there are also competitions where multidisciplinar team composition is not
asked and teams again exhibit same picture. But this is not to say that design
teams reflect a synthesis of involved disciplines’ discourses. On the contrary in
most of the projects it is possible to observe the dominancy of a single

discipline with its objects, concepts and themes.

Another aspect of projects in that sense is about presentation. The period we
analysed corrensponds to the inception of computer technology and its
reflections on production and presentation of ideas are obvious. As a matter of
fact in many competitions we observe disputes based on that issue and this
problem is also expressed in some design briefs and jury reports as a

problematic that should be reevaluated in following competitions'®?.

5.6. AS PREMISE

Urban design competitions are one of the crucial platforms to produce urban
design dicsourses. A discursive analysis of this kind should be evaluated as
an effort for a “diagnosis” and a search for an alternative path to understand
urban design. In that respect requesting or claiming this study to include all
components of urban design will be unjust. What we try to achieve is to grasp
in the context of competitions how singular occasions become possible, how
urban design discourse under which power relations, with which objects,

concepts, enunciative modalities and themes is determined and thereby how

152 \We know that jury obliged competitors to submit their projects in black and white in 2000 Ankara

competition. In another example of 2001 Golbasi competition, in jury report use of computer technology was
criticized by the jury and they accused it to be an aim rather than a tool.
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discursive formations of the field with which sophisticated relations are

realized.

5.6.1. Recommendations for Future Work

Urban Design is relatively a fresh field for spatial design compared to
architecture and landscape. It is open to new perspectives, strategies,
collaborations and meanings. Competition is one of the most important tools
for developing such attitudes and this is an ongoing process. It should be
accepted that such a study focusing only on competitions could not embrace
all of the dimensions of urban design field. This effort should be evaluated as
diagnosing under which power relations, which role players enunciated
objects, concepts, strategies and discursive formations and what kind of
differentiations took place in competition processes. Therefore the door was
left open for a further study which can analyse urban design discourse
including academic and professional productions and the documents
produced. In addition to that this study prepares a ground for multiple readings
and enables alternative ways of evaluating urban design discourses through

competitions.
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Bursa Blyuksehir Belediyesi (1987b) Zafer ve Sehrekiisti Meydanlari Kentsel
Tasarim Yarigmasi. Juri Raporu.

Bursa BulyuUksehir Belediyesi (2005a) Bursa Santral Garaj Kent Meydani
Mimari ve Kentsel Tasarim Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.
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Bursa BulyuUksehir Belediyesi (2005b) Bursa Santral Garaj Kent Meydani
Mimari ve Kentsel Tasarim Yarismasi. Soru-Cevaplar.

Cevre Bakanlgi Ozel Cevre Koruma Kurumu Baskanligi (2001a) Ankara
Golbagi Ozel Cevre Koruma Bdlgesi Bolge Parki ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel
Tasarim ve Oayzaj Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Cevre Bakanhgi Ozel Cevre Koruma Kurumu Baskanligi (2001b) Ankara
Golbagi Ozel Cevre Koruma Bdlgesi Bolge Parki ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel
Tasarim ve Oayzaj Proje Yarigsmasi. Juri Raporu.

Cevre ve Orman Bakanh@ (2008a) Uludag Milli Parki I. Ve Il. Gelisim
Bolgeleri Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Yarismasi.
Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Cevre ve Orman Bakanh@ (2008b) Uludag Milli Parki 1. Ve Il. Gelisim
Bolgeleri Peyzaj Planlama, Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Yarismasi.
Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Denizli il Ozel idaresi Genel Sekreterligi (2009) Denizli Hiikimet Konagi ve
Mimari Projesi ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Projesi Yarigsmasi. Yarisma
Sartnamesi.

Diyarbakir Buyuksehir Belediyesi (2006a) Dicle Vadisi Peyzaj Planlama,
Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Diyarbakir Buyuksehir Belediyesi (2006b) Dicle Vadisi Peyzaj Planlama,
Kentsel Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Yarigsmasi. Soru ve Cevaplar.

Gaziantep Blyuksehir Belediyesi (1995a) Gaziantep Merkezi Hal Bolgesi
Koruma Gelistirme Amaclh Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi. Sarthame.

Gaziantep Bulyuksehir Belediyesi (1995b) Gaziantep Merkezi Hal Bdlgesi
Koruma Gelistirme Amagli Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi. Juri Raporu.

Gaziosmanpasa Belediyesi (2004) Gaziosmanpasa Belediyesi Belediye Binasi
ve Cevresi Mimari ve Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Gebze Belediye Bagkanhdi (2005) Gebze Tarihi Kent Merkezi Kentsel
Tasarim Fikir Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

iller Bankasi (1980) Eskisehir Eskisehir Fuari ve Dinlence Egleelnce Kltiir
Alanlari Kentsel Tasarim Yarigmasl. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

iller Bankasi (1989a) Gaziantep 100.Y1l Atatiirk Kiltiirparki ve Cevresi Knetsel
Tasarim Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

iller Bankasi (1989b) Gaziantep 100.Y1l Atatiirk Kiiltiirparki ve Cevresi Knetsel
Tasarim Yarigsmasi. Soru ve Cevaplar.
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Isparta Belediyesi (1997a) Carsamba Pazari Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi.
Yarigsma Sartnamesi.

Isparta Belediyesi (1997b) Carsamba Pazari Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi.
Soru-Cevaplar.

istanbul Bliylksehir Belediye Baskanli§i (1988a) Beyazit Meydani Kentsel
Tasarim Proje Yarigmasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

istanbul Bilyliksehir Belediye Baskanlii (1988b) Beyazit Meydani Kentsel
Tasarim Proje Yarigsmasi. Soru ve Cevaplar.

istanbul Blyiliksehir Belediyesi (1984) Yenikapi Kiiltir ve Eglence Parki
Kentsel Tasarim Yarigsmasi. Yarisma Sarthamesi.

istanbul Blylksehir Belediyesi (2000) Kadikdy Meydani Haydarpasa-Harem
Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Projesi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

istanbul Blylksehir Belediyesi (2001a) Kadikéy Meydani Haydarpasa-Harem
Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Projesi. Soru ve Cevaplar.

istanbul Blylksehir Belediyesi (2001b) Kadikéy Meydani Haydarpasa-Harem
Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Projesi. Juri Tutanagi.

istanbul Bliyiiksehir Belediyesi (2005a) Istanbul Beyliikdiizi Cumhuriyet
Caddesi ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi Sartnamesi.

istanbul Biiylksehir Belediyesi (2005b) istanbul Beyliikdiizi Cumhuriyet
Caddesi ve Yakin Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarigsmasi. Jiri Raporu.

istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi (2007a) Basaksehir Kent Merkezi iki Kademeli-
Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi Sartnamesi.

istanbul Bllyiiksehir Belediyesi (2007b) Basaksehir Kent Merkezi iki Kademeli-
Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarigsmasi. Soru ve Cevaplar.

istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi (2007¢) Basaksehir Kent Merkezi iki Kademeli-
Ulusal Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Jiri Raporu.

Kadikdy Belediyesi (1990) Selamicesme Park ve Kentsel Tasarim Yarismasi.
Yarigma Sartnamesi.

Konyaalti Belediyesi (2004) Konyaalti Belediyesi Kent Meydani Kentsel
Tasarim Fikir Proje Yarismasi. Sartname.

Kigukgekmece Belediyesi (2008a) Kiiclikgekmece ilcesi Kent Merkezi Ulusal
Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Klglkcekmece Belediyesi (2008b) Kiigiikgekmece ilgesi Kent Merkezi Ulusal
Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Jiri Raporu.
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Osmangazi Belediyesi (2006a) Bursa Kizyakup Kent Parki Kentsel Tasarim ve
Mimari Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Osmangazi Belediyesi (2006b) Bursa Kizyakup Kent Parki Kentsel Tasarim ve
Mimari Proje Yarismasi. Juri Raporu.

Osmangazi Belediyesi (2006¢) Bursa Kizyakup Kent Parki Kentsel Tasarim ve
Mimari Proje Yarigsmasi. Projeler Kitapgigi.

Selgcuk Belediyesi (2003a) Pananos Plaji (Selguk) Kentsel Tasarim ve Peyzaj
Proje Yarismasi. Sartname.

Selguk Belediyesi (2003b) Pananos Plaji (Selguk) Kentsel Tasarim ve Peyzaj
Proje Yarigmasi. Soru ve Cevaplar.

Selgcuk Belediyesi (2003c) Pananos Plaji (Selguk) Kentsel Tasarim ve Peyzaj
Proje Yarigsmasi. Juri Raporu.

Unye Belediyesi (2006a) Unye Belediyesi Kent Meydani Yunus Emre Parki
Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sartnamesi.

Unye Belediyesi (2006b) Unye Belediyesi Kent Meydani Yunus Emre Parki
Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Jiri Raporu.

Van Belediyesi (2005) Van Besyol Meydani Hastane Caddesi Milli Egemenlik
Caddesi ve Cevresi Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarismasi. Yarisma Sarthamesi.

Yildirrm Belediyesi (2005) Bursa Kaplikaya Rekreasyon Vadisi Kentsel
Tasarim ve Mimari Proje Yarigmasi. Yarigsma Sartnamesi.

5.3. THESES AND DISSERTATIONS

Cengizkan A. (2000) Discursive Formations in Turkish Residential
Architecture, Ankara: 1948-1962. PhD Thesis. Middle East Technical
University, Ankara.

Kabal E. (2008) The Role of Design Brief in Urban Design Competitions. Msc
Thesis. Middle East Technical University, Ankara.

Kolcu E. (2005) Turkiye'de 1930-1950 dénemindeki mimari yarismalar ve
ideoloji (The architectural competitions between 1930-1950 and ideology in
Turkey). MSc Thesis. Osmangazi University, Eskisehir.

Sayar Y.Y. (1998) The Impact of Architectural Design Competitions in

Evaluation of Architectural Design Trends for a Secular Identity. PhD Thesis.
Dokuz Eylul University, [zmir.
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Yaramig B. (2000) 1930-2000 yillari arasinda Turkiye’de gercgeklestirilen
mimari tasarim yarismalarinin belgelenmesi ve genel bir degerlendirme.
Yiiksek Llsans Tezi. Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul.

5.4. INTERVIEWS

Bingol, Ozgiir. Architect, gb Mimarlik. Personal Interview. 01 July 2010.

Cubuk, Mehmet. Architect-Planner, ex-professor of Mimar Sinan University.
Personal Interview. 19 May 2010.

Demiralp, Selami. Landscape Architect, Promim Proje. Personal Interview. 12
June 2010.

Garip, Ervin. Architect, 1+1 Mimarlik. Personal Interview. 07 July 2010.

Gorgalu, Zekai. Architect-Planner, professor of Yildiz Technical University.
Personal Interview. 05 July 2010.

idil, Baran. Architect-Planner, TH&Idil Architecture Co. Personal Interview. 23
July 2010.

Kahvecioglu, Huseyin. Architect, associate-professor of Istanbul Technical
University. Personal Interview. 03 June 2010.

Kubin, Can. Planner, Promim Cevre Duzenleme. Personal Interview. 11 June
2010.

Yakut, Bilal. Architect, Chamber of Architects. Personal Interview. 12 June
2010.

Yildizci, Ahmet Cengiz. Landscape Architect, professor of Istanbul Technical
University. Personal Interview. 15 June 2010.

5.5. OTHER

Sehirlerin imar Planlarinin  Tanzimi Islerine Ait Sartname ve Umumi
Talimatname (1936) (3.8.1936 tarihli Bakanlar Kurulu karari ile kabul edildi.)

Bylaw of Competition (1952) Mimarlik ve Sehircilik Misabakalarina ait
Yonetmelik (Dayandigi kanun numarasi ve tarihi: 3611-1.H.1952)

Bylaw of Competition (1970) Muihendislik ve Mimarlik Proje Yarisma
Yénetmeligi (Yayinlandigi resmi gazete: 13584 sayili resmi gazete)
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Bylaw of Competition (1980) Mduhendislik ve Mimarlik Proje Yarisma
Yoénetmeligi (Yayinlandigi resmi gazete: 16908 sayili resmi gazete)

MO Yoénetmeligi (1988) Mimarlar Odasi Mimarlik Mihendislik Sehircilik ve
Kentsel Tasarim Proje Yarigmalari Yonetmeligi (1.0lagantsti Genel Kurul'un
verdigi yetki Uzerine Merkez Yonetim Kurulu’nun 12.3.1988 tarihinde verdigi
onay uzerine ayni tarihte yurtrlige girer.)

KiK Yénetmeligi (2002) Mimarlik, Peyzaj Mimarligi, Mihendislik, Kentsel
Tasarim Projeleri, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama ve Glzel Sanat Eserleri
Yarigmalari Yonetmeligi (Dayandigi kanun numarasi ve tarihi: 4734-4.1.2002)
Arkitera official website. http://www.arkitera.com.

UIA official website. http://www.uia-architects.org.

Chamber of Landscape Architects official website. http://www.peyzajmimoda.
org.tr.
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Devrim Cimen was born in Afyon, 1975. Following the undergraduate
education in the department of Architecture at METU, between 1993-1998, he
received the Urban Design Master’'s degree in the same university in 2001. He

is currently living in istanbul, running an architecture and urban design bureau.
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