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FOREWORD

As Mark Wigley indicates, architecture is always constructed in and against a storm.
This Ph.D. is a story of a great journey to explore this reality. | decided to conduct
this academic research after my editorial career, began to formulate it at Harvard
University and clarified it at Columbia University. Tracing the dual nature of
architecture as an art and as a profession, | could finalize my dissertation at the
archive of Tekeli-Sisa Architectural Office. In collaboration with Sami Sisa, Dogan
Tekeli is not only the pioneer of architectural design practice in modern Turkey but
also a real mentor who has opened a new landscape that | will explore throughout
my life. | am forever grateful for his guidance and take responsibility for my
dissertation being the first Ph.D. investigating Tekeli-Sisa practice.

The historical background of Architectural Record from 1891, the excellent doctoral
work conducted by Mary Norman Woods and the first appointment with Suzanne
Stephens and Robert Ivy were my starting points. Without texts by Gulsiim Baydar
Nalbantoglu, Aydan Balamir and Esra Akcan, | could not have gained insight into the
architecture profession in Turkey and some critical issues. Invaluable resources
provided by Mustafa Kemal Abadan, Janet Parks, appointments with Kenneth
Frampton and Paul Nakazawa, texts by Reinhold Martin helped sharpen my focus.

My special thanks go to Clineyt Budak who encouraged me to begin my editorial
career. Arman Gilran and Yasar Marulyali are two great people who encouraged me
to begin this Ph.D. | would like to express my deepest thanks to dear Gilru
Necipoglu Kafadar and Zeynep YUurekli Gorkay for their priceless support at Harvard
University. Suha Ozkan drew my attention to the fundamentals of a Ph.D. and | owe
thanks to him for his support wherever he was in the world. Without Tansu
Klglkdncl, his unlimited support and guidence, my dissertation could not have
been completed. | am deeply indebted to him. For his scientific and trustworthy
feedback, | would like to thank ilhan Tekeli. Appointments with Bernard Tschumi,
Mark Wigley, Robert J. Hillier and my two presentations at MIT motivated me to read
more and more. Ted Goodman and his team were very generous in sharing their
editorial desks with me throughout our Zeki Sayar Project at the Avery Index of
Columbia University. Thanks also to Dodan Hasol and the Building Information
Center for their support. | warmly express my special thanks to Metin Dedemen,
Go6zde and Gamze Dedemen, Tamer Sahin, Sebnem Gudul, Serdar Kaya, Sabiha
Yildiz, Esther Chewning, Nancy Ayoub, Selen Akkaya, Yesim Sungu Eryllmaz, Arda
Beskardes, Rahilya Geybullayeva, Shoun Lymbery, Keriman Yonca Blum, Joan
Eréncel, Aysel Senol, Ozlem Giirkan for their encouragement, motivation and help.

Without the unconditioned support and patience of my mother, Terhan Ekincioglu
and my two sisters, Nihal Dedemen and Seda Ekincioglu, this dissertation would
have been unimaginable and | am deeply grateful to my dear family. | dedicate my
Ph.D. to them, beloved memory of my father, Mehmet Ekincioglu and Emin Halit
Onat, the leading professor throughout the architectural education of Tekeli-Sisa.

Finally, Dogan Tekeli and Suzanne Stephens will always be the tenacious beauties
of my architectural life. Heartfelt thanks to Boston and New York City.

April 2011 Meral Ekincioglu
Architect
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TEKELI-SISA ARCHITECTURAL PRACTICE FROM THE 1960S TO 2000:
CONSTRUCTION OF THE DESIGN ARCHITECT’S PROFESSIONAL ROLE IN
MODERN TURKEY

SUMMARY

Architecture is a design-centered profession and a design architect operates in a
social milieu organized around the market. In addition to individual interests, his or
her practice demands close relation among the client, the building sector and other
practitioners. It also indicates self-control of behaviour through codes of ethics and a
systematic approach. In the meantime, this effort is important for the survival of a
design architect’s practice in the competitive professional world. Dealing with these
issues, this Ph.D. dissertation focused on Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice from the
1960s to 2000. Established by Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa in Istanbul in 1954, this
leading design-oriented architectural office of the country could accomplished a
successful synthesis of their professional roles and creative architectural skills
throughout their long careers. Although architectural offices have begun to increase
in Turkey since the beginning of the 1950s, most of them could not survive in the
private sector. However, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice is still active with its
young partners under the leadership of Dogan Tekeli. Based on this fact, the
problem investigated by this Ph.D. dissertation is that Turkish architecture is still far
from stimulating an in-depth academic analysis of design practitioners’ professional
role and a constructive disciplinary debate on this issue. In parallel to this, it should
be indicated that there is no preexisting Ph.D. dissertation investigating Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice with respect to the main problem and time period of this
academic research. Concerning the increasing influences of the large-scale
commissions in the private sector and the demand for clarification of a creative
design architect’s professional position within this picture, it is time to bring together
the academic milieu and the professional world in Turkey.

In light of this problem and argument, the following statements elaborate the
objectives of this Ph.D. dissertation:

= to draw attention how the design architect’s professional role has become clear in
Turkey since the end of the 1960s;

= to indicate how this architectural community is still far from elaborating a design
architect’s professional role with respect to the case of the Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice.

As the research strategy and the method of this Ph.D. dissertation, the time period
was limited and it was focused on some specific large-scale buildings designed and
supervised by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice for large-scale clients in the private
sector. In order to better understand the problem, the period commencing from the
end of the 1960s provides a fertile background. With the emerging conditions of the
private sector, those years indicate the appearance of a professional spirit in Turkish
architecture and its influence on the design practitioner's architectural effort. As
opposed to small-scale architectural buildings, these large-scale architectural
programs and their distinctive design solutions intensively demand the design
architect’s professional role. In this way, buildings investigated in this dissertation
exemplify how a professional vision has been clarified in Turkey. Pursuing a
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chronological order, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, Lassa Tyre Factory, a bank and
office building complex in Zincirlikuyu, Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence
Complex were investigated. In order to do this, first of all, the publications of this
office and texts written by Dogdan Tekeli were examined. As secondary textual
resources, articles written by academicians, architecture historians and critics about
Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice were studied. Then, face to face semi-structured
interviews with Dogan Tekeli were conducted. These interviews provided the validity
of findings obtained from textual readings and studies on buildings. Finally, it should
be implied that the problem of this academic research was investigated from the
point of view of the design architect. On the other hand, its findings cannot be
generalized for other design-oriented architectural offices in Turkey. This analysis on
Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice can be helpful for future studies within the same
field and provide some significant clues.

Among these buildings, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant is the first important large-
scale commission of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice in the private sector. Realized
in 1963-1964, this industrial building indicates a new mode of architectural design
practice for Tekeli-Sisa. This period is characterized by a new aspect of market
under the leadership of the USA after the World War Il. This new situation also
changed the existing dynamics of the architecture profession in the country. With the
growth of the business world and its influence on architectural service, the structure
of the professional community became more heteregenous and the competition
became more intensified. Rational methods, engineering techniqgues and a
professional culture were important issues for this new and international large-scale
client. This new mode of practice consisted of a new kind of contract, a more
technical organization with other experts, a new specification with respect to the new
type of the client and a professional vision. On the other hand, new economic
dynamics began to promote the building sector in the country. In this way, this plant
and its architectural solution underline how close relation among the client, the
building sector, new engineering solutions and other practitioners became clear in
Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. As a response to the logic of mass production in
the automotive sector, the spatial arrangement of the assembly hall and the original
structural solution of this plant demanded a collaborative act with other experts in
the sector. For instance, twin north light roof system spanning a single bay with
regular trusses was an original solution, designed by Tekeli-Sisa and realized with
the help of engineers. On the other hand, standardization and modular planning
emphasize their systematic approach and a controlled language in the professional
world. In conclusion, it can be assumed that Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant
manifests not only new dynamics of architectural design practice in the country but
also these design practitioners’ professional role with the appearance of a new
profile of the client.

The second building, Lassa Tyre Factory can be regarded as a further step after
Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant. This building was completed in 1977, nominated
and shortlisted for the Aga Khan Award in 1983. As Dogan Tekeli points out, they
entered into the competitive professional world in a realistic manner with this
industrial building. In order to offer a proposal, Sabanci Holding invited national
architectural offices at the beginning of the project. Although Tekeli-Sisa did not take
place among them, they made contact with the client and obtained this commission
with respect to their former successful industrial buildings and professional visions in
this field. In other words, this process shows how these two design architects could
adapt their practice to the competitive dynamics of the market. On the other hand,
the large-scale client’s evolving corporate culture and the building sector pushed the
design architect's creative skills into a new professional milieu and material
conditions. Although some foreign consultants helped with the technical issues of
this project, its architectural concept, functional solution, the structural system and
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all prefabricated components were designed by Tekeli-Sisa. As one of the biggest
industrial buildings of its period, only the production unit of this factory is 70.000
square meters. Using pre-tensioned thin roof plates, prefabricated beams, columns
and prefabricated fagade panels, it could be possible to cover 400 square meters in
a day. In this way, all of this system was constructed in one and half years as a
record in Turkey in those years. This building underlines how new aspect of
architectural design practice benefited from new opportunities of the building
technology. Tekeli-Sisa produced not only one of the most distinguished buildings of
modern Turkish architecture but also positioned their design practice in a new
organizational capacity related to new economic dynamics, the building sector and
construction techniques in the country. Taking all of these facts into account, it can
be assumed that Tekeli-Sisa practice reached at a high-level of their professional
and architectural skills through this factory.

Unlike their former buildings, the bank and office building complex in Zincirlikuyu,
Istanbul shows that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice have begun to work under the
commercial dynamics of the private sector. As different from the inner logic of
manufacturing and its influence on architectural space, this new axis is
characterized by the speculative expectations of the market and the purpose of
profit from a building. Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice had begun to be recognized
by different capital groups and stimulated by their financial investments within such
a picture. This building complex differentiates itself from former industrial buildings in
terms of the client’s view on architectural program. Although the general definitions
of industrial building programs were stated clearer at the beginning of the design
process, the main architectural principles of these blocks were ambiguous. Instead
of portraying a dominant architectural figure, they regarded their clients as a
participant of the design process, acted as a team player and developed
architectural solutions together. The design of the first building began in 1976 and
the last block was completed in 1999. Although each block was built for different
large-scale clients at different time periods, the general architectural language of this
building complex represents an organizational and visual unity. The plans, sections
and facades of these blocks show that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice maintained
their systematic perspectives and controlled languages. Using standardized building
components and materials, they designed a grammar of modular combinations and
could gather three blocks into a unified system. In the meantime, they designed the
perimeter structural system for the flexible office space arrangement of the first
office block and created a more distinctive aesthetic appearance than surrounding
commercial buildings. In conclusion, it can be claimed that they maintained their
main principles without being manipulated by a profit-oriented logic.

Finally, Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex can be seen as another
important turning point of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. The design and
production process of this building complex shows that the design architect’s
practice has become an integral part of more competitive commercial milieu and
global actors. Under these circumstances, design practitioners began to point out
their inability to compete effectively in the market and counter attacks on their
professional prestiges. The client of this mixed-use building complex is
characterized by more intensified speculative goals and investment strategy guided
by maximum profit. The process of this project shows that local design practitioners’
workforce and its protection against the internationalization of the market became
some important topics for these years. On the other hand, one of the critical issues
of Metrocity was uncertainty in the process due to the complexity of the architectural
program, the client’s unclear perspective and the number of participants. For this
mixed-use building complex, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice dealt with a new
architectural program bringing together different user groups and the complexity of
urban dynamics. Covering 210.000 square meters, the Metrocity Shopping, Office
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and Residence Complex consists of a shopping mall, two 27 story residential blocks
and one 23 story office block. In order to combine the functional solution and
commercial expectations, every component of the architectural program, the needs
of users, tenants and visitors, the client’s satisfaction would have to fit together. On
this basis, the main design intention of this building complex was the combination of
different functional requirements, interconnections of blocks and their structural
solutions. Without ignoring the commercial reality of this building complex, Tekeli-
Sisa architectural practice maintained their clear language as much as possible and
avoided the extravagant language of the commercial world. On the other hand, they
had to adjust their practice to the demands of a large organization. In this way, the
design architect’'s management and coordination tasks among various groups of
participants, a systematic approach have become more important in order to
conduct his or her practice. Considering this fact, it seems necessary to reevaluate
the design architect’s role within the commercial world, its basic requirements and
critical issues in Turkey.

In light of all these issues, a literature review on Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice
and interviews with Dogan Tekeli revealed that Turkey is still far from a detailed
analysis of these practitioners’ professional roles in the market, the client’s changing
profiles, the changing context of the professional service and general characteristics
of main participants of architectural design practice. In the meantime, in-depth
studies on the different types of design-oriented architectural offices, their current
profiles and historical backgrounds can help to recognize the design practitioner’s
professional role, predict future directions and critical topics in this field. On the other
hand, the survival of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice deserves particular attention
in spite of a lack of a professional understanding in Turkish architecture. For Dodan
Tekeli and Sami Sisa, architecture is not only a creative occupation but also a
design-centered profession. Instead of a stylistic approach or a discourse, their
successful design practice is based on a balance between their architectural values
and the client’s economic expectations, their innovative technical solutions by using
advanced building techniques, a selective strategy for client and project type, a
distinctive office culture, professional integrity, their work ethic, a systematic
approach and a high degree of self-control. Maintaining their architectural values,
they did not conduct commercial practice for financial gain. With all of these issues,
it can be claimed that Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa are two modern pioneers who
have redefined the design practitioner’s position in Turkey and crystallized his or her
professional role. If one considers the compelling dynamics of the professional
milieu in today’s world, the survival and core principles of this design-oriented
architectural office, in spite of many unsuitable conditions, deserve special attention
not only in Turkey but also in the international architectural map.
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1960’'LARDAN  2000'E  TEKELI-SISA MIMARLIK PRATiGi: MODERN
TURKIYE’DE TASARIM YAPAN MIMARIN PROFESYONEL ROLUNUN iNSASI

OZET

Mimarlik tasarim merkezli bir meslektir ve tasarim yapan bir mimar, piyasa etrafinda
orgltlenen sosyal bir ortamda calisir. Bireysel ilgilere ek olarak, pratigi isveren, yapi
sektorl ve diger pratisyenler arasinda yakin iligkiyi gerektirir. Bu, etik kodlar yoluyla
davranigin kontroli ve sistematik bir yaklasima da isaret eder. Ayni zamanda bu
¢caba, rekabete agik profesyonel dinyada tasarim yapan bir mimarin pratiginin
yasamasi i¢in dnemlidir. Bu konularla ilgili olarak, bu doktora tezi 1960’lardan 2000’e
Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigine odaklanmistir. Dogan Tekeli ve Sami Sisa tarafindan
1954 yilinda istanbul'da kurulan dilkenin bu énde gelen tasarima odakli mimarlik
blrosu, uzun kariyerleri boyunca profesyonel rolleri ve yaratici mimari yeteneklerinin
basaril sentezini basarabilmiglerdir. Turkiye’de mimarlik burolari 1950’lerin
basindan itibaren artis géstermeye basladiysa da, ¢ogu 6zel sektérde yasamina
devam edememistir. Ancak, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigi Dogan Tekeli’nin
liderliginde geng ortaklariyla birlikte hala aktiftir. Buna dayanarak, bu doktora tezi
tarafindan incelenen problem, Turk mimarliginin hald tasarim pratisyenlerinin
profesyonel rolinin derin akademik analizini ve bu konu Gzerine yapici bir disipliner
tartismayi tesvik etmekten uzak olmasidir. Buna paralel olarak, bu akademik
arastirmanin ana problemi ve zaman dilimini dikkate alarak, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik
pratigini inceleyen bir doktora tezinin olmadidi da belirtilmelidir. Ozel sektdrde biiyik
Olcekli islerin artan etkisi ve tasarim yapan yaratici bir mimarin bu tablo igcindeki
profesyonel pozisyonunu netlestirmeye dair olan talebi dikkate alarak, Tlrkiye'de
akademik ortam ve profesyonel diinyayi biraraya getirmenin zamanidir.

Bu problem ve argimanin isiginda, asagidaki ifadeler bu doktora tezinin amacini
detaylandirmaktadir:

= Tasarim yapan mimarin profesyonel rolinin Turkiye’de 1960’larin sonundan
itibaren nasil netlestigine dikkat cekmek;

= Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratiginin durumuyla ilgili olarak, bu mimari toplulugun,
tasarim yapan bir mimarin profesyonel rolini detaylandirmaktan hala uzak
oldugunu belirtmek.

Bu doktora tezinin arastirma stratejisi ve metodu olarak, zaman dilimi
siniflandinimistir ve Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigi tarafindan, 6zel sektorde blyik
Olcekli isveren igin tasarlanmis ve uygulamasi yuratilmas dort buyuk oOlgekli yapiya
odaklaniimigtir. Problemi daha iyi anlamak icin, 1960’larin sonlarindan baslayan
dénem zengin bir arka plan saglamaktadir. Ozel sektdriin gelismekte olan
kosullariyla birlikte, bu yillar Turk mimarh§inda profesyonel bir ruhun belirisi ve
bunun tasarim pratisyeninin mimari ¢abasi Uzerindeki etkisine isaret eder. Klguk
Olcekli mimari yapilara kargit olarak, bu buyuk Olgekli mimari programlar ve onlarin
kendine 6zgl tasarim ¢ézumleri, yogun olarak tasarim yapan mimarin profesyonel
rolinu gerektirir. Bdylece bu ¢alismada incelenen yapilar, Turkiye’de profesyonel bir
vizyonun nasil netlestigini drneklerler. Kronolojik bir sirayi takip ederek, Chrysler
Kamyon Montaj Fabrikasi, Lassa Lastik Fabrikasi, Zincirlikuyu’da banka ve buro
yapi grubu ve Metrocity Aligveris, Biro ve Konut Grubu incelenmistir. Bunu yapmak
icin dncelikle, bu buronun yayinlari ve Dogan Tekeli tarafindan yazilmis metinler
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incelenmistir. ikincil metin kaynaklari olaraksa, Turkiye’deki akademisyenler,
mimarlk tarihcgileri ve elestirmenlerin Tekeli-Sisa Mimarlik Ortakhdi hakkindaki
yazdiklari metinleri calisiimigtir. Ardindan, Dogan Tekeli ile yuzyuze vyari
yapilandiriimis réportajlar yapilmistir. Bu réportajlar, metinsel okumalar ve yapilar
Uzerine olan caligmalardan elde edilen bulgularin gecerliligini desteklemistir. Son
olarak, bu akademik arastirmanin probleminin, tasarim yapan mimarin
perspektifinden incelendigi vurgulanmalidir. Diger yandan, bulgulari Turkiye'deki
diger tasarima odakh mimari birolar icin genellenemez. Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigi
Uzerine olan bu akademik analiz, ayni alan icindeki gelecek ¢alismalar i¢in yardimci
olabilir ve bazi anlamli ipuclari saglayabilir.

Bu yapilar arasinda, Chrysler Kamyon Montaj Fabrikasi, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik
pratiginin 6zel sektordeki ilk 6nemli buylk o&lcekli igidir. 1963-1964 yillarinda
gerceklestirilen bu endUstri yapisi, Tekeli-Sisa i¢cin mimari tasarim pratiginin yeni bir
bicimine isaret eder. Bu dénem, Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrasinda ABD'nin
liderligindeki piyasanin yeni goérinumuyle tanimlanir. Bu yeni durum, Uulkede
mimarlik mesleginin mevcut dinamiklerini de degistirmistir. Is diinyasinin biylimesi
ve bunun mimari hizmet Uzerindeki etkisiyle, profesyonel toplulugun yapisi daha
heterojenlesmis ve rekabet daha yogun hale gelmistir. Rasyonel metotlar,
muhendislik teknikleri ve profesyonel bir kiltlir bu yeni ve uluslararasi biytk o6lgekli
isveren icin dnemli konulardi. Pratigin bu yeni bi¢imi, yeni tur bir s6zlesme, diger
uzmanlarla birlikte daha teknik bir organizasyon, yeni igveren turu ile ilgili olarak yeni
bir sartname ve profesyonel bir vizyondan oluguyordu. Diger yandan, yeni ekonomik
dinamikler Ulkede yapi sektorinu de ilerletmeye baslamisti. Bdylece, bu fabrika ve
mimari ¢6zimul, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratiginde igveren, yapi sektord, yeni
muhendislik ¢6zUmleri ve dider pratisyenler arasindaki yakin iligkinin nasil
netlestiginin altini gizer. Otomotiv sektérindeki seri Uretim mantigina bir yanit
olarak, fabrikanin montaj holiiniin mekan dizenlemesi ve 6zgun striktir ¢ozimu,
sektordeki diger uzmanlarla birlikte isbirligine dayali bir eylemi gerektirmistir.
Ornegin, diizenli kafeslerle tek kolon acikligini gegen cift set cati sistemi 6zgiin bir
¢6zimdur, Tekeli-Sisa tarafindan tasarlanmistir ve muihendislerin yardimiyla
gerceklesmistir. Diger yandan, standartlasma ve modiler planlama, onlarin
profesyonel diinyadaki sistematik yaklasimini ve kontrolli dillerini vurgular. Sonug¢
olarak, Chrysler Kamyon Montaj Fabrikasr'nin, sadece Ulkedeki mimari tasarim
pratiginin yeni dinamiklerini degil, isverenin yeni profilinin gérinimduyle birlikte, bu
tasarim pratisyeninin profesyonel roliinii de ilan ettigi varsayilabilir.

ikinci yapi, Lassa Lastik Fabrikasi, Chrysler Kamyon Montaj Fabrikas’'nin ardindan
bir adim ileri olarak kabul edilebilir. Bu yapi, 1977°de tamamlanmis, 1983’te Aga
Han Odili'ne aday gésteriimis ve finale kalmistir. Dogan Tekelinin isaret ettigi
Uzere, rekabete acik profesyonel diinyaya gercek anlamda bu endustri yapisi ile
girmislerdir. Projenin basinda, Sabanci Holding, bir éneri sunmak icin ulusal
mimarlik burolarini davet etmistir. Tekeli-Sisa onlarin arasinda yer almadiysa da,
isverenle iletisim kurmuslar; onceki basarii endustri yapilari ve bu alandaki
profesyonel vizyonlari ile ilgili olarak bu isi almiglardir. Diger deyisle, bu streg, bu iki
tasarim yapan mimarin, pratiklerini piyasanin rekabete acgik dinamiklerine nasil
uyarlayabildigini gosterir. Diger yandan, buyuk oOlcekli isverenin gelisen sirket kilttr(
ve yapi sektori, tasarim yapan mimarin yaratici yeteneklerini yeni bir profesyonel
ortama ve maddi kosullarin igcine itmigtir. Projenin teknik konulari igin bazi yabanci
danismanlar yardim ettiyse de, mimari fikri, islevsel ¢6zimda, striktir sistemi ve tim
prefabrike bilesenleri Tekeli-Sisa tarafindan tasarlanmistir. Déneminin en buyuk
endustri yapilarindan biri olarak, bu fabrikanin sadece Uretim bdélimu 70.000
metrekaredir. On gerilimli ince gati plaklari, prefabrike kirigler, kolonlar ve prefabrike
cephe panelleri kullanilarak, bir ginde 400 metrekare alan kaplanabilmistir. BOylece,
tim bu sistem bu yillarda Turkiye’de bir rekor olarak 1.5 sene iginde insa edilmistir.
Bu yapi, mimari tasarim pratiginin yeni goérinimandn, yapi teknolojisinin yeni
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olanaklarindan nasil faydalandiginin altini gizer. Tekeli-Sisa, sadece modern Turk
mimarhidinin en seckin yapilarindan birini Uretmemis, ayni zamanda tasarim
pratigini, Glkedeki yeni ekonomik dinamikler, yapi sektérl ve insa teknikleri ile ilgili
olarak vyeni bir organizasyonel kapasitenin iginde konumlandirmistir. TiUm bunlari
dikkate alarak, bu fabrika ile, Tekeli-Sisa pratiginin profesyonel ve mimari
yeteneklerinin ileri bir seviyesine eristigi varsayilabilir.

Onceki yapilarindan farkli olarak, istanbul, Zincirlikuyu'daki banka ve biro yapi
grubu, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratiginin, 6zel sektdérin ticari dinamikleri altinda
calismaya basladigini gésterir. Uretimin ic mantigi ve onun mimari mekan
Uzerindeki etkisinden farkli olarak, bu yeni eksen, piyasanin spekulatif beklentileri ve
bir yapidan k&r amaci ile tanimlanir. Bdylesine bir tablo i¢inde, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik
pratigi farkh sermaye gruplar tarafindan taninmaya baglamis ve onlarin finansal
yatirimlari tarafindan tesvik edilmistir. Bu yapi grubu, isverenin mimari programa
dair gorusl acisindan, Onceki endustri yapilarindan kendini ayinr. Endustri
yapilarinin programlarinin genel tanimi, tasarim surecinin basinda daha net
tanimlandiysa da, bu bloklarin ana ilkeleri belirsizdi. Baskin bir mimari figr portresi
¢izmek yerine, isverenlerini tasarim slrecinin bir katilimcisi olarak kabul etmis, bir
ekip oyuncusu gibi hareket etmisler ve mimari ¢oziimleri birlikte gelistirmislerdir. ilk
yapinin tasarimi 1976’da baslamistir ve son blok 1999°’da tamamlanmistir. Her bir
blok, farkli zaman dilimlerinde farkh blyUk dlcekli isveren icin inga edilse de, bu yapi
grubunun genel mimari dili, organizasyonel ve goérsel bir butlinligl temsil eder.
Bloklarin plan, kesit ve cephe ¢ézumleri, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlk pratidinin sistematik
perspektifini ve kontrolli dilini strdirdigini goésterir. Standart yapi bilesenleri ve
malzemelerini kullanarak, moduler kombinasyonun bir gramerini tasarlamis ve g
blogu butlinliglu olan bir sistem icinde biraraya getirebilmislerdir. Ayni zamanda, ilk
blogun esnek bliro mekani dizenlemesi icin, yapiyl c¢evreleyen bir striktir
tasarlamiglar ve g¢evredeki ticari yapilardan daha kendine 6zgu bir estetik gériinim
yaratmiglardir. Sonu¢ olarak, bu yapi grubu, onlarin k&ra odakli bir mantik
tarafindan manipuile edilmeksizin, kendi ana ilkelerini strdirdUkleri iddia edilebilir.

Son olarak, Metrocity, Aligveris, Blro ve Konut Grubu, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik
pratiginin diger bir 6énemli dénim noktasi olarak goérilebilir. Bu yapi grubunun
tasarim ve Uretim sireci, tasarim yapan mimarin pratiginin daha rekabete dayali bir
ticari ortam ve kuresel aktorlerin tamamlayici pargasi haline geldigini gdsterir. Bu
kosullar altinda, tasarim pratisyenleri, piyasada etkin bigcimde rekabet etmek igin
olanaksizliklarina ve profesyonel prestijlerine dair karsi ataklara isaret etmeye
baslamistir. Bu karma kullanimli yapi grubunun isvereniyse, daha yogun spekiilatif
amaglar ve maksimum kar tarafindan yonlendirilen yatinm stratejisi ile tanimlanir.
Projenin sureci, yerel tasarim pratisyenlerinin isglici ve bunun, piyasanin
uluslararasi hale gelmesi karsisinda korunmasinin bazi 6énemli basliklar haline
geldigini gosterir. Diger yandan, Metrocity’nin kritik konularindan biriyse, programin
karmasikhdi, isverenin net olmayan perspektifi ve katiimcilarin sayisi nedeniyle,
surecin icindeki belirsizlikti. Bu karma kullanimli yapi grubu igin, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik
pratigi, farkh kullanici gruplarini kent dinamiklerinin karmasasi icinde biraraya
getiren yeni bir mimari programi ele almistir. 210.000 metrekareyi kaplayan
Metrocity Aligveris, Buro ve Konut Grubu bir aligveris merkezi, 27 kath iki konut
blogu ve 23 kath bir biiro blogunu kapsamaktadir. islevsel ¢ozim ve ticari
beklentileri birlestirebilmek igin, mimari programin her bileseni, kullanicilarin,
kiracllarin ~ ve  ziyaretgilerin  ihtiyaglarn, igverenin  memnuniyeti  birlikte
dizenlenmeliydi. Bu temelde, bu yapi grubunun ana tasarim amaci, farkl iglevsel
gereklerin tam kombinasyonu, bloklarin i¢csel baglantilari ve striktir ¢ozimleriydi.
Bu yapi1 grubunun ticari gergekligini gbz ardi etmeksizin, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigi,
net dillerini olabildigince muhafaza etmisler ve ticari dinyanin savurgan dilinden
kacinmistir. Diger yandan, pratiklerini buyuk bir organizasyonun gereklerine adapte
etmek zorundaydilar. Boylece, tasarim yapan mimarin pratigini yaritmek igin, cesitli
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katihmci gruplar arasinda yonetim ve koordinasyon gorevleri, sistematik bir
yaklasim daha 6nemli hale gelmigtir. Bu durum gézdninde bulunduruldugunda,
ticari dinya iginde tasarim yapan mimarin rolind, bunun temel gereklerini ve kritik
konularini yeniden degerlendirmek gerekli gérinmektedir.

Tdm bu konularin 1g1ginda, Tekeli-Sisa mimarlik pratigi Gzerine literatir incelemesi
ve Dogan Tekeli ile yapilan roportajlar, Turkiye'nin hala bu pratisyenlerin piyasa
icindeki profesyonel rolleri, isverenin degisen profilleri, profesyonel hizmetin degisen
baglami ve mimari tasarim pratiginin ana katilimcilarinin genel karakteristiklerinin
detayh analizinden uzak oldugunu agiga ¢ikarmistir. Ayni zamanda, tasarima odakl
mimari barolarin farkli tdrleri, onlarin buginki profilleri ve tarihi arkaplanlari tGzerine
derin galismalar tasarim pratisyenlerinin profesyonel roliint tanimaya, gelecekteki
yonleri ve kritik baslklari tahmin etmeye yardimci olabilir. Diger yandan, Turk
mimarliginda profesyonel bir anlayigin eksikligine ragmen, Tekeli-Sisa mimarhk
pratiginin hayatta kalmasi 6zel bir ilgiyi hak etmektedir. Dodan Tekeli ve Sami Sisa
icin, mimarlik sadece yaratici bir ugras dedil, ayni zamanda tasarim merkezli bir
meslektir. Uslupsal bir yaklasim ya da bir séylem yerine, onlarin basarili tasarim
pratigi, mimari degerleri ve isverenin beklentileri arasindaki dengeye, ileri yapi
teknikleri kullanarak yenilikgi teknik ¢ézimlerine, isveren ve proje tlrlerinde segici bir
stratejiye, secgkin bir blro kultarl, profesyonel duartstllk, is etigi, sistematik bir
yaklagim ve ileri seviyede bir kontrole dayanir. Mimari degerlerini muhafaza ederek,
maddi bir kazang igin ticari bir pratik yuritmemiglerdir. Tim bu konularla birlikte,
Dogan Tekeli ve Sami Sisa’nin Turkiye'’de tasarim pratisyeninin pozisyonunu
yeniden tanimladiklari ve profesyonel rolini netlegtirdikleri iddia edilebilir. Eger
buglnin dinyasinda profesyonel ortamin zorlayici dinamikleri dikkate alinirsa, pek
cok elverigsiz duruma ragmen, bu tasarima odakli mimari bironun hayatta kalmasi
ve temel degerlerleri, sadece Turkiye’de degil uluslararasi mimari haritada da 6zel
bir ilgiyi hak etmektedir.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Statement of the Problem

“...Since the 1960s, there has been a growing reevaluation of the role and status of
the architect...”

(Tekeli, 2005, p. 34.)

The design architect's self-image has been traditionally characterized as an
individual creative practitioner. However, architecture is a design-centered
profession and a design practitioner operates in a social milieu organized around the
market. (Larson, 1993; Gutman, 1992; Cuff, 1995). Close interdependencies and
relation among the client, the building sector, other practitioners and the
organizational understanding of the profession indicate that the design practitioner's
self-image is formed by a collaborative act within this interdependent system. (Blau,
1988). * For a professional, primary orientation to the community interest, self-
control internalized in the process of work and systematic knowledge can be seen
as the essential attributes of his or her behaviour rather than individual self-interest.
(Cuff, 1995; Johnson, 1972). With respect to this fact, the problem posed by this
Ph.D. dissertation is that Turkish architecture is still far from elaborating the design
practitioner’s professional role. In general, the creative conception of architectural
works is underlined and the design practitioner's professional role is ignored. (Kagel,
2009; Kennedy 2005; Balamir, 1996; Nalbantoglu, 1989). It is obvious that such an
account could not help to clarify his or her self-image in reality. On the other hand, it
is worth emphasizing that design practitioners have increasingly witnessed the

profession’s involvement in the capital investment and its strong impact on their

1. In her Ph.D. dissertation, Ela Kagel underlines that a current problem of the historiography of
modern Turkish architecture is a priority given to singular figures and to isolate them from the social
context of architecture, such as Sedad Hakki Eldem, Seyfi Arkan, Bruno Taut, Clemenz Holzmeister
and Turgut Cansever. For a recent case, she indicates an exhibition on Turgut Cansever and claimes
that its curatorial perspective sublimates his individualism. Elaborating the emergence of multi-partner
architectural offices and their professional identities in Turkey in the early 1950s, she points out the
lack of in-depth academic analysis on their professional identities, collaborative understandings and
architectural design practice around these years; see for details, Kagel, E., 2009. Intellectualism and
Consumerism: ldeologies, Practices and Criticism of Common Sense Modernism in Postwar Turkey,
Ph.D. Thesis, Cornell University, Ithaca, USA, p. 213-215. In addition, in the following text, ilhan Tekeli
implies the problematic aspect of creative autonomy in design-centered professions, see, Tekeli, I.,
1994. Tasarimcinin Ozgiirliigii mii Yoksa bir iktidar Arayisi mi?, in Mimarlik Dergisi, issue: 257, p. 24.



professional role instead of dealing with charismatic or heroic profiles. (Figures 1.1;
1.2.; 1.3). The following statement by Gllsim Baydar Nalbantoglu supports this
view (Nalbantoglu, 1989):

“...Turkish professionals lacked the attempt to understand the power relationships that were
involved in their practice and were the source of most of their professional satisfactions...”
(p. 251).

Figure 1.1 : Sedad Hakki Eldem. (Eldem, 1983).

Figure 1.2 : Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa with the administrative body
members of Drapers Market, Istanbul, 1967. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).
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Figure 1.3 : Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa with their design team in the
office, Istanbul, 1967. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).



In order to analyze this problem in Turkish architecture, more specifically, Tekeli-
Sisa architectural practice will be focused on. Established in 1954, this practice is
one of the progressive design-oriented architectural offices in the country. (Akcan
and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001). ? Giving priority to original ideas and new solutions
to a design problem, their research-based practice has underlined professional
objectives of architecture in Turkey. (Tekeli, 2001a). Although architectural design
offices have begun to rise in the country since the beginning of the 1950s, most of
them could not survive in the professional world. (Kagel, 2009). On this point, the
significant position of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice becomes evident. Regarding
their architectural design practice as a collaborative act in the market, they have
achieved combining their professional roles and creative skills. In this respect, there
iS no question that their long run success is one of the best examples in Turkey
where one can examine a successful formulation of the design practitioner’s
professional role. On this basis, the following statement by Ela Kacel clarifies why
there is a need to examine their professional efforts. As she indicates, the
establishment of multi-partner architectural offices in Turkey in the early 1950s is a
significant turning point for the design architect’s professional role. However, there is
a lack of in-depth academic analysis on this issue since some historians of modern
Turkish architecture tend to divide design architects into two groups, the
bureaucratic and the genius. Such a general perspective could not help define and
elaborate the emergence of the professional spirit in Turkish architecture around
these years (Kacel, 2009): 3

2. Referring to the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, design can be defined as
follows: “de-sign, v. tr. a. To conceive or fashion in the mind; invent ...b. To formulate a plan for; devise
... 2. To plan out in systematic, usually graphic form ... 3. To create or contrive for a particular purpose
or effect ...4. To have as a goal or purpose; intend. 5. To create or execute in an artistic or highly
skilled manner. v. intr. 1. To make or execute plans. 2. To have a goal or purpose in mind. 3. To create
designs. n. a. A drawing or sketch. b. A graphic representation, especially a detailed plan for
construction or manufacture. 2. The purposeful or inventive arrangement of parts or details ...3. The art
or practice of designing or making designs. 4. Something designed, especially a decorative or an
artistic work. 5. An ornamental pattern. See Synonyms at figure. 6. A basic scheme or pattern that
affects and controls function or development:...7. A plan; a project. See Synonyms at plan. a. A
reasoned purpose; an intent ...b. Deliberate intention ...9. A secretive plot or scheme. Often used in
the plural., see for details, Yuncl, O., 2008. Research by Design in Architectural Design Education,
Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, p. 2.

3. In her Ph.D. dissertation, Nilgiin Fehim Kennedy elaborates that architects still suffer from problems
related to the recognition of their professional identities in Turkey. On the other hand, she points out
that the profile of the design architect as an artist has stronger influence to recognize his or her self-
image in Turkish architecture, see for details, Kennedy, N. F., 2005. The ethos of architects towards an
analysis of architectural practice in Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, p.
5-6, 211. Following Ph.D. dissertations support this view, Altay, B. S., 2000. Professional value
systems of Turkish architects with respect to clients and users in contemporary residential design
practice, Ph.D. Thesis, Bilkent University, Ankara, p. 114; and Tas, M., 2003. Turkiye'de Yapi
Uretiminin Yeniden Yapilanmasi icin Model Onerisi, Ph.D. Thesis, Yildiz Technical University, Istanbul,
p. 79.



“...the emergence of multi-partner architectural offices in the early 1950s Turkey is a unique
phenomenon. Nevertheless, this phenomenon makes the founding architects of the first
partnerships (such as IMA, Baysal-Birsel, Birol-Giirel-Defne, and Tekeli-Sisa-Hepgtiler)
neither more bureaucratic nor less intellectual than single-practicing architects affiliated either
with academia or the state. In 1947, when the architectural historian Hitchcock suggested
dividing practicing architects and their architectural production into two groups - the
bureaucratic and the genius - he was certainly in search of an ‘intellectual’ and scholarly
explanation for the business-like nature of architectural practice in the United States. Likewise,
some historians of Turkish modern architecture even today adopt such ready-made divisions
in lieu of critical historiography. What the first architectural partnerships in Turkey prove,
though, is how problematic it is to build the identities of architects given such a clear-cut
schism as in the case of the bureaucratic and the genius...What is also important to notice in
these partnerships are the ways in which they they pushed back the limits of ordinary
architecture - in Hitchock’s term, of the so-called ‘bureaucratic architecture’ - and became the
vanguard of a new professionalism while sharing the domestic, professional market with their
colleagues who worked either for the private or the public sector...” (p. 218).

Dealing with this architectural practice, more particularly, their large-scale buildings
designed and supervised for large-scale clients in the professional world will be
investigated. As opposed to small projects, it can be claimed that these large-scale
buildings, such as the industrial, commercial and mixed-use building programs
require heavier professional responsibilities. In order to understand this picture, the
period commencing from the end of the 1960s provides a fertile background for
comprehending how professional goals increasingly began to appear in Turkish
architecture. In the world, these years are dominated by the early phase of the rising
influence of the service sector, corporate understanding and the fundamental
premises of globalism. (Bell, 1976). Taking these facts into account, architectural
design practice began to move toward new organizational understanding in
conjunction with these dynamics. (Jenks, 1996; Larson, 1993). In this respect, the
general architectural map has begun to transform globally and its impact on the
practical context of Turkish architecture is no exception. (Holod, et. al., 2005;
Korkmaz, 2005). In other words, the scope of these years provides a fruitful focus
for examining the new professional spirit of architectural design practice in Turkey

and the appearance of the design practitioner's new self-image.

It is important to note that the professional world has become more competitive in
Turkish architecture in recent years. Projects have grown larger and the process of
design practice has become more complex. In this respect, market dynamics,
clients, critical factors imposed by the market and the building sector have put many
pressures on the design architect’s skills and the production process. With respect
to these facts, design practitioners should learn how to lead and manage this
process instead of being driven by the market. In order to achieve this, it is obvious
that there is a need to reexamine and clarify their self-images. As Robert Gutman
indicates (Gutman, 1988):



“...Architects are tremendously confused about how to define their role in the building process
in response to the increasingly aggressive stance in the process adopted by organization
clients. The situation is different from the historic position of architects, in which the profession
simply accepted the fact that there was a whole range of building types and task a from which
they would be excluded...” (p. 59).

1.2 Objectives of the Research

With respect to this problem, argument and purpose, following statements elaborate
the objectives of this Ph.D. dissertation:

» to draw attention how design architect’s professional role has become clear in
Turkey since the end of the 1960s;

= to indicate how this architectural community is still far from elaborating a creative
design practitioner's professional role with respect to the case of the Tekeli-Sisa

architectural practice.

1.3 Scope of the Research

Following questions may clarify to underline the scope of this research:

= Where will the problem and the outcomes of this research take their places in the
field of literature?

= What do we know about the problem?

» What do | want to know further?

= What might we do with results?

= Where will the problem and the outcomes of this research take their places in the

field of literature?

It should be noted that there is no preexisting Ph.D. dissertation investigating Tekeli-
Sisa architectural practice with respect to the main problem and time period of this
research. Concerning the increasing influences of the large-scale commissions in
the professional world and the demand for clarification of the design practitioner’s
professional role within such a picture, this dissertation will fill a gap in Turkish
architecture literature. In this way, the findings of this dissertation has also the
potential to reconsider the agenda of other relevant components of the profession
(such as the education system, design studios, the Chamber of Architects of Turkey
and the editorial agenda of professional architectural journals) for the clarification of
the design architect’s self-image within the real dynamics of the profession and

practice in Turkey.



= What do we know about the problem?

Although there has been a growing realization among design practitioner over the
last decade that the reality of the professional world is as important as that of the
architect’s creative skill, this architectural community is far from elaborating a
detailed perspective to investigate this issue. Within such a general picture, Turkish
architecture has mostly focused on creative profiles and some remarkable creative
design products. On this basis, it can be claimed that there is a lack of an
architectural examination of its professional context and design practitioners suffer
from problems related to the recognition of their professional identities in Turkey.
(Kennedy, 2005).

= What do | want to know further?

By focusing on the practical dimension of Tekeli-Sisa and its progressive evolution
in Turkey, | additionally want to know how their architecture fits within the
professional world and what its formulation is in order to be able to survive in the

competitive business milieu.
= What might we do with the results?

What we need to reevaluate the existing picture of the design practitioner’'s self-
image in the private sector. In this way, it may be helpful to draw a current map of
the profession and its operation in the reality of life. Restoring an idealized creativity
in the modern (and in the contemporary) world, it may be possible to establish a
better understanding of the design practitioner's role(s) in both research and

professional fields. As Robert Gutman points out (Gutman, 1988):

“...It can assit architects in thinking about their identity. A more clearly conceived self-image
can help to resolve doubts about the profession’s proper role in the building industry. In turn,
the resolution of uncertainty in this area should enable the architectural community to choose
an effective strategy for dealing with other building professions...” (p. 99).

1.4 Significance of the Research
1.4.1 The significance of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice in Turkey

As the leading design-oriented architectural office at the forefront of Turkish
modernism, Tekeli-Sisa practice exemplifies how professional values has been
clarified in the country. In conjunction with the emerging conditions of the private
sector and the new profile of the client in Turkish architecture, Dogan Tekeli and
Sami Sisa are two pioneers in Turkish architecture who could transform design
practice from a bureaucratic occupation to a marketable expertise in the market.

Although there has been a powerful attraction for most design practitioners to
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identify themselves with the creative dimension of architecture Kennedy (2005),
these two pioneers have emphasized that this occupation is also a professional
service. (Tekeli, 2001a).

With respect to the essential problem of this Ph.D. dissertation, the following
distinctive attributes of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice are the main reason for

conducting a close examination on their recent practice history:

= They define architecture as a design-centered profession. In other words,
architectural design and creative solutions are central to their professional service.
(Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001);

» Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa have emphasized the importance of a team-based
collective approach over individual creativity and a personally directed set of
principles in architecture. (Tekeli, 1989). In particular, it can be claimed that the
philosophy of their design-centered practice underlines the importance of close
interdependencies between the client and the building sector. (Ozkan, 2001; Tekeli
and Sisa, 1976);

= Their primary orientation is the sense of responsibility towards the profession, the
society and the environment instead of a national ideology, the question of identity,
a stylistic approach or a discourse. (Tekeli, 2001a);

» The language of their practice indicates self-control of behaviour through codes of
ethics and a systematic approach. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001);

= Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice does not ignore their commitment to modern
architecture and its rationalist tradition. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001). They could achieve
maintaining the creative quality of their modern design works as well as their
professional standings in the competitive business world in spite of the lack of
architectural prestige and difficult economic circumstances in Turkey;

= They mostly design and supervise large-scale architectural buildings and
challenge complicated design programs which demand a professional dialog and

close interdependencies within the market.

What should be pointed out is that the findings of this Ph.D. dissertation cannot be
generalized for all design-oriented architectural offices in Turkey. It is based on a
specific example. However, a close examination of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice
can be helpful for future studies within the same field and provide some significant

clues.

In light of this problem, the design architect is used to refer a practitioner who is

primarily involved in the creative side of architecture. Giving a priority to innovative



and original ideas, he or she tries to generate a new solution to a design problem or
a new synthesis of existing architectural idea in a new understanding. In this
dissertation, the research topic will be studied from the point of view of the design
architect.

1.4.2 The significance of the period from the 1960s to 2000

Although the government was one of the leading clients in Turkish architecture until
the 1950s, the end of the 1960s witnessed the emerging conditions of the client in
the private sector and its rising influence in the 1980s. With this new situation, the
design architect’s practical strategies, the building sector and the socio-economic
dynamics of the profession underwent major changes. (Tekeli, 2005). As the
growing business volume entered the agenda of design practitioners in Turkey
throughout these years, they began to deal with the increased complexity of building
programs. Within such a picture, close interdependencies among the client’s
business strategy, the design practitioner and the building sector became clearer.
Under these circumstances, the practical dimension of architecture underlined the
design practitioners’ professional efforts to survive in the competitive business
world. Gilsim Baydar Nalbantoglu underlines the changing situations in the 1960s

as follows (Nalbantoglu, 1989):

“...At the end of the 1960s, while growing private industries created new demands for
architectural services, proliferation of educational institutions resulted in an overproduction of
architects. The ideological unity of the professional community shattered as a vertical
hierarchy started to form among architects. As the advantaged minority who secured
monumental commission still adhered to the ideology of the creative geniues, less established
architects adopted a critical standpoint recognizing the power relations involved in the practice
of the profession...” (p. 251-252).

In particular, in the 1980s, Turkish architecture and its practical dimension
underwent far-reaching economic changes as an outcome of increasing commercial
strategies by the client. Pursuing this period, the challenges faced by design
practitioners design practitioners demanded a new understanding of the
professional world due to liberalized capital movements and global economic
dynamics in the 1990s. Within such a context, the commercial pressures of the
client, the market, larger and more complex projects put increasing pressure on the
design practitioner’s creative skills. As the structure of Turkish economy indicated a
departure from earlier periods, these years implied that design practitioners had to
take into consideration their own future with the realities of the professional world.
(Korkmaz, 2005). In particular, as the forms and settings of architectural design
practice have become more client-dominated in Turkey since the beginning of the

1990s, inevitably, design practitioners have begun to articulate their professional



occupations as a part of the service sector and its problematic issues. (Bektas, et.
al.,, 1996). In this respect, this situation requires achieving a more in-depth
understanding of the professional side of architectural practice without ignoring the
necessity of its creative nature. (Figures 1.4; 1.5; 1.6; 1.7).

Figure 1.4 : Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Istanbul. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).

Figure 1.5 : Projeler-Uygulamalar-Architectural Works, 1954-1974, Dogan Tekeli-
Sami Sisa, 1976.
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Figure 1.6 : Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Boyut Contemporary Turkish Architects
Series, 2, 2001.
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Figure 1.7 : Renault Car Manufacturing Plant, Tekeli-Sisa, Bursa, 1971-1972,
bridges ensuring utility distribution from the boiler room to all buildings.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

10



1.5. Research Method

1.5.1 Research hypotheses

= Turkish architecture is still far from elaborating the design practitioner’s

professional role;

= As the leading design-oriented architectural office at the forefront of Turkish
modernism, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice indicates how professional values has
been clarified.

1.5.2 Research strategy

As the research strategy and the method of this Ph.D. dissertation, the time period
was limited and it was focused on some specific large-scale buildings designed and
supervised by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice for large-scale clients in the private
sector. With the emerging conditions of the private sector, the 1960s indicate the
appearance of a professional spirit in Turkish architecture and its influence on the
design practitioner’s architectural effort. In this way, buildings investigated in this
dissertation exemplify how a professional vision has been clarified in Turkish
architecture. Pursuing a chronological order, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, Lassa
Tyre Factory, a bank and office building complex in Zincirlikuyu, Metrocity Shopping,
Office and Residence Complex were investigated. The following criteria were helpful

in conducting a study on these buildings:

= who indicate a turning point for these two design practitioners’ professional self-
images and service in the private sector;
= The large-scale architectural buildings whose distinctive programmatic solutions

deserve particular attention to understand the main problem of this research.

In order to do this, first of all, the publications of this office and texts written by
Dogan Tekeli were examined. As secondary textual resources, articles written by
academicians, architecture historians and critics about Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice were studied. Then, face to face semi-structured interviews with Dogan
Tekeli were conducted. (Creswell, 1994). The interviews lasted no longer than an
hour and a half. All of interviews made for this Ph.D. dissertation were taped. The
findings of these interviews served to crosscheck the accuracy of information
obtained from textual readings and close readings on buildings. In other words,
these interviews provided the validity of findings obtained from textual readings and

studies on buildings.
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1.6 Organization of the Thesis

The first chapter begins with elaborating the problem of this dissertation, the main
critical facts behind the research question and objectives. Implying the importance of
the dialog between the design practitioner and the professional world, in particular,
this chapter underlines why there is a need to evaluate the design practitioner’s self-
image in the professional world, the world of design practice and its fundamental
premises in Turkey. This chapter also aims to define research design and methods
of this dissertation. Research problem, hypothesis, limitations of the problem and
data sources are expressed in detail. Drawing the frame of research design, the
main criteria of close reading on Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice are defined in this

chapter in order to be able to evaluate the findings of this Ph.D. dissertation.

The second chapter illuminates how theorists, academicians and critics elaborate
the definitions of architecture as a profession. Then, the architecture profession is
defined as a collective human interaction operating under the imperatives of the
market and elaborated an architectural map from the end of the 1960s to 2000 with

respect to main problem of this research is drawn.

In the third chapter, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice from the 1960s up to 2000 is
examined through four important large-scale buildings in the private sector, the
prominent written materials by these design practitioners and texts about them with
respect to the research problem of this dissertation. Considering evolving ideas
about the design practitioner, architectural design practice, existing economic
parameters, the building sector and other relevant components of the profession
during this time period, this chapter aims to expose how the professional world

began to crystallize in Turkey.

Finally, the last chapter summarizes all of the findings of close reading of Tekeli-
Sisa architectural practice and discusses the importance of the design practitioner’s

professional role in Turkey.
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2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Although there are many ways of studying an architect’s self-image, the goal of this
chapter is to elaborate how the professional world is a complementary fact for
evaluating his or her status in the real world. In light of this issue, the theoretical
framework and the literature review of this Ph.D. dissertation derive from two
sources; architecture as a profession and reflections on architecture from the end of
the 1960s to 2000 with respect to the main problem of this research. This time
period will be helpful for drawing an architectural map in order to understand how
the rising dynamics of a capitalist building economy affected the practitioner's

professional role and clarify critical facts in this field.

2.1 Architecture as a Profession

Although the strategies and conceptions of professions are in a process of
transformation and there are many different approaches to analyze them,
professionalization can be defined as a collective project in order to translate special
knowledge and skills into economic and social rewards. * It results from two
interrelated processes; the organization for a market service and a collective
process of upward social mobility. (Larson, 1977). ° On this basis, every

professional occupation is a specific socially approved activity which has a market

4. In her Ph.D. dissertation, Burgak S. Altay underlines two main approaches to analyse professions,
the functionalist model and the conflict model. According to functionalists, the main goal of professions
is a service to society and its ethical codes are important for the whole human welfare. On the other
hand, this view is criticised by the conflict model. Elaborating the dilemmas within professions, this
model indicates that functionalists reflect the ideal-typical profession and a myth to legitimise
professions within a society. Professionals can be seen as interest groups seeking social goods such
as power, autonomy and prestige. See for details, Altay, B. S., 2000. Professional value systems of
Turkish architects with respect to clients and users in contemporary residential design practice, Ph.D.
Thesis, Bilkent University, Ankara, p. 22-25.

5. As Gllsim Baydar Nalbantoglu indicates in her Ph.D. dissertation, Magali Sarfatti Larson’s definition
is based on the Anglo-American perspective. For an example of a detailed academic study on the
architect’s professionalization in the US, see, Dostoglu, S. B., 1982. Towards professional legitimacy
and power, an inquiry into the struggle, achievements and dilemmas of the architectural profession
through an analysis of Chicago, 1871-1909, Ph.D. Thesis, University of Pennsylvania. On the other
hand, the following Ph.D. dissertation clarifies how the Ottoman-Turkish architect’s professionalization,
its architectural and economic dynamics are different from the Anglo-American context, Nalbantoglu, G.
B.; 1989. The professionalization of the Ottoman-Turkish architect, Ph.D. Thesis, University of
California, Berkeley, USA. As its author underlines, the Ottoman-Turkish architect’s professionalization
was the outcome of the state policy rather than the market economy. This issue will be summarized in
the next chapter.
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value, which calls for some special skills, which is pursued by a group of people and
which is a legitimate source of income. In a professional system, relations among
professional occupation is a specific socially approved activity which has a market
value, which calls for some special skills, which is pursued by a group of people and
which is a legitimate source of income. In a professional system, relations among
people are governed by capital, the commodity of labor and the means of
production. (Abbott, 1988). Thus, a professional service can be regarded as a
human activity to exchange relations under capitalist mode of production. (Larson,
1977).

In light of this definition, service-orientation, professional-client relationship,

"and a

professional autonomy, ° a body of abstract knowledge, codes of ethics
professional culture can be seen as essential characterictics of a profession. (Culff,
1995; Pandey, 1988). Rather than their own particular interest, members of a
professional group use their knowledge and skills for the public good. In other
words, a professional is assumed to be altruistic and service-oriented. The client is
one of the important actors for a professional service and differentiates himself or
herself from a customer. In a professional culture, service is offered to a client who
needs it instead of selling it to a customer. (Dostoglu, 1982). On the other hand,
professionality involves the sense of becoming an expert in a special field which is a
territory forbidden to outsiders. It also refers to its autonomy and underlines a
professional practitioner’s right to act on his or her own judgment in given cases.
Education, a standardized and uniform system of training, university, accreditation of
professional schools and definition of licencing requirements help legitimize a
professional’s autonomy. In addition to these issues, a body of theory and
knowledge are the cognitive sources of a profession and reinforce its expertise.
Codes of ethics, norms and regulations support the altruistic character of
professionality and make its commitment to a social service. Finally, formal and
informal groups, educational, research centers, professional associations,
organizations and meetings create a professional culture. In this way, professionals

can share and promote their interests. (Pandey, 1988).

6. See for a discussion on professional autonomy, Freidson, E.,1984. The changing nature of
professional control, Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 10, pp. 1-20.

7. Ethics of architectural practice can be defined as designing for utility, safety, satisfying communal
aspirations for architecture through function, character, quality, working with the client in agency,
working on the virtues of the discipline including material qualities and formal aesthetic, etc. See for
details, Wasserman, B. et. al., 2000. Ethics and the Practice of Architecture, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
p. 31. In addition, see for a view on professional ethics, Abbott, A., 1983. Professional Ethics, American
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 88, No. 5, March, pp. 855-885.
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In this respect, the general characteristics of professional behavior may be defined
in terms of four essential attributes (Johnson, 1972):

“1. a high degree of generalized and systematic knowledge, 2. primary orientation to the
community interest rather than to individual self-interest; 3. a high degree of self-control of
behavior through codes of ethics internalized in the process of work socialization and through
voluntary associations organized and operated by the work specialists themselves; and 4. a
system of rewards (monetary and honorary) that is primarily a set of symbols of work
achievement and thus ends in themselves, not means to some end of individual self-interest.”

(p. 33).

Professions can be seen as a social process. ® On this basis, recent studies on the
sociology of the profession can be categorized into four groups. (Greenwood, 1988):

= Concept: Definitions, attributes of professions and occupations;

= Process: Professionalisation, education and training, recruitment, licencing,
credentials, professional organisations and associations;

= Structure: Membership, community;

= Professional Practice: Professionalism, ideal codes, ethic, ideals.

The professional
project
is pursued in both

N\

. «—> The social order
The economic order \ /
Monopoly of
v knowledge v
Legal monopoly of High status and
knowledge-based respectability
services A \ / A
/ Trust\
Services and Culture
regulations specific values and norms

Successful outcome
Social closure

Figure 2.1 : A working theory of the profession: A conceptual outline.
(Macdonald, 1995).

8. For a classical study on the sociology of the profession, Saunders, A. M. and Wilson, P. A., 1933.
The Profession, Oxford, Clarendon Press. For a recent study on the sociology of the profession, see
Macdonald, K. M., 1995. The sociology of the profession, Sage Publications Ltd.
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The relationship between a profession and its work can be seen as one of the
central issues of a professional life. (Abbott, 1988). In general, professionals
assume that they have control over the determination of the substance of their
works, their own actions and the actions of others. They mostly tend to rely on their
own judgment in selecting the relevant knowledge and the technique for the problem
at their hands. However, the sociologic perspective on this issue indicates that every
profession relies on a network of collaborators operating under certain conditions,
conventions and market dynamics. They have a close relationship with a variety of
factors and the participants operate on different bases of information. Collective
interactions in the market and their economic pressures have a potential to limit the

options for professionals and diminish their autonomy. (Freidson, 1984).

In terms of architecture, it is usually regarded as an effort by creative master
architects. (Cuff, 1995; Gutman, 1992). ° Implying the importance of creative self-
expression, architects mostly underline the individualistic nature of this occupation
or a heroic image of their profiles. *° As a result of typical architectural education,
many architects want to appear to have a high degree of creative capacity, usually
enjoy aesthetic impressions, independence and autonomy. (Figures 2.2). ** For the
sake of originality, they usually express architecture in personal terms, elaborate
what they want to achieve in particular projects and draw attention to individualism.
(Blau, 1988). What is critical is that the creative nature of architecture seeks the
exclusive right to perform a particular kind of work and tends to resist its
professional side. (Kennedy, 2005; Cuff, 1995). As Robert Gutman underlines
(Gutman, 1992):

“...Architecture easily lends itself to these kinds of internal tensions because of its unique
status among the professions: It is the only profession that straddles the worlds of the fine arts
and the service industries. The essential problem that every practitioner faces is how navigate
this dual status. It is not an easy conflict to resolve, especially because architecture’s position
among the arts is loftier and more secure than its position among the service professions. It is,

9. See for an example, Banham, R., 1975. Age of the masters: A personal view of modern architecture,
London, Architectural Press.

10. Referring to the ability to generate innovative and original ideas or things, creativity can be defined
as a new solution or a new means to look at a problem, or production of a new artistic entity, see
Encyclopedia Britannica, 2010. Creativity, retrieved October 1, 2010, from
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/142249. |dentified with new, original, valuable ideas or
things, it also refers to the ability to identify new problems instead of depending on others or the ability
to transfer knowledge from one field to another in order to solve a problem, see Pope, R., 2005.
Creativity, theory, history, practice, Routledge, New York. In addition to these definitions, creativity also
underlines a new synthesis or combination of existing things or ideas into a new understanding with
imagination, see Fange, E. K. V., 1959. Professional creativity, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice Hall
Inc.

11. For a critical view on design studio education in architecture, see, Gutman, R., 1987. Education

and the world of practice, Journal of Architectural Education, Vol. 40, No.2, Jubilee Issue, Association
of Collegiate Schools of Architecture, Inc., pp. 24-25.
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we might say, a strong art but a weak profession, a major art but a minor profession.
Consequently, there is a very powerful attraction for architects to identify with the side of their
work that offers the higher position in the social order: The aesthetic dimension. The dilemma
is that this identity then undermines the ambition to be defined as competent service
professionals...” (pp. 198).

Figure 2.2 : Frank Lloyd Wright. (Cuff, 1995).

The power of imagination, innovative ideas and the synthesis of existing things in a
new way are driving forces of architecture and its design practice. Engaging the
sense of creativity, a (design) architect is usually portrayed as a person who has
distinctive instincts and skills for new design solutions. However, architectural
creativity is socially produced. * On this basis, in the professional world, the design
solving process of an architect begins with a creative idea in response to the client’s
expectation and user needs. ** It is evaluated with respect to budget, function and
technical issues until reaching a satisfactory outcome. With interest in money and
market conditions, utility, practicality and cost are important factors to be able to

conduct architectural design practice in the private sector. An architect’s practice

12. It is important to note that the creative side of architectural design practice is different from
creativity in art. Although an artist can put his or her original ideas directly into a form and the value of a
creative artistic work depends on his or her individuality, architect’s primary concern is to create three
dimensional space to accommodate human activities with regard to the client’s budget, function,
technical issues, etc. At that point, it can be claimed that architecture has a dual nature, architecture as
an art and architecture as a profession. See for detailed studies on this issue, Nalbantoglu, G. B.,
1989. Architecture as Art, in Nalbantoglu, G. B., The professionalization of the Ottoman-Turkish
architect, Ph.D. Thesis, University of California, Berkeley, USA., p.59-67; Kennedy, N. F., 2005. The
Art Component of Architecture, in Kennedy, N. F., The ethos of architects towards an analysis of
architectural practice in Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University Ankara, p.40-47.

13. For instance, Frank Lloyd Wright's letters to his clients can be seen as an example. These letters
show how a creative design practitioner has a close dialog with his clients for his projects and
buildings. See for details, Pfeifer, B. B., ed., 1986. Frank Lloyd Wright: Letters to Clients, Press at
California State University, Fresno.

17



demands inescapable dependence on clients, other technical experts and
professionals. (Figures 2.3; 2.4; 2.5; 2.6). As Magali Sarfatti Larson underlines
(Larson, 1993):

“...In architecture, despite its stark differentiation and stratification, disciplinary legitimacy is
founded on the aesthetics of design, a situation that gives elite designers a privileged position
in the field. Elite standing is further aggrandized by the charismatic ideology of art. Yet,
outside the delimited discursive field of professional architecture, even the elites' authority is
undermined by their inescapable dependence on clients and on other technical experts. The
ideological autonomy that our society accords to professionals and, even more so, to artists
cannot hide the fundamental heteronomy of architectural work...” (p. 13).

Figure 2.3 : Daniel H. Burham’s private office in the Railway Exchange.
(Moore, 1913).

Figure 2.4 : John Jacob Glessner, Richardson’s client, portrait of ca. 1906.
(Molloy, 1995).
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Figure 2.5 : Herbert Johnson, Frank Lloyd Wright, Wesley Peters,
(from right to left), the testing of a column at the Johnson Wax
Building. This trio represents the essential network of
collaborations that architecture demands, between architects
and clients, engineers, and other architects. (Cuff, 1995).

Figure 2.6 : Members of SOM, Knoll, Turner Construction, and Connecticut
General joint building committee in the mock-up, reviewing model of
proposed interior layouts, Frazar Wilde in suit, Bunshaft speaking.

(Krinsky, 1988).
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As a profession, architecture demands the establishment of associations, standards,
rules and codes of ethics to legitimize the occupation of its members, distinguish
them from others in similar positions, maintain their claims against market pressures
and promote the efficiency of practice. In the meantime, their basic functions are
also advance architectural education, train and bring together individuals with
common occupational interests and skills, meet the specific needs of members in
the profession. In this way, this organizational effort can better mobilize architects,
support of their positions in the professional milieu and in society, maximize

professional efficiacy.

In general, it is difficult for architects to agree upon the profession’s core domain and
boundaries. (Blau, 1988). As one of the complex professions, architecture is
characterized by its outer complexities and inner struggles. (Balamir, 1996). National
and international economic factors, the type of market, the type of clientele, the
nature of the service that is marketed, developers and contractors are mutually
dependent on each other for capitalist profit motives. In addition to these factors, a
number of participants and disciplines become a collective part of the architect’s
production process in the professional world. In this respect, a professional architect
operates in an interdisciplinary context in which decision making power is usually
shared with many participants. Although every profession tries to establish a control
over their services in the market, in particular, the complex nature of architecture
undercuts its practitioners’ ability to attain a monopoly in the sector. At that point,
one of the critical issues is to clarify the idealized conception of the profession and
its realities. (Kennedy, 2005):

“...In the case of architects, regardless of whether they work as practitioners, academics or
historians, the belief in the sovereignty of architecture leads them to think that architecture is
an autonomous discipline (or semi-autonomous at least) capable of changing the world. For
this reason, despite the changes in their conditions of work, in their class position and in the
division of labour within the building process, they expect to be the chief controller of this
process from the stage of design through to the completion of the building. They are often
upset when they projects are modified by contractors, investors or users, and they oppose the
further division of their discipline in such new disciplines as urban design, landscape
architecture, interior architecture and the like...The intention here is not to deny the power and
significance of the architectural profession in a variety of its practices, but rather to fix it in its
true place...” (p. 50-51).

One of the basic attributes of professionality is its service components. (Greenwood,
1988). As an entrepreneurial profession, architecture and its practice are shaped by
the accumulation process of capital. The client can be seen as one of the important
actors within this picture. Buildings are purchased before the architect designs them
and the client can play a powerful role to deal with a practitioner’'s professional
service. An architect has mostly a limited function in controlling finances in practice.

(Altay, 2000). Although agreement between the architect and the client is an

20



important part of a building process and has been articulated in a varying degree
throughout the history, this issue has been not clarified in architecture in any
satisfactory way. (Gutman, 1992). Clients may tend to speak different languages
and pursue different interests. On the other hand, judgements about good
architecture are subjective and its definition is not clear. According to the
conventional interpretation of the architect and the client relations, good architecture
depends on the architect dominated design process, and the client’s participation in
architectural practice generally causes a bad design. To some extent, the client’s
position is often seen as a threat in architecture because his or her action may
undermine the architect's claim to be a creative profile. (Gutman, 1992). For

instance, Andrew Saint indicates this fact as follows (Saint, 1983):

“...Kahn never discussed economy in his class; it was a dirty word for him. He advised
students that an architect’s first task after receiving a commission and the program
accompanying it is to change the program, not to try satisfy it, but to put it into the realm of
architecture...Such advice, if carried out without contemplation, was a disservice to students
and made them arrogant...”.

In architecture, its practitioners are mostly unable to explain the way of putting their
knowledge into their professional practice and their working processes. ** Due to
this fact, it is difficult to elaborate the realities of their practice in the professional
world. Their expressions are partial and may reflect the ethos of practice instead of
its reality. Secondly, they tend to express each case as unique. Thirdly, architectural
practice includes many different participants, their different roles and interests. With
respect to this complexity and variables, it is difficult to understand the reasoning of
this occupation. (Schén, 1983). In light of these issues, one of the critical questions
is how design and its practice can be defined in architecture. According to her field
study, Dana Cuff elaborates the nature and process of architectural design practice
as follows (Cuff, 1982):

= First, this design practice is a responsive art and involves the integration of art and
business;

= Second, the participants have potential to affect the project, its processes and
outcomes;

= Third, authority, role expectations, responsibilities and procedures are ambigious;
= Fourth, neither architect nor client knows outcomes due to the absence of correct
answers and the limitation of possibilities;

= Fifth, each design issue is negotiable and the design process could go on

endlessly.

14. See for a detailed study on designers’ thinking process, Yuncu, O., 2008. Research by Design in
Architectural Design Education, Middle East Technical University, Ph.D. Thesis, Ankara, p.71-76.
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2.3 Reflections on Architecture from the 1960s to 2000

New mindsets in the economy fostered a new kind of organization of production in
the world after the 1960s. (Bell, 1976). ** In particular, the dynamics in the world
economy changed after the oil embargo and the rising demand for efficiency,
productivity, cost limitation and optimization of output became important issues. In
accordance with this picture, the architecture profession and its practical
consideration traced the end of grand narratives and post-industrial restructuring at
the onset of the 1970s. (Jameson, 1991; Venturi, 1966). As table 2.1 shows (System
1), the period before the World War Il was characterized by a mini capitalist
economy. The imperatives of the market were not very dominant on the architecture
profession and practice in this production system. After the World War Il (Systems 2
and 3), gigantic investments on large-scale buildings became a more critical issue
and made difficult for design practitioners to control the whole process of design and
practice. In particular, as System 3 shows, corporations, developers and real estate
speculators generated buildings designed for profit, realized quickly and efficiently
with the rising influence of the service sector. (Jencks, 1996; Jameson, 1991). What
is important to note is that the design architect’s professional practice intensively
witnessed a transition toward a commercial understanding for high profit and the
phenomenon of commodification after the World War Il. ** In other words, an
architectural project required a high degree of integration among participants, the
construction technology, the client’s expectations and artistic quality. (Figures 2.7).
The following statement by Norman Foster underlines how the complexities of the
professional world began to affect a design architect’s practice around the 1970s.
(Foster, 1977): V'

“....during the complexities of demolitions and service diversions, as architects we were more
involved in what might be better described as management consultancy than the exercise of
any normal design-based skill. In any discussion of ‘means’ one should not forget the
operational and management techniques that we virtually take for granted; management can
never be divorced from the design process...” (pp. 10).

15. Following book can be seen as an example to understand how the new economic dynamics of the
post-war era influenced a design architect and his practice, see, Pelkonen, E. and Albrecht, D. eds.,
2006. Eero Saarinen: Shaping the future, Yale University Press.

16. For a detailed analysis about the shift toward commercial architecture after the World War 11, see
Martin, R., 2000. The Bunshaft tapes: A preliminary report, Journal of Architectural Education, Vol. 54,
No. 2, pp. 80-87. In his text, Reinhold Martin elaborates the different logic of Lever House and Marine
Midland Building designed by Gordon Bunshaft. While the former building refers to a pattern of
identifying corporate architecture for prestige and a singular work of architecture, Marine Midland
Building exemplifies the appearance of commercial architecture and the disappearance of the
individual aspect of architecture as a result of the profit-oriented business world.

17. See for an analysis on the changing economics, professional dynamics in the 1970s and their
influences on the architect’s roles, Dunster, D., et. al., 1977. The Future of architecture, Progressive
Architecture, May, Vol. 58, No. 5, pp. 49-96; Stephens, S., 1979. Multiple protagonists, Progressive
Architecture, 5, pp. 59-71.
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Table 2.1 : Three systems of architectural production. (Jencks, 1977).

system 1-private

system 2-public

system 3-developer

private client public client developer | client
architect is architect and architect and
user users users
differ differ
1.economic mini capitalist welfare-state capitalist monopoly-capitalist
sphere (restricted money) (lacks money) (has money)
2. motivation aesthetic inhabit solve user's make make
ideological | use problem | housing money money
to use
3. recent too various to list progress, efficiency, same as system 2 plus
ideology large-scale, anti- pragmatic
history, brutalism, etc.
4. relation to local client user | remote users move | remote absent
place architect | in place architects| to place and | clients
changing
draftsmen

5. client’s relation
to architect

expert friend
same partners
small team

anonymous doctor
changing designers
large team

hired servant
doesn’t know
designers or users

6. size of project

small

some large

too big

7. size | type of
architect’s office

small partnership

large centralized

large centralized

8. method of
design

slow, responsive,
innovative, expensive

impersonal,
anonymous,
conservative, low cost

quick, cheap, and
proven formulae

9. accountability

to client-user

to local council and

to stockholders,

safe, contemporary,
vandal-proofed

bureaucracy developers and board
10. types of houses, museums, housing and shopping centers,
building universities, etc. infrastructure hotels, offices,
factories, etc.
11. style multiple impersonal pragmatic

cliché and bombastic

Although the general architectural
position throughout the 1960s Colomina (2007), architects began to consider more
practice-oriented issues as a result of the rising influence of the corporate giants,
developers and their economic expectations in the private sector in the 1970s.
Within such a context, non-architectural disciplines began to deal with design
practice for market research, economic feasibility, land development, scientific
management, etc. (Larson, 1993). As Robert Venturi elaborates, this new period

created the architect’s modest role as opposed to a grand or heroic profile. (Table

2.2).

landscape stimulated a radical intellectual
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Figure 2.7 : The CBS Building, Eero Saarinen, New York City, 1965.

(Pelli, 1982).
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Table 2.2 : Venturi's complexity and contradiction in architecture. (Larson, 1993).

Venturi's Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture

Modernist Orthodoxy Venturi's Postmodernism

Basic Principles

Exclusion: either/or Inclusion: both/and

Aims for unity/purity/order Aims for the complex order of the whole

Prefers simple or simplified programs; separation Prefers complex programs; multifunctional
and specialization of materials, structure, programs, | buildings, elements, materials
and space.

Excludes symbolism (except industrial or Uses conventional symbolism (vestigial

mechanical) vernacular, popular, commercial culture)
Results

Isolated, freestanding buildings Implicit accommodation to street (“infill")

Finished buildings Unresolved buildings, changing programs

Architect's Role

Heroic, utopian visions Criticizes social priorities by means of irony

Searches for a grand role Admits a modest role

Recommends innovative technology Prefers existing conventions and unobtrusive
technology

Pursuing that period, the 1980s can be seen as a catalyst between the 1970s and
the 1990s. In the realm of economy, large-scale commerce and capital accumulation
stimulated an emphasis on decentralized forms of production. Old manufacturing
systems declined and sectors began to produce the fast changing of varying objects
instead of repetitive manufacture of identical objects and mass production. In this
economy, consumers began to be regarded as heterogeneous groups with respect
to their different tastes, and firms aimed to operate in a diverse product line for high
profits. With the end of the Cold War between the USA and the Soviet Union, the
acceleration of liberal market economies reinforced the emerging financial
conditions of globalism. One of the most notable aspects of this period is that
economies became hybrid as different from a centralized control in the business
world. (Jencks, 1996; Ash, 1994).

In architecture, the rising influence of commercial values and business-centered
practice resulted in a consumer-driven design approach in the 1980s. The financial
power of the large-scale client, postmodern concepts by changing direction in the
client’s priorities and aggressive marketing strategies of developers and speculators
were some critical topics for architecture. The highest ratio of rentable spaces and
variables of profit guided the design architect’s practical concentrations. On the one

hand, the appearance of large-scale commercial buildings began to refer to a new
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symbolic of the advertisement and architecture as a phenomenon of
commodification. (Frampton, 2006; Saunders, 2005). ** On the other hand, multi-
service and multi-discipline architectural firms began to operate in the professional
world in order to be able to respond to new opportunities offered by advanced
business strategies. Within such a context, the work of architecture was broken up
with the proper expertise and this fragmentation created a heightened need for
collective acts in various practice types. *°

In the 1990s, the global integration of economic systems and sophisticated
worldwide telecommunications provided a new understanding of the organization in
the business world. With the help of interconnected networks, multinational
capitalism and its new enterprises became more dominant rather than nationally
based corporations throughout these years. Cutting across spatial territories and
countries, the intensive interaction among big corporations, small and medium sized
businesses created the heightened globalization of trade and its markets in the
world. In conjunction with this situation, the pattern of production, consumption and
the division of labor also expanded as an outcome of new trade opportunities. In the
meantime, this network understanding transformed the importance of the individual
actors in the market, and the general landscape of the business world was guided
by the logic of interconnected economies. (Sasken, 2001).

In architecture, overseas clients, multinational enterprises and multi-headed clients
appeared within the scene as a response to the expanding global economy.
Considering global strategic investments and their financial return, they paid closer
attention to growing financial opportunities in mega projects and mixed-use building
programs in different geographical locations. ?° With this understanding, global
influences and localities became integrally interconnected in architectural design
practice. One of the noteworthy results of this period was tremendous variation and
alternative organizational strategies in the professional service of the architect. In
order to survive in this competitive global world, mergers, joint ventures and the
creation of of overseas regional offices provided worldwide servicing capabilities in

architecture. This global concentration, its competitors and the dynamics of markets

18. See for detailed study on the concept of spectacular and commodity, Debord, G., 1999. The society
of the spectacle, Nicholson, S., D. trans., New York, Zone Books.

19. For a discussion on this period and its influence on the architect, see Kostof, S. et. al., 1987.
Transitional period, seminar |, the Harvard Architecture Review, Patronage (special issue), V. 6,
Harvard University Press/MIT, Cambridge, pp. 8-17.

20. See how the economic dynamics of the 1990s affected the global map of architecture, Koolhaas,
R., 2004, Content, Taschen, Germany. On the other hand, for a perspective on the 1990s, its economic
dynamics and architecture firms, see, Leatherdale, S., et. al, 1999. The 1999 World survey of the 500
largest architectural-design firms”, World Architecture, 72, December-January, pp. 98-251.
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transformed not only the scale of architectural buildings but also the organizational
and management understandings in the professional world. (Cuff, 1999; Saunders
and Growe, 1996). (Figures 2.8; 2.9).

Figure 2.8 : Kuwait Military Academy project, SOM, Al Jahra,
Kuwait, 2006. (Dal Co, et. al., 2008).
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Figure 2.9 : Table of organizaton of Helmuth, Obata and Kassabaum,
St. Louis, 1987. (Gutman, 1988).
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Therefore, it can be assumed that one of the major consequences of the period
beginning with the 1970s was more competitive architectural world. On the one
hand, commercial profit, popular taste of the free market, branding, the gratification
of consumer tastes and advertisement have become critical topics for the design
architect’s practice. (Larson, 1993). Within such a picture, the artistic aspect of
architecture and the notion of fame have been stimulated by the media driven world.
(Figure 2.10). ?* Some architects have strongly provoked the artistic side of
architecture in order to be well-known, to get jobs, to legitimate their architectural
existence within the market and promote their celebrities. One of the problematic
aspects of this situation is the rising influence of the star system. Although
architecture cannot escape from a visual language, aesthetic principles, creative
images or styles, high profile and ego exaltation may pose many problems in order
to understand and clarify the real dimension of the profession, architectural design
practice and the design architect’s self-image within the reality of life. As Andrew
Saint indicates (Saint, 1996):

”....yet there is a constant media pressure to apprehend architecture as the product of a single
mind. The high-minded collaborative practice of the post-world war Il years have had great
difficulty in maintaining their profile and their repute against the individualism of the star
system. This process of individualizing has gone so far that instead of buildings or details, the
technical trade journals now present us with pictures of people, in business-magazine fashion.
This is surely the reductio ad absurdum of what should be an objective process of analysis
explaning how buildings get built...” (p. 14-15).
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Skidmore, Owings & Merrill
400 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10022
Dear Gordon:

You're getting as much publicity these days as a movie
queen or a Prank Sinatra but your accomplishments, which
earn this, will be much more enduring. Iam proud to have
been one of your early fans!
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Figure 2.10 : A personal letter to Gordon Bunshaft, 1972. (Bunshaft, G., architectural
drawings and papers, 1909-1990, Columbia University, Drawings and
Archives Department).

21. See for a detailed perspective on fame, Jarzombek, M., 2005. The (trans)formatons of fame,
Perspecta, Famous, the Yale Architectural Journal, 37, pp. 11-17; Castle, H. ed. 2001. Fame and
architecture, Architectural Design, Vol. 71, No. 6, Wiley-Academy, London, pp. 90-94.
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In this respect, the coming decades seem to bring more unanswered questions for
architects, design practitioners and confusion about the best way to define their
roles in the professional world. As the following topics indicated by Paul Nakazawa
illuminate, the market, clients, group performance, financial issues and continuity

seem critical topics for a successful practice in the next years. (Nakazawa, 1998):

= Diversifying markets and clients, both geographically and by segment (but trying to
attain first or second rank in their major areas of strength);

= Investing in the ‘best people’ (e.g. leaders, multi-talented individuals, etc.) and
raising the bar in terms of expectations for individual and group performance;

= Streamlining their internal decision-making processes;

= Strengthening the financial foundations of their practices;

= Strengthening the mechanisms for continuity-making sure that the firm and its

owners have created options for future continuity of the practice.
2.4 Conclusion

As a profession, architecture indicates a collective human interaction around the
market and its creative side should be socially produced. Practice includes many
interrrelated skilled people and requires their coordination. An architect should
possess a capacity for coordination, negotiation, the ability to balance competing
demands and to appreciate the points of view of other professionals and
participants. Therefore, the professional success of an architect reflects the situation
of this system structure. With respect to the age of complexity and the global
economy in recent times, it can be claimed that design practitioner are in the midst
of a tremendous transformation. In order to be able to define an effective strategy in
architecture and maintain the practitioner’'s professional prestige, the social context

of practice and its critical facts merit considerable attention.
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3. TEKELI-SISA ARCHITECTURAL PRACTICE FROM THE 1960s TO 2000

3.1 Introduction

With respect to the problem posed by this Ph.D. dissertation, this chapter will
elaborate how the design practitioner's professional role began to crystallize in
Turkey. In order to clarify this issue, one of the leading design-oriented architectural
offices in the country that is still active since 1954, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice
will be focused on. (Figures 3.1; 3.2). As the leading figures of architectural design
practice in modern Turkey, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa could accomplish
combining the professional side of this occupation and their creative skills since just
before the 1970s. Instead of portraying a bureaucratic or an individualized creative
profile, these two pioneers emphasize how a design architect’s practice depends on
the professional world and its social milieu. What is important to underline is that the
early years of their career overlaps with a shift in Turkish economy and its influence
on the existing nature of architectural design practice. Although until the 1960s most
architectural commissions were obtained from the state, design practitioners began
to adapt their works to the emerging conditions of the private sector about this time.
With this different axis, it can be claimed that Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa are two
progressive practitioners who reconceptualized the design practitioner’s self-image

in modern Turkish architecture.

Figure 3.1 :VDogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa, Hidivyel Palas, Istanbul, 1959.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).
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Figure 3.2 : Lassa Tyre Factory, Tekeli-Sisa, 1zmit,1975-1977. (Mimar, 1985).
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3.2 A Historical Overview

In order to understand how Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa created a shift in the self-
image of the design practitioner in Turkish architecture, a historical overview may
provide fertile ground. Historically speaking, the bureaucratic understanding in the
Empire and the hierarchical character of its official system were differentiated
Ottoman architects from their Western colleagues. (Senyurt, 2006; Nalbantoglu,
1989). In the Empire, there was an absence of encouragement for the market and
its corporate understanding. Under these circumstances, any basis for separate
endeavors of the tradesmen and for the organization of a professional association
was not able to be created until the 19th century. The characteristics of
patrimonialism and the absence of impersonal legal norms can be seen as two
important factors for the lack of a capital market and corporate identity. (Mardin,
1969). Regarding this fact, Ottoman architects were dependent on the Empire and
could not independently market their skills. Without doubt, this situation also affected
the rise of professional organizations in architecture around the market.
(Nalbantoglu, 1989).

The rise of the building industry and modern engineering did not appear in the
Ottoman Empire until the 18th century. Industrialization and new building techniques
developed with the help of military and Westernization policies. In this respect, there
was a lack of technical staff and materials to build technical structures until the
establishment of the Imperial College of Military Engineering (Mihendishane-i Berri-i
Humaydn) in 1773. (Sey and Tuzun, 2008). At that point, the Industrial Reform
Commission (Sanayi Reform Komisyonu) can be seen as an important step for the
modernization of production methods, the arrangement of industrial activities, the rise
of cooperative associations and free trade liberalism. In 1868, the establishment of the
Istanbul School of Industry (istanbul Sanayi Mektebi) indicates an effort to promote
the education system for production methods and technical staff. (Ersoy, 2000).
Pursuing these developments, the Academy of Fine Arts (Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi)
was established with a full curriculum of architectural education in 1882 and the
School of Civil Engineering (Hendese-i Mulkiye) started its program in 1884. (Tekeli,
2005; Ozkan and Yavuz, 2005). Although the Academy of Fine Arts, established
during the Ottoman Empire, was the only school at the beginning of this period and
based on the neo-Ottoman style, the establishment of the School of Civil Engineering
introduced a new curriculum focusing on engineering and technology. What is

important to note is that this period overlaps with the Ottoman reform movements,
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known as the Tanzimat. With the changing structure of the administrative
understanding, the traditional context of architecture began to be solved with new
educated elite and European architects. Sitha Ozkan and Yildirim Yavuz describe this

new situation as follows (Ozkan and Yavuz, 2005):

“...the art of building became a popular profession, especially among the Christian subjects
trained abroad. Thus the nineteenth century witnessed the gradual decline of the traditional
Turkish architect and a break in the evolution of traditional architecture...” (p. 41).

Under these circumstances, the emerging conditions of architectural design practice
in the private sector could not be realized until the late eighteenth century. The
control of the Empire on architectural and engineering activities, the lack of modern
capitalist standards and the absence of the service sector could not support the
progress of the architect's professional service as an independent practice.
Therefore, architectural design practice was far from being economized for a long
time. In this respect, the rise of a new generation of Ottoman-Turkish architects
emerged and entered in the field of building activities in the first decade of the 20th
century due to the bureaucratic and economic structures of the country. (Senyurt,
2006; Nalbantoglu, 1989). However, it should be emphasized that the perspective of
most of these architects was based on nationalism and their self-images were
mostly characterized by the notion of individual artist-architect. (Nalbantoglu,
1989).%2 Within this context, independent architectural design practice could not
integrate into building production activities for a while in the early Republic of
Turkey. For instance, Vedad Tek, one of the leading architectural figures of this
period confronted many financial and official difficulties of the government. (Batur,
2003). (Figures 3.3). &

Figure 3.3 Vedat Tek (1873-1942). (Batur, 2003).

22. See for details, Nalbantoglu, G. B., 1989. Architecture as Art, in Nalbantoglu, G. B., The
professionalization of the Ottoman-Turkish architect, Ph.D. Thesis, University of California, Berkeley,
USA., p.59-67.

23. For more detail about Vedat Tek, see this online exhibition including materials from the Siiha
Ozkan and Pelin Dervis Collection, <http://www.archmuseum.org/Gallery/Photo_13 1 vedad-teks-
life.html>, accessed 10.01.2009.
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With respect to this fact, the professionalization process of Turkish architect was the
outcome of the state policy rather than the market economy or industrialization. After
the dissolution of the Office of Royal Architects in 1831, the formation of
independent associations was promulgated in 1909. (Nalbantoglu, 1989). The
establishment of the Ottoman Society of Engineers and Architects (Osmanli
Muhendis ve Mimar Cemiyeti) can be seen as a threshold for the recognition of the
architect within society and the end of traditional structure of the profession. ?* In
light of these improvements, a collective understanding among architects could be
stimulated in the late 1920s and the establishment of the Association of Turkish
Architects (Tark Yiuksek Mimarlar Dernedi) accelerated this process in 1927. In the
same year, a group of architects established the Union of Fine Arts (Glzel Sanatlar
Birligi) in Istanbul. (Tekeli, 2005). In 1934, this society and this association came
together under the title of the Turkish Master Architects Association (Turk YUksek
Mimarlar Birligi) to promote organizational understanding among architects, the
profession, the standards of building activities and legal arrangements. ?* Although
the difference between the architect and the engineer was not still clear, the 1920s
can be seen as an important turning point for the recognition of the architect in
Turkey. ?° As Elvan Altan Ergut and Belgin Turan Ozkaya indicate (Ergut and
Ozkaya, 2005):

”...The Law Concerning Engineering and Architecture, No. 1035, was accepted relatively late,
four years after the establishment of the Republic in 1927. This first law defined who would be
called an architect and which degrees would be necessary in order to gain the right to work
under this title, because it failed to differentiate between architects and engineers, neither the
design nor the construction of buildings was an authority given only to architects during the
early Republican period...” (p. 153).

Within such a context, it can be claimed that architects mostly dealt with the
guestion of identity rather than a productive professional life. A strong sense of
nationalism, cultural values, history and stylistic issues were other important topics
for them to define and discuss architecture. (Balamir, 2003; Kuban, 1985). With the
revolution of the Republic of Turkey, modernization, industrialization, the adoption of
Western technology and education were crucial themes for the new ideology in the
country at the beginning of the 20th century. For Kemal Atatlrk, the history of

modern Turkey could not be based on the history of the Ottoman Empire and there

24. For the rise of professional organizations in the Ottoman Empire, see, ihsanoglu, E. ed., 1987.
Osmanli ilmi ve mesleki cemiyetleri, 1. Milli turk bilim tarihi sempozyumu, 3-5 Nisan, Edebiyat Fakdltesi
Basimevi, limi Kaynaklar ve Arastirmalar Serisi, 3, Istanbul.

25. For detail, see, Sayar, Z., 1979. Turk mimarlarinin érgiittenme ¢abalari, Cevre, pp. 77.
26. See for a discussion on the recognition of the architect in Turkey, Suzan, B., 2008. “Architect”

through the Recent History of Architecture of Turkey, in Suzan, B., The Architect: “Vedat Dalokay” as a
Social Agent, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, p.11-25.
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was a need for a universal and humanitarian perspective for his progress
progressive project. In this respect, architectural education and its practice were
characterized by this national ideology. Some leading international figures, such as

Ernest Egli, Clemens Holzmeister and Bruno Taut, came to Turkey to teach, and the
influence of European functionalism and its philosophy began to affect architectural
projects and buildings. (Kuban, 1985). At that point, it should be noted that Mimar
(later, Arkitekt), the leading professional architectural journal of the Republic, began
publishing with Zeki Sayar, Abidin Mortas, Abdullah Ziya Kozanoglu, Semih
Akkaynak, Sedad Hakki Eldem, Ferudun Cecen, Cemil Bey and Sevki Balmumcu in
1931. (Nalbantoglu, 1989). In this way, the architect’s professional status began to
be discussed in the country. (Sayar, 1937). In parallel to these developments, in his
book, the New Architecture (Yeni Mimari) published in 1931, Celal Esat Arseven, a
Turkish art historian, underlined that the traditional profile of a Turkish architect
began to transform and adapt to the changing situation of the profession. For him,
the architect could be no longer be defined as an artist or craftsman due to the new
aspect of the professional occupation under new techniques and materials. (Rona,
1997; Bozdogan, 2002). However, the ideals of the political regime and the
Republic’s national ideology had still an influence on the architect’s self-image and
practice in this period. (Figures 3.4; 3.5; 3.6). ' For instance, Seyfi Arkan and his
buildings can be seen as important examples of this nationalization process in

architecture and top-down modernization in Turkey. (Akcan, 2005a):

“...Arkan transformed the European-inspired styles of expression by combining them with local
features, whether this was the wide extending eaves in the Foreign Minister's Residence; or a
more implicit space-making principel that maintained the traditional values concerning women'’s
place in the house as in Atadan’s Residence; or finally, the legacy of a local architectural type
such as the Ottoman waterbaths, which were slowly becoming obsolete as in the Florya House.
The external form of these houses spoke the language of modernism, and yet their complexly
layered floor-plan organizations, interiors, and placement in the city also embodied
propagandistic tools of a top-down modernization and nationalization process, as well as some
of the paradoxical facets of this period...” (pp. 46).

Figure 3.4: The first generation of Turkish architects. (Zeki Sayar is in the center).
(Batur, 1983).

27. Most early generations in modern Turkish architecture were trained as admirers of revivalism and
classic values. However, they conducted their practice with respect to the modern language of the new
ideology and its manifestos in the country. For instance, see for Zeki Sayar, his educational
background and practice, Batur, A., 1983. Profile: A tribute to Zeki Sayar, Mimar, Architecture in
Development Singapore: Concept Media Ltd., 10, pp. 76-85.
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Figure 3.5 : Seyfi Arkan and Atattirk examining the Florya site, Istanbul.
(Arkan second from right). (Akcan, 2005b).
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Figure 3.6 : Atatlrk’s House at Florya, Seyfi Arkan, Istanbul, 1935.

(Akcan, 2005b).
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The 1940s can be seen as a turning point in Turkish architecture. Up until this time,
architects searched for formal tendencies to manifest the national ideology of the
Republic of Turkey and to distinguish themselves from engineers. (Nalbantoglu,
1989). They could begin to define their professional establishments after the
democratization movement in 1946. Under the rule of a multiparty system, a new
liberal perspective and its influence on policy and economy provided new
investments and an organizational understanding in the private sector. (Onis and
Tdrem, 2002). With the help of rapid post-war developments, market-oriented
mechanisms and its productive context gave momentum to Turkish architects and
their practice in these years. For instance, the first Building Congress organized by
the Ministry of Public Works in 1946 can be seen as an important step to arrange
some important topics in the architecture profession and its practice. With the
participation of Abidin Mortas, Emin Halit Onat, Hiuseyin Kara, Hisnl Timer, Sedat
Hakki Eldem and Mukbil Gokdogan, the congress underlined six issues; setting
standards for professional commissions, searching for possibilities of private
practice for state employees, standardizing architectural fees, presentation
techniques, regulating the practice of contractors and control of the building site.
(Nalbantoglu, 1989). % Ela Kacel indicates this turning point in this period as follows
(Kacel, 2009):

“..After 1946, architects were, for the first time, able to choose serving either the state or the
private sector. Some of them were even able to serve both. In any case, the statesponsored
centrality of architects as autonomous culture producers in the 1930s and 40s became
marginalized. In particular, freelance architects who chose not to work for the state and, hence
not as bureaucrats had to fight to retain their professional identities and their quasi-
autonomous positions under the market conditions..” (p. 229).

With the new economic landscape after the World War Il, Turkish politic leaders
gave priority to relations with the USA rather than Europe. The large international
capital groups in the private sector and the new dynamics of economy began to
affect architecture and its practice in the country. Istanbul Hilton * designed by SOM

with Sedad Hakki Eldem can be seen as an important example of this period. As the

28. In addition to these developments, see for a discussion on the problematic issues of the building
activities and lack of its legal arrangements in this period, Sayar, Z., 1943, Bir yapi ve imar politikamiz
var midir?, Arkitekt, 5-6, pp. 97-98.

29. Although Istanbul Hilton is regarded as one of the important icons of modernization in Turkish
architecture, Ela Kagel underlines that its design architects’ collaborative practice and its social context
have not been mentioned and elaborated by the academic milieu. Rather than this effort, this building
is mostly defined by its stylistic approach, International Style and its influence on Turkish architecture.
In other words, Ela Kagel indicates the lack of an academic view on design architect’'s practice in
Turkey.See for details, Kagel, E., 2009. Intellectualism and Consumerism: Ideologies, Practices and
Criticism of Common Sense Modernism in Postwar Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Cornell University, Ithaca,
USA, p. 92. In addition to her Ph.D. dissertation, for a recent text elaborating Istanbul Hilton and its
practice-oriented issues, see, Akcan, E., 2001. Amerikanlasma ve endise, Istanbul Hilton Oteli,
Arredamento Mimarlik, 141, Boyut Yayin Grubu, pp. 112-119. (Akcan, E., 2001. Americanization and
Anxiety, Istanbul Hilton Hotel by SOM and Eldem, ACSA International Conference, June 15-19,
Istanbul.).
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first SOM project in the Middle East, this hotel was built in collaboration with Hilton,
SOM, the Turkish government, the Turkish Pension Fund and Sedad Hakki Eldem.
(Akcan, 2001). It exemplifies how a Turkish design architect worked with the
understanding of American management in practice. (Tekeli, 2005). In the
meantime, architects began to state how the market had potential to lead their
architecture by referring to this new climate. (Eldem, 1973). In conjunction with new
economic dynamics, the design language of this building reflects a transformation
from the influence of national ideology on architecture toward market-based
concepts in the 1950s. (Figures 3.7; 3.8; 3.9; 3.10).

Figure 3.7 : Sedad Hakki Eldem in front of Istanbul Hilton, 1953.
(Eldem, 1983).

: £ e o S S 5 &
Figure 3.8 : Hilton, SOM, Sedad Hakki Eldem, Istanbul, 1953.
(Krinsky, 1988).
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Figure 3.9: Eldem’s measured drawings for a House with an Outer Hall.
(Ozkan, 1987).

Figure 3.10: Hilton, Istanbul, plan, 1953. (Akcan, 2001).
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Within this picture, the early architectural design teams emerged within the state
bureaucracy. As an integral part of this period, collaborative architectural
performances began to rise within the private sector, such as IMA established by
Turgut Cansever, Abdurrahman Hanci, Maruf Onal, Radi Birol; Haluk Baysal-Melih
Birsel; the architectural collaboration with Kemal Ahmet Aru, Hande Sither, Mehmet
Ali Handan, Tekin Aydin, Altay Erol, Yal¢cin Emiroglu and the professional
collaboration of Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa. ** This new development can be seen
as a significant organizational transformation of practice in Turkish architecture.
What differentiated these architectural figures from older generations was their
collaborative design practices in response to new architectural and market dynamics
around 1940. Instead of portraying any bureaucratic self-image, their primary
characteristic was to give priority to their professional and intellectual identities.
(Kagel, 2009).

In particular, in 1954, the establishment of Tekeli-Sisa Architectural Office, SITE,
can be seen as an important turning point. If one considers the historical
background of architectural design practice in Turkey and its problematic relations to
a market-based occupational structure, their significant positions become evident:
All collaborative architectural practice established in the 1950s had to stop their
professional activities after for a while. Becoming directly relevant to larger sectors
than ever before in the country, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice could define their
architectural creativity with respect to close interdepencies among the client, the
building sector, other practitioners and the core values of the profession. In this way,
they could achieve to survive up to the present. Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa state

their efforts in their first monographs as follows (Tekeli and Sisa, 1973):

“...Since 1953, our efforts have been concentrated on surviving as a firm active solely in
practicing architecture and striving to acquaint ourselves with the existing problems in Turkey
while familiarising with new concepts of the post-war period and adapting them to local
conditions...” (p. 7).

It can be claimed that Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa are two pioneers who opened
up a new path for the design practitioner’'s self-image in Turkish architecture.
These two practitioners do not underline a national ideology, identity, a stylistic
approach or a discourse. (Tekeli, 2001a). Instead of these issues, they define their
architectural roles with respect to the core values of the profession and the real

dynamics of its practice. In other words, their primary orientation is close

30. See for details about architectural offices in the 1950s, Tekeli, D., 2004. Mimarlik blrolarinin evrimi,
Ankara Dil Tarih Cografya Fakultesi, Mimarlar Odasi'nin 50. yil etkinlikleri icinde bir konusma,
10.11.2004, Tekeli-Sisa archive, Istanbul. In addition, for an important example of a collaborative
design practice understanding in these years, see, Cengizkan, M. N. ed., 2007. Haluk Baysal-Melih
Birsel, mimarliga emek verenler dizisi lll, TMMOB, Mimarlar Odasi Yayinlari, Ankara.
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interdependencies among the clientele, the market, the nature of their professional
services, innovative techniques and materials in the building sector and a
collaborative practice with other practitioners. The following statement by Dogan
Tekeli exemplifies how their architectural arguments are based on a professional

perspective (Tekeli, 2001a):

“...the idea that architecture is not a show-off but a professional service seems to have been
firmly placed in our minds...” (p. 142).

Figure 3.11 : Yalova Synthetic Fiber and Yarn Factory, Tekeli-Sisa, Yalova,
1973-1974. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).
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The shift from individual architectural practitioners toward such a collective design
practice can be seen as a result of new economic dynamics, the industry and their
new organizational capacities in architecture. With the rise of the private sector in
the country toward the end of the 1960s, they could adapt their practice to new
design problems, complex architectural programs and construction techniques by
transforming the conventional norms of this professional occupation. (Ozkan, 2001).
Exhibiting a synthesis of their creative skills and professional roles, in this way,
these two pioneers were able to develop their own progressive practical patterns
without being assimilated by the private sector. Considering general debates on
design practitioners in Turkish architecture, their professional efforts and distinctive
messages become clear. (Figures 3.12; 3.13; 3.14). The following statement by
Aydan Balamir summarizes this fact (Balamir, 1996): **

“...Discussion seem to converge inevitably, in cultural polarities. Throughout the Republican
Period, the question of identity has continued to revolve around dualities such as east-west,
religious-secular, national-universal, or regional-international. Caught within a problematic of
tradition vs. modernity, the subject has occupied political and cultural agendas since the early
westernization attempts of the late Ottoman Empire. Identity in this context is related to a
sense of belonging to a particular geography and history. Geographically situated between the
orient and the occident, historically confused between loyalty preferences for Asiatic,
Ottoman, Early Republican and Anatolian heritages, the inalamir-between nature of Turkey
has always been a source of many forms of hesitancy. Stylistic discussion in architecture have
followed the same lines of argument, leading to identity exercises along cultural polarities...”
(p. 29-30).

Figure 3.12 : Turgut Cansever (1920-2009). (Ekincioglu, 2001a).

31. See for a text referring to stylistic approaches, history, cultural and traditional issues in Turkish
architecture and their influences on design practitioners’ languages, Yicel, A. 1983. Contemporary
Turkish Architecture. In Mimar 10: Architecture in Development. Singapore, Concept Media Ltd., pp.
58-68. More specifically, see the following text about the influence of tradition and a national
perspective on a design practitioner in Turkey, Bozdogan, Sibel. 1987. Modernity in Tradition, in
Bozdogan, S., et. al., eds., 1987. Sedad Eldem: Architect in Turkey, Singapore: Concept Media, p. 23-
25; Bozdogan, Sibel. 1987. In Search of National Architecture, in Bozdogan, S., et. al., eds. 1987.
Sedad Eldem: Architect in Turkey, Singapore: Concept Media, 61-75. In addition to these texts, see for
an example of a design practitioner and individuality in Turkish architecture, Tanyeli, U., 1999.
Bireyselligi Vareden Dogaglama, in Improvisation, Mimarlikta Dogaglama ve Behruz Cinici, Tanyeli, U.
ed., Boyut Publishing Group, Istanbul, pp. 14-21.
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Figure 3.14 : Sami Sisa (1929-2000) and Dogan Tekeli (1929- ).
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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3.3 Their Architectural Education

For a better understanding of the practice philosophy of Dodan Tekeli and Sami
Sisa, their educational backgrounds and some leading figures in this process may
give an insight into their architectural formations and their way of thinking about a
design problem. * Both architects graduated from Istanbul Technical University in
1952. Established as the Istanbul Engineering School in 1937, this institution
evolved into a university with the Department of Architecture in 1946. Around these
years, theses conducted at this university mostly focused on Anatolian architecture,
houses and marketplaces. Local materials, climatic conditions of the country,
cultural and historical continuity were some important topics in the architectural
milieu and competition projects awarded by the Ministry of Public Works reflected
the Second National Movement. (Tekeli, 2005). Within such an architectural
atmosphere, the last years of the 1940s overlapped with a shift from preconceived
ideas and a stylistic language toward the functional solutions of a modern approach
in Turkish architecture. However, the leading pioneers of Modern Movement and
functionalism were usually ignored in most educational institutions. (Ozer, 1976).
Although the years of their architectural education were isolated from modern
trends, they studied what was going on abroad through some limited publications
found in Turkey and some of their architectural friends, such as Turgut Cansever.

Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa underline this fact as follows (Tekeli and Sisa, 1973):

“...In 1952, we graduated from the Faculty of Architecture, Technical University of Istanbul, in
a period to a great extent isolated from contemporary trends in architecture and dominated by
the classical architectural teaching concepts of Prof. Paul Bonatz...” (p. 7).

Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa studied with some leading academicians, such as Emin
Halit Onat and Paul Bonatz, who were also outstanding individual practitioners in
Turkey. In this respect, the education of these two modern pioneers was based on
practice-oriented issues and the core values of architectural design, such as
function, materials, details, statics, structure and a sense of creativity. (Tekeli,
2009a). It can be claimed that the systematic emphasis on their design methods
comes from the rational understandings of their professors in the university. As one
of the important figures for helping mature their ideas, Emin Halit Onat was not only
a prominent academician at Istanbul Technical University but also a leading

32. As Sami Sisa states, he was familiar with this professional occupation before his architectural
education. His father was an architect-engineer and worked with some well-known figures in this field,
such as Clemens Holzmeister. Dogan Tekeli indicates that he was interested in architecture due to its
intellectual, artistic and social dimensions. However, he had no close relation to it until his architectural
education. See, Erkmen, A., Ozbay, H., 1994. Sdylesi, Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, mimarlik bizim igin
mekan yaratma sanati,Vizyon Dekorasyon, 12, pp. 42-45.
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practitioners in Turkey. Beginning his education in High School of Engineering in
1926, Emin Halit Onat pursued his academic career at the Zurich Technical High
School and studied with Otto R. Salvisberg, whose architectural language exhibits
Bauhaus and its functional principles. In 1934, he came to Turkey and became a
professor in 1943. Serving as the rector at Istanbul Technical University between
1951-1953, he helped establish the Faculty of Architecture. In addition to his
academic effort in the country, Emin Halit Onat also supported the organization of
the architecture profession and became the first member of the Chamber of
Architects in Turkey. (Figures 3,15; 3.16; 3.17).

Although his works were influenced by national expression, modern and local
language, his academic and professional practice mostly reflect the principles of
rational logic and its impact on architectural design studies. Among his buildings, in
particular, Istanbul Palace of Justice designed by him and Sedad Hakki Eldem can
be regarded as a shift from the Second National Movement to the International Style
in Turkish architecture. (Tekeli, 2005). In the meantime, jury comments on this
competition reveal how the main concern in Turkish architecture turned into the
importance of a functional vocabulary rather than aesthetic or artistic concepts.
(Nalbantoglu, 1989). On the other hand, Anitkabir, Atatirk’s Mausoleum, designed
by him in collaboration with Orhan Arda, is impressive with its pure prismatic
monumental effect. (Alsag, 1997; Tekeli, 1995; Onat and Arda, 1955). ** In Emin
Halit Onat’s architecture, a search for beauty with the clear expression of function,
structure and the harmony of proportions can be seen as the main source. It can be
claimed that Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa have been involved in these principles
throughout their professional careers. Dogan Tekeli elaborates his architectural as
follows (Tekeli, 1995):

“...Onat’s architecture exhibits creativity that is easily capable of generating multiple solutions,
an approach that pursues beauty as the highest goal without disregarding function and
structure, openness in the layout of the designs, a superbly relaxed attitude emphasizing
natural dimensions and ratios for the buildings, and a truly abundant mindset...” (pp.110).
As another important architect for the background of Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa,
Paul Bonatz came to Turkey in 1942 after Nazi's attack in Germany. Completing his

education at the Munich Technical College, he began to work with Theodor Fisher

33. For more information about Emin Halit Onat, see, Mimarlar Odasi, 2010. 100 yilda iki mimar,
Sedad Hakki Eldem-Emin Halit Onat, TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi, Istanbul Blylkkent Subesi, Istanbul.
See for an online exhibiton about Emin Halit Onat, Founder and Architect,
<http://www.mimarlikmuzesi.org/Gallery/emin-onat-kurucu-ve-mimar_30.html>, accessed at 9.7.2010.
In addition, see for details about Anitkabir, Atatlirk’s Mausoleum and Emin Halit Onat, Wilson, C. S.,
2007. Remembering and Forgetting in the Funerary Architecture of Mustafa Kemal Atatirk: The
Construction and Maintenance of National Memory, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University,
Ankara, p.21-33.
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Fiaure 3.15 : Emin Halit Onat. (1908-1961). (Mimarlar Odasi. 2010).

Figure 3.16 : Emin Halit Onat’s dissertation, Zurich Technical High School. (ETH),
the first award. (Mimarlar Odasi, 2010).

% i B
Figure 3.17 : The Tomb of Emin Halit Onat, Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1966.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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at the Stuttgart Technical College in 1902. Although the early period of his career
was impressed by historic style, Paul Bonatz’'s works began to declare a
contemporary language under the influence of Wilhelm Kreis, Edmund Korner and
Berlage since the 1910s. With a productive dialog with engineers, he could designed
many technical buildings, like bridges, autobahn systems, etc. In 1944, he emigrated
to Turkey, became a lecturer at Istanbul Technical University from 1946 to 1955 and
worked as the consultant to the Ministry of Education. He designed and realized
some buildings in Turkey, such as Saragoglu Housing for Government Officials in
Ankara, Ankara Office of the Consultants for Technical Education and the
reconfiguration of Exhibition Hall designed by Sevki Balmumcu in Ankara. In
general, Paul Bonatz’s creative potential in this country lay in a synthesis of
architectural cultures of Germany and Turkey. For instance, Saragoglu Housing in
Ankara, a collective housing project with 435 dwelling units and one of the best
architectural examples of his works in Turkey reflects how he tried to reformulate
German Siedlung and Turkish house concepts in a new way. (Akcan, 2005b; Ozkan,
1987; Bonatz, 1946). (Figures 3.18; 3.19; 3.20). * Biilent Ozer emphasizes his

influence on Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa as follows (Ozer, 1976):

“...Sisa and Tekeli, have successfully achieved to launch a solid bridge from the ‘rationalistic
behaviour’ of the Maestro to the rationalism of their own architecture. Professor Bonatz's way
to handle, to explain and to discuss any scientific or philosophical problem deeply and
consciously with its ‘why’s and how’s’ was the strongest side of his character. This ability has
contributed to enlighten the way of his progressively thinking pupils at the Technical
University...Sami Sisa and Dogan Tekeli are two of them...”. (p. 9).

Figure 3.18: Sedad Hakki Eldem (on the far right) with Emin Onat (on the left)
and Paul Bonatz (second from the left). (Ozkan, 1987).

34. For Paul Bonatz, see May, R. et. al., 2010. Paul Bonatz: 1877-1956, Wasmuth Verlag. See his
architecture in Turkey, Alexander, Z. C., 2007. Rootedness Uprooted: Paul Bonatz in Turkey, 1943-
1954, Centropa 7.2, Special Issue, Intertwined Histories: Central Europe and Turkey, ed. Esra Akcan,
May, pp. 180-196; Ozkan, S., 1987. The Echoes of Sedad Hakki Eldem, in Bozdogan, S., et. al., eds.,
Sedad Eldem: Architect in Turkey, Singapore: Concept Media, p. 13-22. In addition to these texts, see
for his architectural profile and its influence on Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa, Tekeli, D., 1960. Prof.
Bonatz'in 1. élim yilinda iTU’de konusma, Tekeli-Sisa archive, Istanbul.
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Figure 3.19 : Emin Halit Onat and Paul Bonatz (1877-1956). (Mimarlar Odasi, 2010).
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Figure 3.20 : Saragoglu Housing for Government Officials, Paul Bonatz, Ankara, 1946.
(Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).
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Studying within such figures, Dogan Tekeli and Sisa graduated from Istanbul
Technical University in 1952 and began their professional careers as SITE,
Architecture Office in 1954. Instead of representing an idealized creative self-image
or highly artistic design language, the goal of their design solutions was to clarify the
essential elements of a building program and explore their creative possibilities with
an analytic approach, functional principles and the fundamentals of modernity in
architecture. * With respect to the close interdependence between the Turkish
economy and the developments of the building sector, they carefully analyzed
design questions, the main components of building programs and investigated
possible rational solutions until reaching a satisfactory outcome. After these steps, a
concrete form of the building is naturally given with regard to functional and
economic requirements. In other words, form, surface articulations and a search for
an image are the outcome of their rational design process. Defining their design
approach as induction, they created their formal solution as an outcome of all
functional requirements. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001; Tekeli, 2001a;
1990). (Figures 3.21; 3.22; 3.23). In light of these issues, it can be assumed that
they take into consideration open-ended problem solving, seeking and exploring
new possibilities in a given architectural program instead of a predefined solution or

a personally directed set of principles. (Tekeli, 2001a).

Figure 3.21 : The Technical and Electrical Engineering Faculties, Karadeniz
Technical University, Tekeli-Sisa, Trabzon,1965, explanatory sketch,
functional groups forming autonomous sections are grouped along
a spatial central spine, allowing maximum flexibility for future extensions.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

35. Although most buildings designed by Tekeli-Sisa portray a modern approach, it is possible to see
some historical references in a few of their buildings, such as Yapi Kredi Bankasi, Branch Office
Building in Istanbul in 1975-1977. Referring to Residential Complex designed by Tekeli-Sisa for Huzur
Cooperative in Istanbul in 1985-1989, Esra Akcan and Haluk Zelef point out that some explanations by
these architects can be seen as the outcome of the consumer culture and its impact on their
architectural languages. See for details, Akcan, E. and Zelef, H., 2001. Nedenselligin mimarligi, Dogan
Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Boyut Cagdas Tirkiye Mimarlan Dizisi, 2, p. 111-119, Ed. Ekincioglu, M., Boyut
Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.
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Figure 3.22 : A hostel for 2000 students, Tekeli-Sisa with Metin Hepguler,
Ankara, 1959-1961, typical floor plan formed by the room groups.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 3.23 : A hostel for 2000 students, model. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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3.4 The Rise of Tekeli-Sisa Architectural Practice

Graduating from Istanbul Technical University in 1952, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa
started their independent practice in Istanbul in 1954. The rise of their office, SITE
overlapped with the new economic and geopolitics conditions of the post-war era. In
this period, Turkey began to integrate into the world economy and established a
close relation with Western countries with the Marshall Plan in 1947, the
participation of the country in the Korean War in 1951 and its admission to NATO in
1953. (Figure 3.24). As a result of a new liberal policy in the country, the Law of
Encouragement of Foreign Capital (Yabanci Sermayeyi Tesvik Kanunu) was
amended in 1951. The importing of building materials began and the building sector
was supported by the new dynamics of the economy. Taking advantage of this
period, private entrepreneurship began to be promoted in the country and the
number of architectural design offices increased around the 1950s. Therefore, all of
these developments caused an increase in investment in architecture, brought the
need for new building types and the use of new construction methods. (Alsag, 2005;
Tapan, 2005).

One of the most important steps of this period for the recognition of the architect
was the establishment of the Chamber of Architects in 1954. * In this way, the
position of the profession, the legitimation and responsibilities of its members, their
professional rights, the norms of architectural practice and its ethic rules began to be
structured by this professional organization. In the same year, the Turkish Standards
Institute (Turk Standartlari Enstitisl) was established and new regulations for
modern construction techniques were prepared. Finally, the Ministry of
Reconstruction and Settlement (imar ve iskan Bakanliyi) was established to
coordinate building activities in 1958. (Tapan 2005). In order to provide services for
physical planning, housing and land development, its purpose was to carry out civil
and public works. Mete Tapan summarizes developments in the 1950s as follows
(Tapan, 2005):

“...other major developments took place which would change the picture of architecture and
the architectural profession. First, the rapid growth of cities made comprehensive master
planning a necessity. Second, the construction industy expanded rapidly to answer increasing
demand. Third, a law governing building was introduced in the Grand National Assembly in
1951. In an attempt to regulate and discipline architectural activity, the Ministry of Public
Works issued new regulations for planning and architectural competitions. Finally, the Turkish
Chamber of Architects was established by the Law no. 6235 of 1954. This body was to act as
a public service organization within the larger context of the Joint Chambers of Engineers and
Architects...” (p. 114).

36. For detailed information about the establishment of the Chamber of Architects in Turkey, see,
Sayar, Z., 1954. Mihendis ve mimar odalarinin kurulusu miinasebet ile, Arkitekt, 9, 12, pp. 151.
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: UIA Committee in Turkey, 1959. (Batur, 1978).

Figure 324
In response to growing economic dynamics in modern Turkish architecture, it can be
claimed that the establishment of SITE in 1954 and the outstanding professional
effort of this design-oriented office expose a new philosophy of design practice as
well as a new self-image of the design architect in the country. * What is important
to note is that this period overlaps with a transition in terms of the market and
architectural business dynamics in Turkey. Although most architectural commissions
had been obtained from the state until this date, some design practitioners began to
adapt their practice to the emerging conditions of the private sector in Turkey.
(Tekeli, 2005). Among them, in particular, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa could
successfully achieve the creation of their practice framework with respect to the new
landscape of the profession and its practice. Their following statements underline
the significant position of these two modern pioneers in the 1950s (Tekeli and Sisa,
1973):

“...In 1952 we graduated from the Faculty of Architecture, Technical University of Istanbul, in
a period to great extent isolated from contemporary trends in architecture and dominated by
the classical architectural teaching concepts of Prof. Paul Bonatz. At that time, there was not a
single firm of architects in Turkey with a practice comparable to that which our firm enjoys
today...” (p. 7).

Although the economic uncertainty of the country mostly creates a turbulent dialog
between the design practitioner’s creative skills and the professional world, the long
run success of this office without a marketing strategy raises a deep question: How
could Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa achieve synthesizing these two worlds and

survive in the private sector by maintaining their design quality up to the present?

37. According to Robert Gutman, the philosophy of practice includes many interrelated practical
concerns, such as methods by which jobs are obtained, types of jobs undertaken, modes of
organization in the office, aesthetic and formal issues in the building design. See for details, Gutman,
R., 1988. Architectural practice: A critical view, Princeton Architectural Press, New York, p.99.
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First of all, it should be underlined that they have conducted a design-centered
practice. In other words, creativity, original solutions and quality in architecture are
their main principles. At the beginning of their careers, their success in architectural
competitions helped these two design architects make their names in the
architectural milieu through their creative design solutions. In this way, they could
gain self-confidence and were able to obtain their first large-scale commissions
before entering the professional world and being confronted with the client’s strict

budgetary considerations;

Secondly, they could accomplish the creation of a distinctive philosophy of practice
with the rising influence of the private sector in the country. Instead of employment
in the bureaucratic structure of the state, in the academic world or in an office of a
well-known architect, they decided to establish their own design office and tried to
get large-scale commissions. Studying with leading architectural figures in the
university who were also outstanding design practitioners in Turkey, this career
strategy of these two pioneers is not surprising. Although it was a challenging career
path for young architects with respect to difficult economic situations in the country
around these years, they were able to achieve the formulation of a synthesis of a
particular feeling of creativity and a deep understanding of the professional world.
Rather than emphasizing an artistic self-image, a systematic design approach, self-
control of behaviour through codes of ethics, the sense of responsibility towards the
profession, the society and the environment, a selective strategy in choosing the
client and the project type, developments in the building sector, the importance of
office culture and main design principles coming from their educations, such as
seeking new architectural ideas with rational function and structure solutions are
their basic concems. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001; 1975; Tekeli, 2001a).
With this understanding, they did not participate in the build and sell system or
conduct commercial practice but focused on large-scale architectural design
projects and buildings. It can be claimed that this philosophy of practice helped them
survive in the professional world. Indeed, a consistent philosophy in practice has

many advantages for a professional architect (Gutman, 1988):

“...A reasonably consistent philosophy is important at two levels. First, with respect to the
individual firm, a philosophy of practice functions as a guide for dealing with recurring
problems, such as forging plan for the firm’s development, acquiring a distinctive image and
attaining a spesific niche in the market for services. It also smoothes over problems that arise
within practices around questions of management, recruitment, and employee incentives.
Second, looking at the profession as a community of firms, it can be argued that a shared
viewpoint is also an advantage. It can assit architects in thinking about their identity. A more
clearly conceived self-image can help to resolve doubts about the profession’s proper role in
the building industry. In turn, the resolution of uncertainty in this area should enable the
architectural community to choose an effective strategy for dealing with other building
professions...” (p. 99).

54



Thirdly, invitational architectural design competitions are still one of the important
ways for them to obtain large-scale commissions while maintaining their creative
languages. (Figure 3.25). *® In this way, these professional architects could survive
in the sector without conducting a commercial practice;

Figure 3.25: Antalya Airport International Lines Terminal Building |, Tekeli-Sisa
Antalya,1991-1998, the first prize in the competition with limited
participation held by Directorate General of State Airports
Administration (DHMI). (Ekincioglu, 2001c).

38. For instance, Sabiha Gokgen Airport International Lines Terminal Building was one of the recent
competition projects won by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. It was held by Airport Management and
Aeronautic Industries and Defence Industry Undersecretariat. Built in between 2008-2009, this airport
received the Best Airport Award from World Low Cost Airlines Congress, Turkey’s Most Successful
Tourism Investments 2010, award by Eurobank Tekfen, financial magazines Capital and Ekonomist
and the Airport Traffic Growth Award by Airline News and Network Analysis, web site anna.aero, see
for details, <http://www.sabihagokcen.aero/awards_and_accolades>, accessed at 15.02.2011.
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Finally, in terms of wide recognition in the sector, they present their works through
books, articles, interviews, lectures, professional society awards and design
competitions instead of a planned marketing strategy. In this way, the wide
recognition of their creative ideas brought new architectural opportunities in the
professional world.

Due to the lack of a private sector in the country until the end of the 1960s, Dogan
Tekeli and Sami Sisa at the beginning of their careers conducted their practice
through architectural competitions. (Figures 3.26; 3.27; 3.28). ** As opposed to the
established canons of architecture, architectural design competitions can be seen as
the driving force of a creative practice in spite of being costly processes. In order to
support the sponsor's recognition and attract participants, they mostly demand
original solutions and a creative language. In the meantime, they have a public
character and underline a symbolic value. For this reason, they are usually one of
the best ways for talented young design architects to build on their creative ideas
and enter the professional field. (Larson, 1994). Although it is a difficult career path
in order to be able to survive in architecture over years, these two design
practitioners were able to obtain large-scale projects and be recognized in the
profession with their creative skills. In this respect, their success in competitions
revealed their creative skills and ability to challenge competitive situations at the
beginning of their careers. In 1973, they stated this fact as follows (Tekeli and Sisa,
1976):

“...As a firm of architects that has won a great number of awards in competitions over the last
fifteen years and seen most of its designs realized, we felt that it was our duty to gather the
result of our work together and to present it to the public...” (pp. 7).

After winning the competition for Konya Municipality Building with Metin Hepgdler in
they began to work with him for a short time (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994). In 1965, they
began to conduct their professional practice under the name of Dogan Tekeli-Sami
Sisa Architecture Limited Company. In particular, the end of the 1960s can be seen
as a turning point of their architecture. After the Academic Center, Karadeniz
Technical University, designed for the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement in
1972, they decided not to work with the state due to bureaucratic problems and

began to conduct their practice in the private sector. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).

39. See for a historical background of architectural competitions in Turkish architecture, Nalbantoglu,
G. B., 1989. The professionalization of the Ottoman-Turkish architect, Ph.D. Thesis, University of
California, Berkeley, USA., p. 225-246. As she elaborates, competitions were a new phenomenon for
Turkish architecture in the 1930. The main idea behind them was to recognize architecture as an
artistic commodity. In addition to this, see for a perspective on competitions in the 1970s, Tekeli, D.,
1972. Mimarlik yarismalari, tartisma, Mimarlik, 102, pp. 17-24.
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Figure 3.26 : Konak Complex Administrative Center Urban Design, Tekeli-Sisa with
Tekin Aydin Izmir, 1955-1956, the first prize in the competition
held by Izmir Municipality. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 3.27 : Drapers Market, IMC, Tekeli-Sisa with Metin Hepgdler, Istanbul,
1959-1967, the first prize in the competition. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 3.28 : The Academic Center, Karadeniz Technical University, Tekeli-Sisa,
Trabzon,1968-1976, model, the first prize in the competition held
by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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One of the main points for Tekeli-Sisa is the importance of office culture. According
to them, a design-oriented architectural office is not only a place where people work
to make money. These places are working settings including experience, research,
education, a combination of art and techniques for them. (Tekeli, 2004). *° To create
such an atmosphere, the central values of their office are based on working in a
creative social milieu in where architects are motivated to have ideals with the
realities of design practice in Turkey, internal coherence and professional integrity.
Although the scope of their architectural works has expanded and become more
comprehensive, they have never tended to become a larger office in order to
maintain these architectural values, their design-centered practice and the quality of
their works. ** In light of these issues, Dogan Tekeli defines an architectural office as
follows (Tekeli, 2004):

“...Architectural offices are like temples where research, design and production are carried
out. No matter how advanced technical facilities are, what is produced inside is essentially the
same. Architecture consists of training, practice, experience, intelligence and the sense of
aesthetics...” (p. 7).

On this basis, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa believe in the collective soul of a
partnership and have emphasized in their office mutual architectural understandings
from the beginning of a conceptual drawing to the final product. In this way, they
have motivated their partnerships through an architectural consensus instead of a
powerful status or a strict hierarchy. Instead of being an outstanding star profile or
giving credit to any individual architect or approach, they believe in the creative soul
of a design team. With this understanding, as two role models in their office, these
practitioners always acted as head designers, involved throughout projects and
have accomplished their design brilliance within this office setting. In this respect,

even today, this office is a training ground for young generations.

In terms of their organizational structures in the office, architectural projects are

designed and organized by flexible design teams. There is not a strict

40. As Dogan Tekeli states, their first architectural visit to the USA was in 1968 and they contacted
many international architectural offices, such as Minori Yamasaki and Kevin Roche. These dialogs
made a valuable contribution to their perspectives on office culture. See for details, Tekeli, D., 2004.
Mimarlik birolarinin evrimi, Ankara Dil Tarih Cografya Fakdltesi, Mimarlar Odasi'nin 50. yil etkinlikleri
icinde bir konusma, 10.11.2004, Tekeli-Sisa archive, Istanbul. As Suha Ozkan indicates, 62 architects
worked with Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa from the beginning of their professional careers to 1973. In
spite of economic problems in Turkey, the institutional structure of this office offered a productive
atmosphere for many architects to gain professional experience. See, Ozkan, S., 1975. Yayin tanitma
elestiri, Tlrkiye'de yirmi yillik mimarlik deneyimi, Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Mimarlik, 143, pp. 59-62.

41. According to Dana Cuff, the definition of design quality depends on who makes its judgment. For
her, there are three evaluators for design quality, consumers or public at large, the participants in the
design process and the architecture profession. See for details, Cuff, D., 1995. Architecture: The story
of practice, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, p.196. Viewed from this angle, it can be assumed
that architectural works designed and realized by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice have a distinctive
design quality acclaimed by the public, the participants of their design practice, the academicians and
professionals in the country. Their architectural awards and textual studies about them support this
opinion.
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departmentalization and specialization in their offices. Although each architect was
working on all stages of projects at the beginning of their professional practices, this
understanding has been modified with respect to the requirements of
comprehensive architectural practice. Design teams have been generated under the
direction of project managers. Today, Dogan Tekeli acts as a job captain who deals
with overall design and management issues and young partners direct their project
groups in collaboration with each other. After defining a concept and main design
criteria of their projects, they focus on their own project teams including 3-4
architects. (Cakirkaya and Sisa, 2008).

With this understanding, it can be claimed that the success of professional-client
dialog is one of the important factors for them to survive in the sector. Although the
client’s unfamiliarity with design practice is still one of the important difficulties in
Turkish architecture Bektas, et. al. (1996), Tekeli-Sisa could achieve formulating this
issue. Regarding their clients as one of the important participants of the design
process of their projects, this office does not impose an artistic ego or exaggerating
their personal creativity. They help clients translate their expectations into
architecture. The client is not a customer for them and their professional service
focuses on his or her needs. On the other hand, they do not conduct client-
dominated business to make money in architecture. Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice is selective when choosing clients to work with. They prefer the client
whose expectations can meet the main architectural principles of the office. (Tekeli,
2009b; Bektas, et. al., 1996). (Figure 3.29). ** With this strategy, they could gain the
client’s trust and maintain their architectural identity inspite of unbalanced economic
conditions and many crises in the country. (Figure 3.30). In this regard, the following
statement emphasizes why Tekeli-Sisa portray a professional self-image in Turkish

architecture (Dostoglu, 1982):

“...Professionalism is a market relationship before everything else -the cultural capital is
exchanged for social and economic rewards. An effort ‘to sell’ services and to look for
‘purchasers’ is a part of this definition. A profession ‘...must ensure that there is work, that the
work is plentiful and that the work is so defined that the professional’s services are thought to
be essential.’” Yet the word ‘customer’ is replaced by ‘client’ (or ‘patient’) in the professional
discourse. Respectability is directly contingent upon detachment from business: Professional
services are not ‘sold to customers’, but rather ‘clients need them'...” (p. 22).

In particular, industrial buildings designed and supervised by Tekeli-Sisa show how
their design practice became an inseparable part of the professional world. These

technical buildings are characterized by careful budgeting and scheduling, maximum

42. For instance, they had the courage to refuse some important commissions, like is Bank (Turkish
Business Bank), General Directorate Complex due to limited time allocation. Although its original
design and application projects were prepared by them, the building was completed by a different
office. See for details, Tekeli, D., 1999. is Bankasi Kuleleri, Arredamento Mimarlik, 1999, May, 114,
Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 62-67.
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financial return and efficiency, management and accountability for design decisions.
In order to respond to these issues, a design architect has to adapt his or her
practice to a formalized setting and coordination with a high degree of self-control
and a systematic approach. In addition to these issues, his or her professional
service demands a close interdependence with the client's budget, the new
possibilities of the building sector, construction techniques and the capacity of other
technical participants. ** Within such a picture, a design practitioner becomes a part
of an organizational context in the sector. Viewed from this angle, a close reading on
industrial buildings realized by Tekeli-Sisa reveal the transformative dynamics of the
professional world and the building sector in their practice. (Figures 3.31; 3.32;
3.33).

Figure 3.29 : Is Bank (Turkish Business Bank)-General Directorate Complex,
original design: Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1993-2000. (Ekincioglu, 2001c).

Figure 3.30 : Growth rates in Turkey, annual percentage change, 1970-1998.
(Central Bank of the Republic of Turkey, 2002).

43. Australia Wool Yarn Plant (1953), Neyir Tricotage and Ready Garment Factory (1963-1964),
Chrysler Truck Assembly Factory (1963-1964), Apa Offset Printing House (1966), Oyak-Renault
Automobile Factory (1971-1972) and Lassa Tyre Factory (1975-1977) can be seen as the important
examples of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice in this field. In particular, it should be noted that they
have a close interest in international well-known figures in the field of structural engineering and
design, such as Le Ricolais, Edward Alber and Buckminister Fuller. See, Tekeli, D., 1969. Cagdas
mimari, teknolojik gelismeler karsisinda mimarligimiz, Izmir Ticaret Odasi toplantisi, TMMOB Mimarlar
Odasi Izmir Subesi, 21 May, Tekeli-Sisa archive, Istanbul.This text exemplifies that Tekeli-Sisa’s
structural investigations are not only a simple response to the client's economic expectation and the
improvements of the building sector but also a search for the advanced examples of prominent figures
in this field.
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Figure 3.31: Renault Car Manufacturing Plant, Tekeli-Sisa, Bursa, 1971-1972,
plan, assembly hall. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Figure 3.32: Renault Car Manufacturing Plant, the study model for the structural
system. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Figure 3.33: Renaﬁlt Car Manufacturing Plant, rear view of the assembly hall and
social facilities. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Before elaborating their four important large-scale buildings in the sector, it is
important to emphasize that this office defines architecture as a design-centered
profession. For their professional service, architectural creativity, design quality and
original solutions are their essential points. ** However, they do not portray an
artistic self-image and their architectural practice does not regard buildings as a high
form of aesthetic production. Tekeli-Sisa underline the different meaning of creativity
in architecture and in art. Their design practice interpretes creativity as an inventive
synthesis of function, structure, material and detail in architecture. In order to
accomplish this, they point out the important roles of the client, the building sector
and other practitioners. According to their views, a successful and creative design
solution should consider their integration, add an architectural value and a symbolic
contribution to the architectural community and society. (Tekeli, 2009b). With this
understanding, they developed a forceful and controlled aesthetic by avoiding a
stylistic approach or aesthetic seduction. (Figure 3.34). ** Dogan Tekeli emphasizes

this issue as follows (Tekeli, 1981):

“...Architecture is an art of creating meaningful spaces combining light, colour and texture with
appropriate materials and details. It is process however ‘...ismus’ should be avoided”...” (pp.
23).

44. In his text, Suha__(")zkan elaborates how original architectural solutions are essential point of Tekeli-
Sisa practice. See, Ozkan, S., 2001. Tekeli Sisa ve mimarliga adanmis kirk yil, in Ekincioglu, M., ed.,
Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Boyut ¢agdas Turkiye mimarlan dizisi, 2, Boyut Yayin Grubu, p. 77-89,
Istanbul.

45. Although Tekeli-Sisa worked with leading Turkish artists for some of their buildings, they
maintained their basic principles. For instance, Drapers Market for Textile Wholesalers Association is
one of these buildings. It was designed with Metin Hepguler and built after winning an invitational
competition organized by the Textile Wholesalers Association. For this building, the works of some
leading Turkish artists were selected to combine the architectural language of the complex. These
artists were Fireya Koral, Sadi Diren, Eren ve Bedri Rahmi Eyipogdlu, Nedim Gunsur, Ali Teoman
Germaner, Yavuz Goérey and Kuzgun Acar. Although it was a collaborative practice with them, it can be
claimed this building reflects a contolled aesthetic language. See for a study on this project and artists
works, Katipoglu, H., 2001. Istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsisi Orneginde Kentte Mimari ve Plastik Sanat
Eserlerinin Algilanigi, 21. Yiizyll Kargisinda Kent ve insan, Ed. Gimiisoglu, F., Baglam Yayincilik,
inceleme-Aragtirma Dizisi, Istanbul, pp. 249-262. In addition, see for the original design solution of this
building complex, Ozorhon, I. F., 2008. Mimarlikta Ozginliik Arayislari: 1950-60 Arasi Tirkiye
Modernligi, Doktora Tezi, istanbul Teknik Universitesi, Istanbul. p.85-88.
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Figure 3.34: Drapers Market, IMC, Tékeli-S“isé with Metin HengIe_r; Istanbul,
1959-1967, the first prize in the competition. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

In terms of their creative efforts, Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa use new technical
opportunities and advanced industrialized materials not only for new solutions in
their architecture but also for an expressive language. In particular, some of their
high-rise buildings exemplify how they interpret structural techniques and modern
materials as early examples of structural expressionism in modern Turkish
architecture. These buildings indicate how innovative structural solutions and the
aesthetic potential of industrialized materials can be articulated as the source of
symbolic effect. In terms of structural solutions, notable designs to expose the
structure in the third dimension can be seen in the Council of State Building, the
Stad Hotel and the Undersecretariat of Treasury and Foreign Trade Building in
Ankara. These buildings can be interpreted as sculptural landmarks in the city. For
instance, they interpreted the structural system of the Council of State Building in
Ankara as the skin. It reinforces the expression of the building with exposed
concrete material. *® On the other hand, the load bearing system of the Stad Hotel
underlines a brutalist approach and adds a symbolic effect to its structure. More

specifically, it can be assumed that these design practitioners reached their high
expressions with the suspended gardens of the Undersecretariat of Treasury and

Foreign Trade Building at the entrance to Ankara. Supporting this design
vocabulary, the expressive formulation of materials in Tekeli-Sisa architecture refers
to another side of their creative approach. For instance, as one of notable examples

the head office of Pamukbank in Istanbul reveals how industrial materials can add

46. As Dogan Tekeli points out, the Council of State Building was one of their early buildings to
underline plastic emphasis on a building surface with the help of a light-shadow effect. See, Tekeli, D.,
1990b. Dustindiiklerimiz, yaptiklarimiz, Yapi, 100, pp. 78-94.
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value to the exterior surface of a building in an economic way. In this building, the
use of dark brick colored precast elements in a concept of single material-single
color help reinforce the expressive language as inseparable components of
architecture. (Figures 3.35; 3.36; 3.37).

Figure 3.35 : Stad Hotel, Tekeli-Sisa, Ankara, 1964-1970. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Figure 3.36 : Undersecretariat of Treasuary and Foreing Trade Building,
Tekeli-Sisa, Ankara, 1983-1991, the first prize in the limited
competition held by Halk Bankasi General Directorate.
(Ekincioglu, 2001c).
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Figure 3.37 : Head Office of Pamukbank Building, Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul,1967-
1972, the first prize in the competition held by Pamukbank.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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With this philosophy of practice, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa have provided many
valuable contributions to Turkish architecture. After graduated from the university,
Dogan Tekeli worked as a research assistant in the Academy of Fine Arts in 1956
and became the president of the Chamber of Architects in 1957. During 1961-1971,
he was a lecturer at Istanbul Technical University, Technical School Department of
Architecture. Serving as a member of the Municipality of Metropolitan Istanbul
Advisory Committee throughout 1985-1989, he also became a member of the
Atatirk Culture Language and History Superior Foundation National Committee in
1988. In 1992, he became a jury member of the Aga Khan Architecture Prize Jury
and participated in the administrative committee of the same prize between 1994-
1995. In 2000, he was given an honorary doctoral degree by Istanbul Technical
University. Another founding partner, Sami Sisa worked with Ariel Sharon in Israel in
1958 and Roland Rohn in Switzerland during 1961-1971. Serving as a jury member
in many national competitions, he won more than 60 prizes in architectural project
competitions together with Dogan Tekeli. These two practitioners were granted the
Chamber of Architects National Architecture Prize in 1994 and are the owners of
165 projects. After Sami Sisa’s death in 2000, Dogan Tekeli has remained active in
practice and conducted many projects. (Figures 3.38; 3.39; 3.40). With these
gualifications, the significance of their profiles becomes more evident. As the

following statement indicates (Altay, 2000):

“...In that respect, the ‘leaders’ within a profession represent the ‘best’, who are open to trial
and judgement by their colleagues. However, they represent the ‘ideal’ qualifications of the
profession, through their service. They are the professional elites....” (p. 24).

Figure 3.38 : Dogan Tekeli with Aga Khan jury members. (Steele, 1992).
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Figure 3.39 : Dogan Tekeli, honorary doctoral degree by ITU., 2001.
(Yapi Dinyasi, 2001).

Figure 3.40 : Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa. (Erkmen and Ozbay, 1994).
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3.4.1 Chrysler truck assembly plant

Although the design architect’s practice and corporations relations was not well-
established in Turkey around the 1960s, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, the first
important large-scale commission of Tekeli-Sisa in the private sector indicates how
their satisfactory collaborations could take shape in this local architectural context. *’
Situated on Istanbul-lzmir highway, this plant was the 11th factory of Chrysler that
was built in a foreign country for montage and manufacturing of its trucks. (Arkitekt,
1964). Realized by collaboration with Chrysler International Company in Geneva
and local industry in Turkey in 1963-1964, this building can be best understood by
two interrelated lines of analysis; the appearance of Tekeli-Sisa in the professional
world and a new mode of their design practice as a result of the rising influence of
the private sector in the country. (Tekeli, 2009a). (Figure 3.41; 3.42; 3.43). *®

Figure 3.41 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Factory, Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1963-1964,
a model of complex. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 3.42 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Factory, Arkitekt, No. 316.

47. Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant and its interior design project were realized with Metin Hepgdler. On
the other hand, it should be noted that Tekeli-Sisa designed a small-scale factory in Istanbul, Rami in
1953 before Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant.

48. In spite of these new developments and messages by these design practitioners, no academic text
analyzing Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant with respect to the professional context of Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice could be found during this research process. A personal interview with Dogan
Tekeli supported this finding, Tekeli, D., 2009a. personal interview, Ekincioglu, M. (interviewed by),
Istanbul, August 15™.
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Figure 3.43 : The textile mills of Stimerbank, Kayseri, 1934-1936. (Bozdogan, 2002).

Before elaborating this plant and the practice strategy of Tekeli-Sisa, it should be
underlined that this period is characterized by the changing dynamics of the
profession in conjunction with the new aspect of the market. After the World War I,
Turkey began to pursue a new economic policy with orientation toward the USA and
aimed at expanding domestic production capacity in heavy manufacturing. In the
meantime, the development strategy of the country focused on industrialization and
a newly formed the State Planning Organization arranged its policy through import
substitution. ** The automotive sector was chosen as one of the important
candidates to accelerate market dynamics since it had a significant potential to
stimulate other industries, such as steel, rubber, iron and textiles. *° Considering the
lack of technological capabilities and the quality of domestically produced vehicles in
the country, multinational corporations and importers dealt with this market in order

to exploit its potential dynamics. (Ansal, 1994).

Around these years, the growth of the business world also promoted the building
industry. (Figures 3.44; 3.45). With rapid industrialization in the country, the
construction materials industry was established and architectural design practice
benefited from new construction technology. For instance, the foundation of the
Cayirova Glass Plant in 1961, gas concrete (Ytong) production in 1963 and the
Construction Research Institute in TUBITAK (the Turkish Scientific Technical
Research Institution) should be regarded as remarkable outcomes of this period. In
parallel to to these developments, the big industrial projects of the private sector
became important for architectural service for high profit, prestige and the use of
technology (Batur, 2005).

49. See for a detailed analysis of industrialization and its political economy in Turkey, Pamuk, S., 1981.
Political economy of industrialization in Turkey, MERIP Reports, No. 93, Turkey: The Generals Take
Over, January, pp. 26-32.

50. For the evolution of the automotive industry in Turkey, see Nahum, B., 1988. Ko¢'ta 44 Yihm,
Milliyet Yayinlari, Istanbul.
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Figure 3.45 : Borusan, 1964. (Baydar and Dincel, 1999).
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Under these circumstances, architecture began to be recognized as a potential
source of profit by the private sector with new building demands. Considering this
fact, permission was given for the establishment of several private schools, and
many architects entered the profession. In this way, the competition became more
intensified and the structure of the professional body became more heteregenous.
(Tekeli, 2005). Taking all of these developments into account, a seminar organized
by the Chamber of Architects in 1969 emphasized the changing context of Turkish
architecture. ** Nilgiin Fehim Kennedy explained this fact as follows (Kennedy,
2005):

“...0ne interesting attempt to examine the relationships between socio-economic problems
and architecture was made in 1969 when the Turkish Chamber of Architects held a Seminar
on Architecture, in which the opening speech was entitled ‘Towards Revolution in
Architecture’...At the closing session of the seminar, Dogan Kuban noted that there are many
trends which affect the architect from beyond his or her control. As examples, he gave the
movements of economic data, technological change, the dynamics of urbanisation and the
way in which social relations are ordered. He stressed the direct link between architects and
the place and importance of construction investments in the economy, but noted that this was
not something which is entirely up to the architect...” (p. 9).

Within such a picture, it can be claimed that the modern language in Turkish
architecture had one of the significant opportunities to manifest itself with the
appearance of the large-scale client and industrial buildings toward the end of the
1960s. *2 Although factory production is an imported phenomenon for developing
countries and working with industry in these societies is a challenging task for
design professionals, Bozdogan (2002), Bademli (1977), Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice became directly relevant to this field around the 1960s and achieved
realization of these technical buildings along with a modern vision. Adapting
themselves to these new dynamics, they opened a new path by taking into
consideration the new structure of architectural design practice offered by the large-
scale client in the private sector. (Ozkan, 2001). Although most factories in Turkey
have been designed by foreign architects since the Ottoman Empire, their

outstanding effort merits considerable attention. *

51. The publication of “Mimarhik” (Architecture) by the Chamber of Architecture in 1963 can be seen as
another important sign of this new period. In this way, Turkish architects began to discuss issues
related to the profession and its practice through this communication platform.

52. The position of the client began to be articulated by some Turkish architects in these years. For
instance, Cengiz Bektas indicates that one of the main issues of the exhibition organized by him in
1968, Our Architecture, Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow (Mimarligimiz, Din, Bugin, Yarin) was the
relationship between the architect and the client; see for detail, Bektas, C., et. al.,, 1996. Forum: Mimar
gOziyle igverenler, Mimarlik, 268, March, pp. 35-43.

53. The complex and industrial buildings of the early Republic of Turkey were usually designed by
foreign architects and engineers in order to manifest the Republic’s ideology. Rather than giving
momentum to free enterprise, they were realized to represent the new ideals of the government. See
for details, Batur, A., 2005. A Concise history, architecture in Turkey during the 20th Century, Chamber
of Architects of Turkey, and Ankara; Bozdogan, S., 2002. Modernism and nation building: Turkish
architectural culture in the early Republic, studies in modernity and national identity, University of
Washington Press.
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For Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, the client of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice
was one of the leading American automotive manufacturers founded by Walter
P.Chrsyler in 1925. This large-scale client does not seek an architectural service for
aesthetic or discursive reasons. Rather than these issues, for Chrysler, its business
values, rational methods in architectural desing practice, managerial techniques and
engineering for a productive process were significant principles. (Tekeli, 2009a). **
Tekeli-Sisa was chosen by Chrysler from among 61 architectural offices due to their
well-structured organizational understandings and the quality of their former
projects. (Tekeli, 2009a). Rational and economic solution of this technical building
and its original structural design exemplify how Tekeli-Sisa could achieve applying
their architectural knowledge into market dynamics. Instead of implying their
architectural roles as an artistic profile or regarding the client as a customer, their
major concerns were the functional solution of the technical building program, the
client’'s economic expectation and the speed of the building construction. (Tekeli
and Sisa, 1976). Technical solutions in the automotive sector, optimization of
manufacturing process, cost control and the feasibility of the project were also
among design practitioners’ essential issues. >° Although this plant was Chrysler’s
first commission realized by Turkish design architects and the first large-scale
industrial building designed by Tekeli-Sisa, these two practitioners could achieve
completion of this building without any problem. (Tekeli, 2009a). *® Considering the
following statement by Magali Sarfatti Larson, it can be claimed that this building
can be seen as a significant turning point of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. With
the emerging conditions of the market, they exposed the early signs of the

professional culture in their architecture. (Larson, 1977):

“...from the market point view that has been too greatly emphasized up to now, the rise of the
professions appears as one more phase of capitalistic rationalization. My emphasis on the
separation from traditional community bases, on the standardization of services, on the
standardized ‘production of producers’, on the rational foundations of knowledge, on the links
with science and technology, should have made this point abundantly clear...” (p. 56).

54. For detailed information about Chrysler, see, Kimball, D., S. (Foreword), 1936. American machinist,
Chrysler Corporation, management policies, production methods, plant services, associated activities,
McGraw Hill publishing Co., New York.

55. For an example of the influence of the automotive sector on architectural practitioners’ working
process and on their self-image, see, Martin, R., 2005. The organizational complex, architecture, media
and corporate space, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, p.122-155. In addition to this extensive
analysis, more specifically, the following Ph.D. dissertation illuminates Chrysler’s professional mentality
and its impact on the nature of architectural design practice, Schermer, B., 2002. Organization clients
and architectural communities of practice: Material and social construction at the Chrysler Technology
Center., Ph.D. Thesis, University of Michigan, USA.

56. Although the architect-client dialog is a very significant part in design practice, it can be claimed
that existing studies are inadequate to clarify this relationship. For instance, see, Zaimoglu, M., et. al.
eds., 2005. Serbest Mimarlik Burolari Raporu, 2005, Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, the Building Information
Center, Istanbul; and Altay, B. S., 2000. Professional value systems of Turkish architects with respectto
clients and users in contemporary residential design practice, Ph.D. Thesis, Bilkent University, Ankara.
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One of the main reasons behind this success is Tekeli-Sisa’s formulation of this new
architectural territory characterized as a collaborative organizational structure in the
private sector. Demanding a set of technologies, special knowledge, precision and
cost-effective solutions, it can be assumed that this industrial building made these
practitioners’ design practice more comprehensive and fragmented. In contrast to
the working style of an individual practitioner or a small-scale building, the functional
and technical properties of this building required collaboration with other experts to
obtain special knowledge and skills. Considering former buildings designed and
realized by Tekeli-Sisa for the state, this new mode of practice consisted of a new
kind of contract, the coordination of more technical documentations with other
experts and more specifications. (Tekeli, 2009a). Therefore, Chrysler opened up a
new period in Tekeli-Sisa practice, and the integration of their architectural skills and
the professional world became inseparable. (Figure 3.46).

Figure 3.46 : Dogan Tekeli with the client, in front of the model. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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In order to be able to design this technical building, the design process required an
investigation of a manufacturing process, the logic of mechanized mass production,
flexibilities for arranging the machinery and structural solutions for wide-open
spaces. To do these, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice had to adapt to a
professional collaboration with this large-scale client. Instead of individual self-
interest, they began this project as research with respect to the client’'s economic,
architectural expectation and technical necessities of the plant. With their systematic
and rational design approach, they analyzed the building program. After a
preliminary scheme and some technical knowledge provided by Chrysler, they
decided their project team in order to translate main design principles into reality.
They investigated functional parameters, internal functional flow and tried to explore
the individualistic character of a truck assembly plant with the help of collaboration
with specialists, consultants and engineers. (Tekeli, 2009a). It can be assumed that
a general design language and the programmatic solution of the plant expose the
major concepts and driving forces of modern architecture in Tekeli-Sisa design
practice, such as flexibility, standardization, modular planning, industrialized building

materials and advanced structural solution.

As the site plan shows, it includes a plant, an administrative building, a cafeteria,
workers’ lockers, an outdoor storage area, a boiler room, a power plant, a water
tower and a paint storage area. The design solution was logically arranged around
the manufacturing process with regard to future expansion. Dealing with such an
architectural program, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant refers to a new concept of
space in Tekeli-Sisa practice as a response to the logic of mass production in the
automotive sector. The spatial organization of the assembly hall integrates the basic
requirements of the manufacturing system and engineering. For this, the systematic
production process in the building and the concept of flexibility for arranging the
machinery were two main functional principles for design architects. In this way, this
space solution indicates an in-depth understanding of function as opposed to
fulfilling in a building the symbolic expression of a modernist approach. Indeed,
Dogan Tekeli emphasizes the importance of the inner logic of function for industrial
buildings in his speech in 1973. Instead of a symbolic expression, he underlines
manufacturing process and its formulation in architecture. (Tekeli, 1973). °’ For the
case of Chrysler, it can be claimed that this new concept of column free space
opened up new possibilities for future innovations in Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice. (Figures 3.47; 3.48).

57. See for differences between radical and symbolic functionalism in the field of industrial modernism,
Smith, T., 1994. Making the modern: Industry, art, and design in America, University of Chicago Press.
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Figure 3.47 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, site plan. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Figure 3.48 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, floor plan. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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One of the major technical challenges of this project situated on 6500 square meters

is the structural solution of its assembly hall. *

This system is the first steel
structure designed by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice and represents an early
example of their creative skills that combines their architectural understandings with
engineering ideals. After engineers decided a steel grid system of 13 meters x 13
meters, Tekeli-Sisa worked with Rasin Etiman to solve technical details. As a twin
north light roof system spanning a single bay by using regular trusses, this space
frame designed by them provides the diffusion of day light into the interior space. At
that point, it should be underlined that the structural solutions of industrial buildings
designed by these architects are one of the best fields to gain an understanding of
their distinctive technical skills in the professional world. As different from a
technological imaginary or standard detailing, their modern structure systems reflect
a new synthesis of their innovative ideas. (Ozkan, 2001). (Figures 3.49; 3.50, 3.51).
If one considers the historical background of conflicts between architects and
engineers in Turkey, the effort of these two modern practitioners becomes clearer.
For instance, the following paragraph from the Society of Turkish Architect’'s annual

report in 1946 exemplifies this fact (Nalbantoglu, 1989):

“...Friends, we need to fight against the peculiar mentality in some governmental construction
offices. Only our engineer friends are employed in the supervision of construction sites, and
architects are deprived of the control of their own projects. This situation is objectionable, not
only because the practices of architects are threatened but also because the buildings cannot
be constructed in an architecturally proper manner...We do not think that there can be rivalry
between the engineers and architects in the country. We believe that the members of the two
related professions should show mutual understanding for each others’ field of
specialization...” (p. 126).
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Figure 3.49 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, structure solution.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

58. Turkish architects became interested in new structural solutions in the world toward the end of the
1950s. For instance, see, Turkiye Muhendislik Haberleri, 1956. Mimaride Striktirin Yeri (text the
editor), a translation from Architectural Record, November, 20, pp. 13-16.
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Figure 3.50 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, interior. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 3.51 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, roof detail. (Arkitekt, 1964).
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Finally, the Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant represents a significant example of
modern aesthetics in the field of industrial buildings designed and realized in Turkey.
With the simple forms of its blocks, their horizontal windows and exposed brick walls
on the facades, this building brings together the purity of rational solution and
industrial standardization. *° Guided by the modular planning and the sense of its
order, Chrysler refers to a modest modern language in contrast to subjective
creative concern or personal priorities in architecture. Not coincidentally, such a
pure language seems to cross its path with the client's economic expectation and
the design architect’s sensitive response to this fact. (Figure 3.52; 3.53). As the first
Chrysler plant in Turkey, the client’s goal was not a high prestige project that has
strong expressive potential. Rather, their aim was to optimize the production
process and offer Chrysler trucks to their consumers at low price. (Tekeli, 2009a).
From this point of view, the design practitioners’ major concern for this plant was the
rational method of production in accordance with human needs in the complex. In
terms of rational standardization and its integration with the architect’s personal

principles, Dogan Tekeli elaborates their understanding as follows (Tekeli, 1969):

“...Architects may resist establishing rules and setting up standards for architecture, because
an architect as an artist considers each design to be a completely new and different problem.
They also have a concern for form...However, evaluating each building as a unique design
slows down the construction of the building and significantly increases cost...A reasonable
amount of standardization is absolutely necessary...Ensuring that a personal touch is
balanced with objective quality is a difficult but very fascinating task that stretches the skill of
the architect...” (p. 10).

I,

Figure 3.52: Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, a detail view from the plant.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

59. In spite of the problematic aspect of standardization and planning in Turkish construction sector,
this effort of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice deserves particular attention. See for this situation of the
construction sector in the country around these years, Baysal, H., 1966. Insaat yatirimlari, Arkitekt,
321, pp. 3-4.
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Figure 3.53 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant, administrative block.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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In conclusion, this industrial building implies the emerging conditions of a new
philosophy of architectural design practice for Tekeli-Sisa. With this building, as two
pioneers in architectural design practice, Dodan Tekeli and Sami Sisa found
themselves part of the professional world, its corporate culture and the emerging
possibilities of advanced building techniques in Turkey. In this way, it can be
claimed that the outcome of the accumulation of international economy, the
decrease in government investments in architecture, the rise of the private sector
and the emerging conditions of the professional world stimulated the modernizing
dynamics in their practice and their new self-image. However, it seems to be under
guestion how such a new landscape could evoke awareness in Turkish architecture
to define, evaluate and interprete this new philosophy of practice and the design
practitioner’s professional role within such a picture. According to some architectural
historians in Turkey, these years were characterized by a move toward modern
International Style and the influence of its star profiles on Turkish architecture.
(Kuban, 1985). However, it can be claimed that Chrysler Truck Assemble Plant
differentiates itself from a stylistic approach and an influence of its individual, star
profile. As opposed to individual self-interest, a stylistic approach or a star profile,
this industrial building manifests two leading design practitioners’ professional role in
conjunction with the new dynamics of architectural design practice in the country. As
a response to the emerging conditions of the private sector, Chrysler Truck
Assemble Plant shows how close relation among the design architect’s creative
skills, the client’'s economic expectations, the potential of the building sector and
other practitioners became clear in the 1960s. ®° In spite of this fact, the following
statement exemplifies how this period was usually described in Turkish architecture
(Kuban, 1985):

“...The period from 1950 to 1960, in both social content and formal variety, was a period of
maturation at the end of which architects felt equal to the modern world and were eager to
experience the most advanced ideas, at least theoretically. There was no problem of cultural
identity, but a stronger move toward integration with modern International Style. All the great
names of modern architecture, Alvar Aalto, Kenzo Tange, Louis Kahn, Eero Saairinen, Paul
Rudolph, Pier Luigi Nervi, and lesser stars filling the architectural journals somehow shared
the enthusiasms of the young Turkish architects, who were eager to follow their example...” (p.
69).

3.4.2 Lassa tyre factory

Nominated and shortlisted for an Aga Khan Award in 1983, Lassa Tyre Factory can

be regarded as a further step after Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant. Although

60. In spite of the apperance of the design architect’s professional role in Turkey in the 1960s, the
following text defines these years through the influence of history, tradition and cultural identity on
Turkish architecture. Rather than new practice-oriented issues, this text underlines the styles,
philosophical and intellectual arguments, formal interpretations and context-related references of
architectural buildings, see for details, Ylcel, Atilla. 1983. Contemporary Turkish Architecture. In
MIMAR, 10, Architecture in Development. Singapore, Concept Media Ltd., p. 58-68.
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Tekeli-Sisa designed and supervised many industrial buildings for large-scale clients
in the private sector, they reached their high expressions with the Lassa Tyre
Factory built in 1977. (Ozkan, 2001). (Figure 3.54). ® This large-scale industrial
building shows how a successful architectural work demands a synthesis of the
design practitioner's professional skills and distinctive creativity. Integrating their
architectural design practice into the wider spectrum of the professional world,
Tekeli-Sisa began to deal with new economic and technical possibilities offered by
the large-scale client and the building sector. After the realization of this factory,
Dogan Tekeli clearly indicates that architecture is a service under the rules of the

professional world. He elaborates this fact as follows (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994): *

“...An architect is not a pioneering member of society, contrary to what architects would like to
believe. We experienced this in a very striking manner after we designed Lassa in the mid-
‘70s. We thought Lassa was a big success; that is what we thought, and we received feedback
from the client. We received wonderful accolades. Many reports about Lassa were published
in the foreign media. The design made it to the finals twice for the Aga Khan Award. But from
the client’s point of view, that was just a place where manufacturing was carried out. This is
because the client views the architect as the person who draws up the design, not the one
who creates it...” (p. 36).
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Figure 3.54 : Aerial photo of Lassa Tyre Factory, Tekeli-Sisa, I1zmit, 1975-1977.
(Mimar, 1985).

61. See for Dogan Tekeli’s critical view on the Aga Khan Award, Tekeli, D., 1994a. Aga Khan
architectural awards and Turkish architecture, building for tomorrow, the Aga Khan Award for
Architecture, p. 110-113, Ed. Nanji, A., Academy Editions. Considering the main mission of this award,
he criticizes this organization. For him, the Aga Khan Award generally considers master small-scale
buildings, restoration works and primitive technology in developing societies. However, there are also
many remarkable buildings that integrate technological advances and architectural values in these
societies. On this basis, Dogan Tekeli indicates that the Aga Khan Award should underline these
significant architectural examples.

62. In spite of these new developments and messages by these design practitioners, no academic text
analyzing Lassa Tyre Factory with respect to the social context of Tekeli-Sisa architectural design
practice and their professional service could be found during this research process. A personal
interview with Dogan Tekeli supported this finding, Tekeli, D., 2009a. personal interview, Ekincioglu, M.
(interviewed by), Istanbul, August 15™. The following texts elaborate this industrial buildings through its
functional and formal solutions, see, izmit'te Bir Lastik Fabrikasi Projesi (text by the editor), 1978.
Mimarlik, 154, 1978, pp. 61-64; Lassa Lastik Fabrikasi, 1zmit, (text by the editor), 1980. Cevre, 7, pp.
20-25; Lassa Tyre Factory, Izmit, (text by the editor), 1985. Mimar, 18, Singapur, pp. 28-33.
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In terms of the market, the professional rise of Sabanci Holding and its expansion
should be understood as relevant to a new organizational context in Turkish
economy. With the break of state control on the economy, this new landscape
supported the appearance of national corporations and the encouragement of a
collective concern in the business world of the country. For instance, the
establishment of TUSIAD (the Turkish Industrialists and Businessmen’s
Association) in 1971 exemplifies this development. Its establishment was a
landmark as it represented the first voluntary association of businessmen in the
country and marked a collective concern about the social, political, and economic
problems as a whole. With this new organizational logic in economy, the number of
holdings rose from 18 to 115 in between 1970 and 1976. (Onis and Tirem, 2002;
Bugra, 1994).

Within this context, Sabancr’s family business became a holding in 1967. Pursuing
Haci Omer Sabancr’s cotton trade from 1925, they succeeded in becoming one of
the leading national corporate leaders in Turkey. In 1967, Sakip Sabanci, the
second of six sons of Haci Omer Sabanci took over the responsibility of the group
and the head office moved to Istanbul in 1974. Based on professional principles,
Sabanci was able to accomplish diversification of its activities over a wide variety of
sectors from commerce to banking, insurance and industry around these years. In
particular, starting with the late 1970s, it formed several joint ventures with
multinational enterprises, undertook many activities in the country and abroad during
this expansion. What is important to emphasize is that Sabanci, as one of leading
industrial and financial conglomerates in Turkey differentiates itself from many
national corporations. Although most suffer from the state-created nature of the
Turkish business world and its ambiguities landscape Bugra (1994), Sabancr’s
professional vision portrays successful strategic planning in the private sector. More
importantly, its business concentration cares about maintaining its corporate identity,
the importance of institutional virtues and social and cultural prestige. Instead of
being a commercial enterprise for high profit, its long-term development and

success are based on these principles.

In parallel to this new picture, the building sector witnessed a new organizational
establishment just before the 1970s. In 1968, representing a collective
understanding, the Building Information Center was established by Yal¢in Hasol,
Bilent Ozer, Ergin Serter, izzettin Somer, Yilmaz Zenger, Ruhi Kafescioglu,
Muzaffer Yalginalp, Erdal Muldir, Yalgin Tezer, Hikmet Vardar and Turhan

Uyaroglu. The aim of its founding members was to heighten the standard and quality

82



of building materials, organize conferences, exhibitions, cultural activities,
publishing, introduce building firms and their products to the sector and architects.
Focusing on bringing together the construction sector, architecture and other
relevant fields, this center began to publish Yapi (Building) in 1973 and the first
Building Catalog in 1974. In parallel to these activities, the first Building Material
Panel was organized with collaboration of the Building Information Center and Piar
Market Research Center in 1976. Finally, the first building fair was organized by this
center in 1978. (Sey and Tuzin, 2008). (Figures 3.55; 3.56).
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Figure 3.55 : The founding members of the Building Information Center, 1968.
(Sey and Tuzln, 2008).
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Figure 3.56 : The first building fair, Istan
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Within such a landscape, Turkish architecture began to define and discuss the
conditions of the architect and practice. For instance, Dogan Kuban points out that
architecture is a business producing under economic conditions as well as being an
artistic occupation. For him, the recognition of real architectural talent depends on
the client’s financial support, and this fact is one of the major requirements of design
practice. (Kuban, 1973). In addition, Encyclopaedic Dictionary of Architecture
(Mimarlik Ansiklopedisi) published by Dogan Hasol in 1976 can be regarded as
another significant contribution to define the essential disciplinary terms, the basic
concepts and vocabularies in architecture. (Hasol, 1976). According to his definition,
the architect has to perform through the collaboration with many other specialists in
order to challenge complicated building programs and process. In parallel to such
efforts, design practitioners began to emphasize some critical issues in the
professional world. Employment opportunities in the professional world, work force,
dequalification of labor, the problematic aspect of the mechanized architectural
service, architectural practitioners whose role was reduced to a salaried worker in
design practice, the values and problems of the professional world began to be
debated in Turkish architecture in the 1970s. In particular, they underlined the lack
of collaboration between the profession and the world of academia. (Artun and
Kozacioglu,1976; izgi, 1970; Onal, 1970; Tekeli, 1970). (Figure 3.57). &3

Figure 3.57 : Mimarlik, No. 75.

63. In spite of these problematic issues of architectural practice, the Chamber of Turkish Architects was
mostly engaged with political activities in the 1970s and 1980s. See for details, Altay, B. S., 2000.
Professional value systems of Turkish architects with respect to clients and users in contemporary
residential design practice, Ph.D. Thesis, Bilkent University, Ankara, p.72.
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As Dogan Tekeli points out, in a realistic manner, they entered into the competitive
professional world with Lassa Tyre Factory and really got into the large-scale client’s
business culture. In order to offer a proposal, Sabanci Holding Co. invited 10-12
national architectural offices at the beginning of the project. Although Tekeli-Sisa did
not take place among them, they made contact with the client and could obtain this
commission with respect to their former successful industrial buildings and
professional visions in this field. (Tekeli, 2009a). In order to be able to get this
commission, Tekeli-Sisa had to convince the Sabanci Holding of their architectural
skills, a realistic project budget and cost-effective technical solutions. In other words,
this process shows how these two design architects began to adapt their practice to
the competitive dynamics of the market and regarded architecture as an
entrepreneurial profession. In this way, architectural skills of Tekeli-Sisa and
Sabancr’s corporate culture pushed the practice of these two pioneers into a new
professional milieu and its material conditions. It can be assumed that professional-
client relationship and its quality also promoted Tekeli-Sisa’s architectural practice,
its efficiency and the creativity of their design language. (Figure 3.58). Considering
this fact, the following statement illuminates why this factory can be seen as a new

professional development for these design practitioners (Abbott, 1988):

“...The central phenomenon of professional life is thus the link between a profession and its
work, a link | shall call jurisdiction. To analyse professional development is to analyse how this
link is created in work, how it is anchored in formal and informal social structure...” (p. 20).

Figure 3.58 : Lassa Tyre Factory, facade. (Mimar, 1985).
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This factory indicates how the evolving dynamics of the national capital stimulated
local architectural resources in the field of industrial building. Although some foreign
consultants, such as B. F. Goodrich with Hale and Kullgreen helped with the
technical issues of this project, its architectural concept, functional solution, the
structural system and all prefabricated components were designed by Tekeli-Sisa.
(Tekeli, 2009a; Mimar, 1985). Architectural program of this project includes factory,
power plant, tyre test laboratories, truck entrance, silos, substation, administration
building and cafeteria. Administrating building, worker’s facilities and cafeteria were
designed near the main entrance for the functional unity of the project. Behind these
blocks, a big production unit was arranged in relation to other parts of the complex.
Tyre test laboratory, power plant, carbon black storage, substation, silos are located
around this production unit with respect to its central location. As this project
program shows, this factory demands a broad architectural perspective and an
interdisciplinary design team. Like Chrysler, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice dealt
with the different sources of knowledge and processes in order to comprehend the
technical parameters and procedures of this architectural program, such as the
working conditions of tyre makers, the nature of raw materials and their compounds.
After this process, they determined design-oriented issues for an architectural
program, such as the technical requirements of function, the flow of circulation, a
wide span and the creation of a pleasant atmosphere for workers. (Figures 3.59;
3.60).

Figure 3.59 : Lassa Tyre Factory, the layout of the factory. (Mimar, 1985).
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Figure 3.60 : Lassa Tyre Factory, section of administration building and the
plan of the first floor. (Mimar, 1985).

With these developments, architectural design practice began to benefit from new
construction technology in the country and Lassa Tyre Factory is one of the best
examples of them. In order to be able to build the production unit of this industrial
building under a single roof, engineers decided on a structural grid of 12 meters x 16
meters. After that, Tekeli-Sisa formulated their architectural solutions with respect to
maximum flexibility for tyre production, the speed of construction and the client’s
budget. They rejected a steel structure due to its maintenance problems and the
difficulty of obtaining steel on the market. Analyzing eight different structural
alternatives, they decided on a system composed of prefabricated columns, double
T and prestressed roof elements in order to solve the wide span requirement of the
factory. In this system, the semi circle sectioned polyester skylights were designed
to provide day light into the space. What is nhoteworthy is that it covered 400 square
meters of the factory in a day by using prefabricated beams of 12 meters in length
and prestressed roof elements of 2.40 meters in width. In this way, all this system

was constructed in one and half years as a record in Turkey. %

64. With respect to these structural and technical solutions, Sevki Vanli underlines some common
points between Pompidou Center and Lassa Tyre Factory. As Dogan Tekeli states, they were
influenced by this center and its structural solution to some degree. However, he criticizes the different
language of the exterior and interior design approach of Pompidou Center. Vanli, $., 2006. Mimariden
konusmak, bilinmek istenmeyen 20. yizyil Tidrk mimarhg, elestirel bakis, VMV Yayinlar, 1, p. 272.;
Tekeli, D. and Sisa, S., 1994. Dogan Tekeli ve Sami Sisa ile sdylesi, in Tanyeli, U., ed., Dogan Tekeli-
Sami Sisa, projeler / uygulamalar, Tanyeli, U. (interviewed by), YEM Yayin, p. 19-49, Istanbul, p. 38.
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Other blocks of the complex, the power plant and the test laboratory were
constructed by using the same system. The administration building, social facilities
and cafeteria were built as cast in situ concrete. As a technical solution, Tekeli-Sisa
designed the semi circle planned load bearing concrete curtain walls and distributed
ventilation channels through this structural system. (Mimar, 1985). Without a doubt,
such a solution demands a combined effort of design architects, engineers,
contractors, other technical staff and an integrated process with the client. To
maximize functionality, minimize risk and cost effective solution in this process,
design architects had to focus on team performance, good communications with key
participants and control implementation of the project in accordance with the budget
and the client’s expectation. (Figures 3.61; 3.62; 3.63; 3.64).
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Figure 3.61 : Lassa Tyre Factory, Dogan Tekeli in the construction site.
(Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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Figure 3.62 : Lassa Tyre Factory, technical details of the precast wall panel system.
(Mimar, 1985).

88



Figure 3.63 : Lassa Tyre Factory, structure. (Ekincioglu, 2001c).

Figure 3.64 : Lassa Tyre Factory, bridge. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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In addition to these issues, this factory marks another point in Tekeli-Sisa
architecture; context consideration in the field of industrial buildings. ®® With respect
to site conditions and the visual appeal of this industrial building, the effort of design
architects generated a factory that merged with its landscape. With a linear block as
an extension of its landscape, one of the significant design intentions of Lassa Tyre
Factory develops a contextually responsive architecture. Humanizing such a
technical building, the care of design architects for a sense of well-articulated form,
materials, programmatic components and structure formed a factory that is a
successful demonstration within its surroundings. (Ozkan, 2001; Akcan and Zelef,
2001). In other words, instead of focusing on only individual features of a building
and its concrete functional requirements, their technical solutions take into
consideration environmental issues in conjunction with a modern approach. Based
on these facts, it is worth emphasizing that Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa did not
pursue reductive machine made aesthetic and tried to combine human needs with
the context. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Finally, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice extracted their facade design from the
functional solution of the program, the client’s wish for an attractive conception for
his corporate prestige and their creative values. (Mimar, 1985). Although factories
mostly have a similar appearance and anonymous elevations in Turkey, it can be
argued that Lassa Tyre Factory is one of the significant examples of the aesthetics
creation of such a large-scale technical building. ®® To do this, design architects
used semi-circular skylights that provide natural light for the interior spaces and
interpreted these facade elements as an elegant building component. As a
repetitive iconic symbol, these skylights also resist a monotonous visual effect of
this industrial building. In the same manner, circular windows on the facade refer to
a symbol for the production of tyres in the building. (Figure 3.65; 3.66; 3.67; 3.68).
The client’'s expectation from this project is one of the main reasons behind this

creative language. (Mimar, 1985):

65. Their architectural design approach was defined by Creativity in Architecture conference organized
by UIA in 1975 as naturalist. See, Tekeli, D., 1975. UIA 1975 ve mimarlikta yaraticilik, |zmir Mimarlar
Odasi konusma metni, Tekeli-Sisa archive, Istanbul. Although Tekeli-Sisa successfully achieve a
synthesis of technology and natural context, they are criticized by Esra Akcan and Haluk Zelef due to
the lack of their interests in conveying international architectural debates on these issues to Turkey.
See, Akcan, E. and Zelef, H., 2001. Nedenselligin mimarligi, Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Boyut Cagdas
Turkiye Mimarlar Dizisi, 2, p. 111-119, Ed. Ekincioglu, M., Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

66. In Turkey, the recognition of the architect as a construction expert and a creative artist goes back to
the 1930s. The term building art widely began to use to legitimize this dual status in these years. See
for details, Bozdogan, S. 2002. Modernism and nation building: Turkish architectural culture in the early
Republic, studies in modernity and national identity, University of Washington Press, pp. 177.
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“...the architects then devoted themselves to satisfying the client's additional desire
for beauty as well as functional efficiency...their (cylindrical elements) size and
translucidity contributing to a modernist ‘image’ which the client desired for his
factory...” (pp. 28)

Figure 3.65: Lassa Tyre Factory, the precast wall panel system, semi-circular
skylights and circular windows. (Ekincioglu, 2001c).
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Figure 3.66 : Lassa Tyre Factory, elevations and sections showing the prefab

panels and natural lighting system through polyester tubes.
(Mimar, 1985).
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Figure 3.67 : Lassa Tyre Factory, polyester tubes. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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Figure 3.68: Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa’s comments on the Building Fair
and the improvement of the building sector, 1978.
(Sey and Tuzun, 2008).
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This formal language and aesthetic concern in Lassa also highlight a crucial fact. In
the modern world, a visual language is one of the major concerns for an effective
corporate identity. Depending on the mode of expression of a corporation, buildings
designed for business leaders may have potential to promote creative inspirations
and design quality. (Baker, 1989). With this understanding, the design architect’s
visual effort for a corporate identity can be evaluated as a search for harmony
between function and the client’s desire for beauty in the professional world. At that
point, Lassa Tyre Factory can be regarded as a further step from Chrysler Truck
Assembly Plant. Tekeli-Sisa positioned not only their design practice in a new
organizational capacity related to new economic dynamics, the building sector and
construction techniques in the country but also produced one of the most
distinguished buildings of modern Turkish architecture. (Ozkan, 2001). In contrast to
a formal experiment or a decorative surface, design practitioners’ creative effort in
this building crosses its paths with their architectural responsibility, Sabanci’s
corporate culture, its prestige and technology in the professional world. ®" The
following statement by Suha Ozkan points out the significant position of this
industrial building in Turkish architecture (Ozkan, 2001):

“...If you are looking for a magnum opus in Tekeli-Sisa’s architecture, you could say that it is
Lassa Factory. It is perhaps one of the high points of Turkish architecture in the modern
period, it is an international success...” (p. 84).

It should not be surprising that Tekeli-Sisa published their first monograph under the
editorship of Biilent Ozer, a historian of modern architecture in 1976. ® Although
Seyfi Arkan and Altug-Behruz Cinici published their works before this monograph, it
can be claimed that it differentiates itself from those earlier publications and their
articulations. (Ozkan, 1975). Bringing diverse building typologies designed and
supervised by this design-oriented architectural office into the public eye, this
monograph emphasizes the emerging conditions of the practitioners’ professional
role in Turkey. Presenting the first large-scale and innovative experiences designed
and supervised by Tekeli-Sisa in the private sector, this monograph manifests these
two pioneers as the first architectural design office in Turkey that could survive in
spite of economic problems and unsuitable conditions. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

67. For Lassa Tyre Factory and a search for a plastic effect in technology, see, Tansug, S., 1986.
Cagdas Tirk sanati, Istanbul, 1986. In addition, for a debate on factories and their aesthetics in
modern architecture, Banham, R., 1980. The factory aesthetic, Theory and design in the first machine
age, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, p. 79-87.

68. In this monograph, Biilent Ozer defines himself as a historian of modern architecture. Obtaining his
Ph.D. degree from Istanbul Technical University, he pursued his academic life at Mimar Sinan
University and focused on architectural design theory, methodology, regionalism, universalism and
contemporary Turkish architecture. See for his Ph.D. dissertation, Ozer, B., 1964. Rejyonalizm,
Universalizm ve ¢agdas mimarimiz Uzerine bir deneme, Doktora Tezi, Istanbul Teknik Universitesi,
Istanbul.
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Recognizing evolving economic dynamics offered by the client and the new material
condition of architectural design practice, in this way, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa
declared the early phase of their productive careers. Elaborating the scope of their
practice from the conceptual sketches of building programs to the innovative
solutions of structural designs and on-site challenges since the beginning of the
1950s, it can be assumed that this publication reconceptualizes the design
practitioner’s self-image in modern Turkey. Its professional articulations confirm that
Tekeli-Sisa began to situate themselves within the professional world and achieved

motivation of their creative skills within this picture. (Ozkan, 1975).

As opposed to an ego-driven monologue or individual self-interest, this monograph
presents Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice by concentrating on their design problem
solving skills and rational motivations behind their building production capacity. The
central objective of this publication is to highlight the self-control of their professional
behavior in architecture and the internalization of these values in the process of their
practice. Implying a consistent effort of a professional and a modest profile, this
monograph aims to portray how this office and its founding partners, Dogan Tekeli
and Sami Sisa could capture design problems in reality in accordance with their
creative design brilliance. Through Tekeli-Sisa’s first hand observations and original
materials from their archive, it shows new building formulations in Turkey and the
progressive position of these two pioneers in design practice. (Ozkan, 1975). ® In
spite of these developments, the following statement can be seen as an example of
a view on Turkish architecture around these years. Rather than recognizing the
design architect’s professional accomplishment and new practice-oriented issues in
the sector, it summarizes Turkish architecture in the 1970s as an extension of
economical and social problems in the country. Referring to some styles, such as
late-modern and post-modern, it underlines how Turkish architects differentiated

themselves from the Western architectural world in this period. (Tanyeli, 1993):

“...In the 1970s, Turkish architecture created some mechanisms of social self-control, which
made morphic and intellectual enhancement in architecture a sort of treason. When the West
was experiencing late-modern, and post-modern extravaganza, Turkey reduced the scope of
its similar efforts to a minimum. In those years the country lived one of its periods of
introversion typical of all underdeveloped societies. Like the whole intelligentsia, the architect
sank into the spesific problems of Turkey, and issues of architecture were regarded as mere
extensions of economical and social problems...” (p. 53).

69. Although this monograph can be seen as an important threshold for Tekeli-Sisa’s self-recognition in
the professional world, no academic text analyzing it could be found during this research process. A
personal interview with Dodan Tekeli supported this finding, Tekeli, D., 2009a. personal interview,
Ekincioglu, M. (interviewed by), Istanbul, August 15™. In 1975, a text written by Suha Ozkan elaborates
the significance of this monograph and indicates a new mode of architectural design practice in Turkey,
see, Ozkan, S., 1975. Yayin tanitma elestiri, Tirkiye'de yirmi yillik mimarlik deneyimi, Dogan Tekeli-
Sami Sisa, Mimarlik, 143, pp. 59-62.
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3.4.3 Bank and office building complex in Istanbul

Turkish architecture had begun to be recognized as a commercial instrument by
different capital groups starting in the second half of the 1970s and stimulated by
their fragmentary financial investments. Within such a context, unlike their former
buildings, this complex shows how Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice had begun to
work with the large-scale commercial client and the profit-oriented logic of the
market. ° Although the free market economy of these years and the client’s
speculative expectations had potential to provoke a commercial practice and an
extravangant language in architecture, these design practitioners could maintain
their professional strategy and preferred organizational imperatives driven by market
forces. "t Without manipulating the large-scale client’'s profit-oriented logic in
architecture or subordinating him in their design practice, Tekeli-Sisa could provide
a rational and economic design solution through their systematic approach, high
degree of self-control and codes of ethics in architecture. In this way, they could
resist the phenomenon of commaoadification. (Figure 3.69). Viewed from this angle,
the following statement illuminates the professional strategy of these two pioneers
(Greenwood, 1988): "

“...the proper performance of the professional role requires that the practitioners renders at all
times the highest caliber service of which he is capable, irrespective of the identity or finances
of the recipient, and that he invariably subordinates his personal needs and material interests
to the latter's welfare, should he be confronted with a choice between them. This is what
distinguishes professions from commerce. The maximization of profit is a proper motivation for

»

behavior in business; it is inappropriate in a profession...” (p. 12-13).

Figure 3.69 : Bank and office building complex, Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1976-1999.
(Ekincioglu, 2001c).

70. In addition to this building complex, Holiday Resort designed by Tekeli-Sisa with Behruz Cinici in
1977 and Yapi Kredi Bank Branch and Office Building designed in 1975-1977 also exemplify early
examples of commercial buildings in the practice history of these two modern pioneers.

71. See for the multiplicity of architectural taste and heterogeneity as a result of the rising influence of
postmodern culture and its emphasis on Turkish architecture, Bozdogan, S., 1997. The predicament of
modernism in Turkish architectural culture: An overview, in Bozdogan, S., Kasaba, R., eds., Rethinking
modernity and national identity in Turkey, University of Washington, p. 133-156.

72. No academic text analyzing the importance of this bank and office building complex in Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice and their professional strategy as a response to the large-scale client’s profit-
oriented logic could be found during this research process. The following published text elaborates its
functional and formal solutions, see, Mimar, Cagdas Mimarlik Dergisi, 1981. Uygulamalar, (text by the
editor), Istanbul Zincirlikuyu’da bir biro binalari grubu, 1, pp. 4-12. A personal interview with Dogan
Tekeli supported this finding, Tekeli, D., 2009b. personal interview, Ekincioglu, M. (interviewed by),
Istanbul, October, 24th.

95



This building complex is located on Blyikdere Avenue, one of the important
business districts in Istanbul. The design of the first building began in 1976 and the
last block was completed in 1999. Built for the Kozanoglu-Cavusoglu Construction
Company in 1976, the first building was designed as a rental office block and began
use as the Hisarbank General Directorate in 1979. Accommodating the
headquarters of the same contractor company, the second block was completed in
1980. Finally, Tekeli-Sisa obtained the last commission from Avrupa-Amerika
Holding to design a project for Show TV and for some companies whose owner was
Erol Aksoy. This third block was completed in 1999. " In order to respond to the
profit-oriented logic of large-scale clients, this building complex demonstrates the
matrix of organizational modules for the rational solution of each block and their
functional configurations. In this effective way, Tekeli-Sisa achieved both flexibility
and variety within standardization for the commercial interest of the client and formal

control over the urban complex as a whole. (Figure 3.70).
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Figure 3.70 : Bank and office building complex, floor plan. (Ekincioglu, 2001c).

73. As Mete Tapan indicates, Emek Building is the first commercial high-rise building in Turkish
architecture. As the first curtainwall building, it was designed by Enver Tokay and ilhan Tayman in
1959. Combined with a lower block of shops and public facilities, the functional solution of this office
tower and its large column free space were repeated in many commercial buildings in Turkey. See for
details, Tapan, M., 2005. International style: Liberalism in architecture, in Holod, R., et. al., eds.,
Modern Turkish architecture, Chamber of Architects of Turkey, p. 111-122, Ankara.

96



This new direction in architecture can be seen as a result of moving from
industrialization strategy to the free market economy in Turkey in the 1980s. With a
series of economic, legal and institutional reforms, these years were characterized
by the restructuration of the economy and by neo-liberal policies under the
leadership of Turgut Ozal. In this period, Turkey undertook an economic reform
program to adapt itself to international markets and reduced the state role in the
economy by promoting conditions of capital accumulation. Although a regulated
inward-looking economic strategy was pursued prior to the 1980s, a new period was
characterized by an outward-oriented and open economy system operating with a
market-based approach. Within this context, most of sectors which were formerly
run by the state were turned over to the private sphere and the free mobility of
capital between sectors began to be considered as vital for financial profit. In parallel
to these developments, the Capital Markets Law in 1981 and the establishment of
the Istanbul Stock Exchange in 1986 were important steps to regulate and supervise
markets. Since then, the operative power of local businessmen and commercial
groups became more evident in the business world and in architecture as a result of
the financial liberalization process in Turkey. Based on a market-based approach,
private banks, the construction sector and the real estate market became significant
investment tools for them in the sector. (Bilgin, 2005; Parasiz, 1998; Glines, 1998).
(Figures 3.71; 3.72). In patrticular, the structure of economy in the 1990s indicates a
departure from earlier periods in the country and capital movements were liberalized
with more intensive business strategies. As one of the noteworthy developments
around these years, private entrepreneurship rose and sector struggles were

accelerated to compete in the free market.

As a result of new capital investment policy, the Turkish construction sector
displayed a favourable outlook in the 1990s. ™ Exhibiting an expansion which
stemmed from the private sector, non-residential construction activities increased,
and 85 % of them was produced in the sectors of commerce, manifacturing industry,
tourism, education and health. (Table 3.1). Turkish contractors began to serve in
foreign countries, such as in Russia, Asia and Eastern and Central Europe. Some
leading construction firms, such as Dogus, STFA and ENKA took their places
among leading world construction companies. In 1984, the Construction Material
Industrialist Society was established and and Office of Foreign Contractor Service

was founded in Turkey in 1994. (Turkish Construction Sector Report, 1996).

74. In spite of these developments, Yildiz Sey and Ozge Acikkol indicate that economic recession
affected the construction sector in Turkey during the 1980s. See for details, Sey, Y. and Tuzin, G.
eds., 2008. Yapi Merkezi'nde 40 yil, 1968-2008, Yem Yayin, 143, Istanbul, p. 72, 91.

97



o

o o 0o o o

|
g
i
- '
SIBA e
S 5 I
TURK TICARET E |
ARBANIZ
'
U )
]
RIS !
YAP! veKREDI BANKAS|
2 a
@ ¥E
2R EANTR '
==
ollo @ !
o o % - 3
TTRETNES

-YENI ISTANBUL -

Figure 3.71 : Istanbul. (Yapi, May, 1983).

abs Endisshri P lag nm
Ev 43, Tkl 113w

G e asn agaddin

aucak  Juarkrds o o ol gt

24 dgolos 4913

Loy i

adi taligan  Jawawi v aredy gewale

(o, i, B3 s laulo il ) s 26
iz iche s dme Bua.;k akk Ditses

duudon gy
Joitlin i e o e i br ey
Aywadan n(hlmy Tugam  Kotmamphr

§ ¥

Paullygule sitaw ; Tkt Janags lwa gin
Bir wy e b e, Dasigaho PR
'(""73' bag qamar  digighy b div Allah Hane

- 4 b otk duwaginin Vodh 1elipling
Bl gaphiun, g g, bl ‘“"‘%”'“' punddhehnial e Ve dug diemanlarday
goonlait | falbista ek ve Binarlauy bk Juhelaa  etesidic

Vdundan FY tetnde 2

Jouda adut

e hia

Ar s oot R M

P S NPR v
e Divme Dlhwy  ikbset
Saret deftorind

Wehbi Kog'un Yap: ‘83 Fusn'na iligkin olarak Kog
imualadifs

Madiri'ne bizzat yazdwp kendisinin

“YapvElekizo-Otomotiv 84" fuarlanm
gezen Vehbi Kog: “Maneviyatm
Yikseliyor”

1984 giind, Yapr-Endilstri
in dizenledigi Fuar gezen
dilen urdnlert inceledi

Meriezin

:ne yu beyanat verdi: "Bugin
st Merkezinin tertipledii

o-Otomotiv 84 Fuan'm gezdim.
gibt fuarlan gezdikge maneviyatum

bbbl , e gzl

PR TR L ST T

edin Mot Aluinisty

bakaminday  dsbionasuema

o daya Jaale

Holding Halkia igidler
yan

Fuma b ol ngilionizg Ltk duim

Acnia! 1.47.2\”4.

ek W ff@.ﬁ

Ar sl et

Vel T

olomghe

au pcdaemlin

Soldan: Vehbi Kog, Melumet B
(Eczacib

ag), Osman Taner,
Orhan Mizanolu (og Holding
Halkla ftighiler Md)

mukayese edebilmek ancak buralarda
kabil olabiliyor. lsadamlanmizin ve
politikacilarumizin bu gibi fuarlan
geamelerinde biiyak yarar goririm. Bu
sene ilk defa Avusturya, Almanya, Ingiliz
ve Hollanda firmalannn kaidigin
gordiim, bu da sevindiricidir. Tarkiye; kim
ne sdylerse soylesin leri gidiyor. Bisbirimizi
severek, yikict tenkit ve dedikodulan bir
yana burakarak daha da ileri gidebilirz.
1985 senesinde Divan Oteli yapilizken
ihtiyactmiz olan malzemenin %95'ini
disandan gefirdik. Simdi bir otel insost icin
her sey! memleketimizden femin etmek
Jabil. Birbizimize sarilalm, birbirimizi
sevelim ve ileriye gidelim."

(Yapi dergist 56, 198414, $2)

Figure 3.72 : Vehbi Kog, the founder of Ko¢ Group, Building Fair, 1984.
(Sey and Tuzun, 2008).
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Table 3.1. Type of construction in the period of 1991-1996.
(Turkish Construction Sector Report, 1996).

Area of Construction (1000 m?)
Type of construction 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
commercial 4204 4173 5344 5571 5073 6336
industrial 1806 2048 2141 1836 2579 2611
Medical, social, 422 368 440 688 380 596
cultural
other 770 688 668 654 594 559
Total 7202 7817 8593 8749 8626 10102

Increasing capital accumulation and developments in the construction sector also
stimulated the production of architectural design practice in the country. It became
more open to international arenas, such as the Middle East and Russia. " In the
meantime, a new generation of architects joined the profession in these years. This
new picture affected the organizational structure of offices in the country. On the one
hand, a small group of architecture offices was characterized by the boutique design
office. On the other hand, large offices began to conduct their practices with a high
number of personnel, formal relations and well-organized working conditions. For
foreign project services, joint ventures with international offices showed another kind
of organizational understanding in practice. " With respect to a tougher
marketplace, architects deeply involved in the process of readying themselves to
function efficiently in the sector. Considering this new landscape in the professional

world, the Turkish Freelance Architects Association was established in 1987.

With academicians, architects intensively began to emphasize the importance of
practice-oriented issues in these years. For instance, a seminar, What is
Architecture? organized at IDGSA in November 1980 aimed at elaborating a new
landscape in Turkish architecture with the participation of 15 national architects and
3 foreign guests. (izgi, et. al., 1981). As most of them indicate in this organization,
the client’'s dominant position in architecture, the need of collaborative teamwork
and new methods of construction created a shift in practice. Among these

participants, in particular, Hayati Tabanlioglu, one of the leading design practitioners

75. Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice began to deal with commercial building complexes, international
architectural projects and interior designs during the 1980s. Although some of them were not built, the
Mass Housing Project in Saudi Arabia for the Saudi Arabia Military Factory Administration (1980),
Apartment Building Group Project in Florida for Hisarbank (1980), Mass Housing Project in United Arab
Emirates for Kozanoglu Cavusoglu (1980) and the Mass Housing Project in Iraq (1982) are some
examples of their work in this period.

76. For an academic study on architectural offices in Turkey, see Esin, N., 1985a. Turkiye’de mimarlk

blrolarinda tasarlamada karar verme durumunun belirlenmesi, Doktora Tezi, Istanbul Teknik
Universitesi, Istanbul.

99



in the country pointed out the changing role of the architect in Turkey. With respect
to the importance of financial and timing limits, new organizational and management
skills in practice, he implied how the architect's professional service began to
differentiate itself from individualized settings and idealized objectives. For him, the
most important question was how the architect could fit within the complicated
settings of practice and its new organizational understanding. (Tabanlioglu,1984).
(Figure 3.73). On the other hand, a heterogeneous professional environment and its
products stimulated a new structural understanding of the Chamber of Architects in
spite of its engagement with political topics throughout the 1970s and 1980s. As
Hasan Ozbay states, this professional organization underwent a shift in the mid
1980s (Ergut and Ozkaya, 2005):

“...In the mid-1980s the Chamber of Architects felt a need to redefine and reformulate itself.
Under the leadership first of Engin Omacan and then Bora Akgay, they opened the state of
affairs to discussion. The Chamber of the 1970s was debated, it was understood that taking
refuge in the excuse of the coup of September 12, 1980 was not useful and the need for a
new structuring and Chamber design emerged. Trying to develop new projects, the leadership
first book up the structure of the Chamber. The success of the program of that time is
reflected in the increase of the number of branches from 3 then to 17 today and the expansion
and strengthening of the Chamber of Architects to 142 organizational units. Participation in
international relations beyond sending a single person to the UIA congress in order solely to
fill in the need of international relations (today there is delegate of the Chamber of Architects
to the UIA Council, it is effective in the regional organization and supports serious
programs)...” (p.154).
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papers read on the seminar “WHAT
IS ARCHITECTURE ? " organized by
the Chair of the History of Archi-
tecture and held at the State Academy
of Fine Arts in Istanbul between No-
vember 11-14, 1980. Besides many
Turkish participants, there were also
3 foreign guests, namely Prof. Dr.
Franco Wagner Facilla from Rome,
Prof. Franz Fieg from Lausanne/Zi-
rich and Prof. Dr. Wilhelm Kicker
from Munich. The papers of the first
two have already been published in
the 39 th issue of our magazine.

WHAT IS ARCHITECTURE?  Vicuterm anguages e taken from te

Figure 3.73 : What is architecture?, 1981, a seminar held at the State Academy of
Fine Arts in Istanbul. (Izgi, et. al., 1981).
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The 1st National Architecture Exhibition and Awards organized in 1988 can be seen
as an important threshold to draw attention to practitioner’s efforts in the country. *’
As the first institutional award mechanism to share, promote and encourage
architecture in Turkey, the aim of this biennial exhibition is to celebrate
accomplished architects, their special contributions and successes. Under the
auspices of the Chamber, these awards are an important opportunity to observe and
evaluate the evolution of architectural thinking and practice in the country through
the exemplary success of leading architects. In its first year, Sedad Hakki Eldem
was given an award for his valuable contributions to the profession, education, its
culture and his efforts to promote architecture in Turkey. " In addition to Sedad
Hakki Eldem, in 1988, Zeki Sayar, one of the leading architectural figures of the
early Republic of Turkey and the founding editor of Mimar (later, Arkitekt) was also
awarded for his invaluable endeavors toward the institutionalization of architecture in
the country. (Figures 3.74; 3.75). However, it can be argued that the major concerns
of this program were far from touching existing problems of design architects as
related to market dynamics and their influences on their practice. Although Turkish
(design) architects began to operate within a more complex economic structure and
had to challenge several enterprises and their speculative logics in these years, this
award program seems to focus on the distinguished works of individualized figures
and portray them as a person who has distinctive skills. In parallel to this view, an
architectural seminar organized by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism in 1984,
entitled Turkish National Style in Architecture exemplifies how Turkey still discussed
architecture as a stylistic and artistic discipline. (Nalbantoglu, 1989). However, the
following statement by Dogan Tekeli underlines how Turkish architects and their
professional service began to operate under market-oriented pressures (Tekeli,
1989):

“...Because the owner owns the property, he listens to the architect only as far as the architect
can convince him...” (pp. 4).

77. For a detailed study on these awards, see, Durmaz, N., 2009. Awarding architecture in Turkey:
National architecture exhibition and awards program, Master Thesis, Middle East Technical University,
Ankara.

78. As Ela Kagel underlines, Sedad Hakki Eldem can be seen as one of the leading figures in Turkish
architecture who could establish his authority. Having three identities, such as an intellectual, an
educator and an elite, he portrayed a representational power. Considering this fact, it can be claimed
that he has an independent position in architecture instead of struggling to survive in the professional
world. See, Kagel, E., 2009. Intellectualism and Consumerism: Ideologies, Practices and Criticism of
Common Sense Modernism in Postwar Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Cornell University, Ithaca, USA., p. 215.
In other words, it can be assumed that this first award shows how individual creative figures have been
underlined by Turkish architecture rather than professional architects.
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Figure 3.74 : Sedad Hakki Eldem, the Grand Award, Sinan Prize,
The First National Architecture Exhibition and Awards,
1988. (Balamir, 2005).

Figure 3.75 : Zeki S. Sayar, Achievement Award in Contribution to Architecture,
the First National Architecture Exhibition and Awards, 1988. (Balamir,
2005).

Within such economic and architectural landscapes, the bank and office building
complex on Blytkdere Avenue gives an insight into this period. First of all, it should
be pointed out that the commercial value of the site was one of the major design
objectives before a programmatic solution. With respect to openness to the global
economy, profit-oriented logic of the market and its influence on the development of
metropolitan areas and on the urban structure of the city, maximum advantage from
the site, building laws, legal restrictions and the division of lots on city blocks in this
location were some main issues for design architects. (Figures 3.76; 3.77). In other
words, as different from industrial buildings and the inner logic of their design
solutions, one of the main objectives of this commercial complex was the urban
structure. The following explanation clarifies how the economy of the 1980s affected

Istanbul and its urban landscape (Kural, 2005):

“...in 1984, when the building of the second Bosphorus Bridge was completed, the new
regional highways (TEM) connected the European bank of Istanbul to the Anatolian-for a
second time. This also marked the beginning of a period of openness to global economy and
freedom in foreign trade. The effects of the flow of international funds and movements of
capital started exerting themselves on the landscape. The result of this development were
effective in the coming years...” (p. 13).
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Figure 3.76 : Istanbul, the urban structure and highway network in the 1970s.
(Kural, 2005).

Figure 3.77 : Istanbul, the urban structure and highway network in the 1990s.
(Kural, 2005).
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Tekeli-Sisa were selected by these large-scale clients with regard to their former
buildings and their design qualities. Instead of cost-based selection, clients were
looking for design practitioners who were qualified to do these projects. On the other
hand, this building complex differentiates itself from industrial buildings in terms of
the client’s perspective. Although the general definitions of industrial building
programs were stated clearer at the beginning of the design process, the main
architectural principles of these blocks were ambiguous. Without clear design
objectives, clients made contact with Tekeli-Sisa. At that point, design practitioners’
professional strategy helped them solve the architectural program of the complex
and brought client satisfaction. (Tekeli, 2009b). ° For a mutually satisfactory
outcome, Tekeli-Sisa regarded their clients as a participant of their design practice
and formulated their expectations with their architectural principles and design
solving skills. Although some changes were made in the architectural program
during working process, participants’ flexibility and design practitioners’ team-based
collective approach helped them clarify the uncertainty inherent in the design
process and reveal the potential of the project. (Tekeli, 2009b). As Dana Cuff
indicates (Cuff, 1995):

“...it reminds us that excellence is not the product of exceptional or heroic individuals, but the
result of a team of exceptional individuals who have developed an appropriate means of
working together on a project that holds potential. In general, it makes more sense to talk
about excellent projects than excellent architect or excellent practices...” (p. 234).

Pursuing their rational design principles, Tekeli-Sisa gathered three blocks into a
unified system with a grammar of modular combinations. For the first block, design
architects dealt with one of the early examples of the client’'s speculative logic in
their professional practice. Although their earlier large-scale buildings in the private
sector were mostly designed for the use of a client, this rental office block was built
for unknown tenants to make profit. In order to optimize the client’s satisfaction and
commercial expectations, Tekeli-Sisa tried to maximize flexible use of floor areas.
Since users were unknown and the special requirements of the program were not
clarified, their main design objectives were changeable configuration of office
spaces. To do this, they used standardized, modular building components and
materials. (Figures 3.78; 3.79). In this way, it was possible to provide an economic
solution, eliminate interior subdivisions as much as possible and design a grid

capable of integration for ceiling tiles, lighting fixtures and furniture. The depth of
working areas minimized, WCs and the service core were located in the center of

office floors to provide maximum natural light to interior spaces. The ground level of

79. Since trust and respect were established between Kozanoglu-Cavusoglu and Tekeli-Sisa, the client
hired this design-oriented architectural office for their new projects.
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the block began to use as a branch of a bank although its function was unclear at
the beginning of the project. Design practitioners’ modular configuration helped the
client adapt this solution to their changing program. At that point, the following
statement clarifies the significance of Tekeli-Sisa’s professional effort and

architectural expertise (Dostoglu, 1982):

“...the architect is primarily a seller of expertise, not necessarily any less self-interested or
more altruistic than anybody else. And in a market-concious practice, the clients’ priorities and
tastes enter as factors to be considered rathen than ignored with professional contempt and
elitism. Furthermore, the effect of market imperatives as a mechanism for quality control and
improvement of professional services cannot be ignored. Hence, the problem with architecture
being more market conscious is not the business orientation itself but the inherent difficulty of
the architectural profession that the client is often not the actual user(s) of the building, but the
investor or the owner of it. It is the discrepancy between whom a profession ideally claims to

serve and whom it actually does...” (p. 157).
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Figure 3.79 : Bank and office building complex, section, details and modular
solutions. (Mimar, Cagdas Mimarlk, 1981).
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The second block designed for the headquarters of the same contractors' firm in
1980. Finally, the third block was already an existing building in the project site
before the client made contact with Tekeli-Sisa. Their expectation was to create an
architectural program for Show TV and other companies whose owner was Erol
Aksoy. For this project, studio layouts, acoustics and special lighting design were
some important design topics for the quality of performances in the building. In this
respect, the use of the latest technology and some special solutions of TV studios
demanded proper expertise. For these technical features, special support was
provided by BBC Channel. (Tekeli, 2009b).

On the other hand, the solution of the structural system of the first office block
highlights the brilliance of design architects’ creative skills. According to building
laws, it was possible to design upper office areas wider than the ground floor.
However, one of the critical problems for the flexible office arrangement was the
position of columns on these floors. To solve this issue, Tekeli-Sisa designed a
perimeter structural system. In this way, they positioned the structure on the exterior
and left each upper floor plan flexible in order to avoid columns remaining inside on
these floors. As the exterior surface of this block shows, design architects also
aimed to express the effect of the structural system on the facade and created a
more distinctive aesthetic appearance than surrounding commercial buildings.
Following its completion, this formulation of the structure was used as a typical
solution for many office blocks and buildings in Turkey. Recognizing the commercial
logic of a rental office block, in this way, design architects accomplished not only a
satisfactory functional solution but also a plastic effect. (Figures 3.80; 3.81; 3.82).
The following statement by Dogan Tekeli elaborates their architectural strategy.
(Tekeli, 1981):

“...Therefore, we should consider ourselves assigned with the task of changing this chaotic
environment into an agreeable one. Instead of only following and bringing the newer trends in
architecture from the Western world, we should try to find our own solutions to our own
problems. We also should try to get rid of our elitist image in our society and attempt to
establish a real dialogue with the real people. The ways to open these communicative
channels are not that difficult to discover.” (pp. 23).
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Figure 3.80 : Bank and office building complex, section. (Ekincioglu, 2001c).
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Figure 3.81 : The first office block, facade and structural solution.

(Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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Figure 3.82 : The first office block, structural solution. (Mimar, Cagdas Mimarlik, 1981).
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In 1994, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa were granted the Sinan Award by the
Chamber of Architects with respect to their distinguished profiles, their high-quality
buildings and their professional partnership of over 40 years. (Balamir, 2005). It can
be claimed that this award overlaps with an important turning point in their careers.
With the rising influence of the commercial expectations in the professional world,
profit-oriented issues and the client’s position in architectural design practice, design
practitioners’ role and responsibilities can be seen as important topics throughout
this period. However, it can be put forwad that this award could not raise some
fundamental questions about these critical issues in Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice. Although the architectural community began to articulate some critical facts
of this period, its role in promoting debates about design practitioners’ self-image
and the existing practice-oriented issues seems to be under question. (Balamir,
1990; Sorgucu, et. al.,, 1992). (Figure 3.83). Rather than define, interprete and
evaluate the design practitioner’s professional role and its critical facts in the social
milieu of the sector, it can be claimed that the following statement exemplifies an

architectural view on this period (Korkmaz, 2005): %

“...it will be easier to interpret the architectural practice of the 1980s and 1990s from this
perspective. It is a known fact that a very small percentage of the built environment is
designed by architects. And a great majority of this designed portion has been produced within
the framework of the dynamics outlined above. The average architectural practice has turned
into a decoration activity focused on the attractiveness of appearance and almost solely
seeking visual pleasures. Terms such as client expectations, target audience, publicity,
pleasure, entertainment, optimal trick, effect, and center of attraction have in the last 20 years
become keywords of the everyday jargon of architectural production...” (p. 3).

Figure 3.83 : Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, the Grand Award (Sinan Prize),
4th National Architecture Exhibition and Awards, 1994.
(Balamir, 2005).

80. In addition, the following book shows how the period of 1960-1980 is elaborated through styles and
trends in Turkish architecture, see, Batur, A., 2005. A Concise history, architecture in Turkey during the
20th Century, Chamber of Architects of Turkey, Ankara. p. 63-83. In his book, Afife Batur states this
period under the titles of Ideology and Style Problems; Buildings, Trends and Architects; Reviving,
Refounding and Interpreting the Syntax of Regionalist Tradition. On the other hand, the following text
indicates that an investigation of recent Turkish architecture can be defined by two concepts, crisis of
identity and polarity of approaches. As its author underlines, these two keywords determine both of the
inner-totality of any architect’s personality and all the architecture profession in the country. See for
details, Tanyeli, U., 1993. Recent Turkish architecture: A Crisis of Happiness, Space Design, special
issue: Contemporary art and architecture of Turkey, 346, 7, p. 51-53. However, Tekeli-Sisa practice
and Bank and Office Building Complex in Istanbul reveal that there are some professional examples in
recent Turkish architecture instead of styles, tradition, the problem of identity, polarity of approaches
and individual self-interests.
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Although Tekeli-Sisa’s architectural buildings in the commercial world began to be
articulated in this period, they were mostly evaluated through a formal approach. For
instance, in his text, International style: Liberalism in architecture, in Modern Turkish
Architecture, Mete Tapan underlines Textile Wholesalers Association (istanbul
Manifaturacilar Carsisi Kooperatifi) designed and supervised by Tekeli-Sisa with
Metin Hepguler as the early commercial building complex of these architects.
However, he elaborates scale, programmatic prerequisite, block schemes, the
solutions of open spaces, groups of shops and circulation systems of this building
complex rather than practice-oriented issues. (Tapan, 2005). As another commercial
building designed by Tekeli-Sisa in 1976, Ufi Department Store is pointed out by
Esra Akcan and Haluk Zelef and criticized due to its formal references to some
historical buildings within its surroundings. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001). On the other
hand, some buildings designed and supervised by them are underlined through the
formal and visual characteristics of the postmodern period. (Kazmaoglu and Tanyeli,
1986). However, these texts are far from elaborating how they could maintain their
professional roles in spite of moving from industrialization strategy to the free market
economy in Turkey in the 1980s and operate within a social milieu of the private
sector. Neither formal tendencies nor architectural periods and movements could
not clarify how Tekeli-Sisa distinguish their professional role and market-concious
strategy from commercial practice and respond to the large-scale client’s profit-
oriented logic in the private sector. As they underline, their primary orientation is not
a stylistic approach, formal tendencies, a discourse or individual self-interest in
architecture. (Tekeli, 2001a). (Figures 3.84; 3.85).

modern S$e
mimarhk
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Figure 3.84 : Modern Mimarlik Hareketinin Uygulama Yapan Mimarlarin
Tasarimlarina Etkisi, Mimarlik. (Artu, et. al., 1985).
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Figure 3.86 : The first office block, a view from the corner. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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3.4.4 Metrocity shopping, office and residence complex

Serving as a magnet for its surroundings, Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence
Complex is located on Blyukdere Avenue in Istanbul. After winning two invitational
competitions, its first design phase began in 1994 and the realization of the project
was completed in 2003. This mixed-use complex can be seen as another important
turning point of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. They had to consider not only the
large-scale client’s capital investment and a mixed-use building program but also a
competitive professional milieu with global actors. ® Unlike a manufacturing-based
economy in Turkey around the 1970s, this period is characterized by the service-
based economy and its intensified commercial impact. (Central Bank of the Republic
of Turkey, 2002). On the other hand, Turkish economy entered a new era relevant to
the globalization process in the 1990s. After the Central Bank (Merkez Bankasi)
declared a new money policy for integration with competitive Western markets in
1990, the Privatization Law (Ozellestirme Kanunu) was promulgated in 1995 and
new market patterns generated the transnational flows of economic capital in the
country. As a result, the development of big cities has become an inseparable part
of these economic dynamics. Also, the market exchange system has begun to
operate as one of the major driving forces for managing the use of land. In
particular, Istanbul began to develop its own characteristics as an alternative global
city. The spaces of this metropolis have been gradually restructured by increasing
the flow of economic capital. Following this process, high-rise office blocks and
commercial mixed-use projects began to appear in the central business centers of
Istanbul and Metrocity can be seen as the influence of these dynamics on
architecture. % For this project, Tekeli-Sisa designed a new architectural program
bringing together different user groups and the complexity of urban dynamics.
Covering 210.000 square meters, Metrocity consists of a shopping mall, two 27
story residential blocks and one 23 story office building. (Figures 3.87; 3.88). On the
other hand, it became more difficult for design practitioners to compete effectively in
the marketplace. Considering counter attacks on their professional prestiges, Dogan

Tekeli indicates this fact as follows (Karabey, 2003):

81. No academic text analyzing the importance of this mixed-use building complex in Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice and their professional roles could be found during this research process. A
personal interview with Dodan Tekeli supported this finding, Tekeli, D., 2009b. personal interview,
Ekincioglu, M. (interviewed by), Istanbul, October, 24th.

82. For a detailed study about Istanbul and space production in this period see, Ozkan, D., 2008. The
misuse value of space, spatial practices and the production of space in Istanbul, Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Rochester, New York, USA. In addition, see for Istanbul’'s urban development and its

historical background, Tekeli, I., 2010. The story of Istanbul’'s modernization, Castle, H. ed., Turkey, at
the Treshold, Architectural Design, January-February, Vol. 80, No. 203, pp. 33-39.
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“...The architecture profession is under threat all around the world, not just in Turkey.
It appears that large contracting companies and mass production of designs are
causing an increasingly lower demand for independent architects. In that regard, we

have to be very, very well informed in order to preserve our status in the face of this
competition..." (pp. 23).
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Figure 3.88 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Resid
Istanbul, 1994-2003, general view. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).

ence Complex, Tekeli-Sisa,

In the 1990s, design practitioners were concerned with more complicated building
types in Turkey, such as media centers, airports and corporate headquarters. As a
remarkable power symbol of their clients, these buildings required high budget, high
technology, advanced construction methods and a contemporary outlook.
Concentrating on the management and technical aspect of architectural design

practice, time and money, exact drawings and specifications, calculated projections,
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accurate forecast and documented assumptions were required for these projects. As
architectural projects became larger-scale, the nature of its design practice became
highly fragmented. More staff, design professionals and other players than ever
before engaged in the production process. In parallel to this situation, design
practitioners began to articulate the critical facts of architectural practice and its
process. More importantly, they began to emphasize their professional occupations
as a part of the service sector as well as a creative occupation. As the client’s
dominant effect pushed design practitioners into new challenging areas, they began
to imply that they had to share their authority with other participants of practice.
(Bektas, et. al., 1996). As they underlined, one of the significant problems was to
see architecture as an elitist occupation. Rather than architectural styles, discourse
or ideologies, design practitioners began to point out the scope of architectural
practice and its professional side. How a design architect get a commission from
what kind of the client, the influence of entrepreneurs, developers, clients and the
service sector began to be discussed in order to gain an understanding of the
agenda in the profession. (Acar, 1999; Bektas, et. al., 1996). In parallel to this, the
guestion of design freedom in architecture, the different definitions of creativity in art
and architecture began to be elaborated by some academicians. (Akcan, 1994;
Tekeli, 1994b). (Figure 3.89). &

Figure 3.89 : Mimar, the journal of the Chamber of Architects of Turkey, 1996.
(Bektas, et. al., 1996).

83. For a perspective on the recent developments in contemporary Turkish architecture, see, Castle,
H. ed., 2010. Turkey, at the Treshold, Architectural Design, January-February, Vol. 80, No. 203, pp. 6-
104. In addition to this reference, see for a perspective on this period, Batur, A., 2005. A concise
history, architecture in Turkey during the 20th Century, Chamber of Architects of Turkey, Ankara, p.79-
94.
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For this complex, the client prepared a preliminary architectural program after
buying the site of a project that had been used for a factory. In 1994, they organized
an invitational competition. Although Tekeli-Sisa won it, the client requested
proposals from three American architecture offices, Kohn, Pederson and Fox,
Skidmore, Owings and Merrill, and Swanke Hayden Connell Architects. (Figures
3.90; 3.91; 3.92; 3.93; 3.94; 3.95). ® As this process shows, architectural design
practice in Turkey had become an integral part of global actors and begun to
operate within more competitive professional environment toward the end of the
1990s. At that point, the lack of professional arrangements for the benefit of local
design practitioners seems to have become a critical issue in Turkey. In spite of new
possibilities and collaborations in practice, obviously, the local architectural
workforce needed to be protected against the internationalization of the market. One
of the critical facts of this period was the position of local professionals in
architectural business. (Akcan, 2004). Dogan Tekeli emphasizes this fact as follows
(Ulueren, 2006):

“...Turkish architects are trying to compete with their colleagues in the world by accepting fees
equal to one third or one fourth of the fees they receive. Our architecture offices, where
architectural services are generated have not been able to develop in terms of facilities. It has
almost become a custom to go to international architecture offices for major and important
building projects, both in the government and also in the private sector. Fees that are
unimaginable to be paid to them. It is not really easy to say that foreign architects have been
successful and have achieved successful specimens in Turkey...” (pp. 86)

WENN
Metrosite A.S Genel Midiirli Savar Eker, 120 bin
metrekaresi topragin altinda olan 215 bin
metrekarelik Metrocity projesinin 120 milyon ~‘ -~
dolara maloldugunu belirterek, “Kimsenin — gES S
cesaret edemedigini yaptik" dedi 1

Cesaret 4%

p.
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Figure 3.90 : The client, Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex.
(Tekeli-Sisa archive).

84. See for a critical view on architectural competitions in Turkey, Tekeli, D., 2002. Tirkiye’de mimarlk
yarismalari, proje yarismalari sadece emek sOmurusi mu?, Arredamento Mimarlik, Boyut Yayin
Grubu, Istanbul, 4, pp. 64-65.
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Figure 3.91 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, model,
Tekeli-Sisa. (Arredamento Mimarlik, 2003).

Figure 3.92 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, site plan.
(Arredamento Mimarlik, 2003).

Figure 3.93 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
main entrance of the shopping mall. (Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).
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Figure 3.94 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, model,
Skidmore, Owings and Merril. (Arredamento Mimarlik, 2003).

Figure 3.95 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, model,
Kohn, Pederson, Fox. (Arredamento Mimarlik, 2003).

After a second evaluation of the Metrocity complex, Tekeli-Sisa got this commission
and the project was started in 1997. Although an initial proposal was prepared by
the client, it was revised by Tekeli-Sisa and many variations were made until the
project was completed. (Karabey, 2003). Although the project included cinema,
theater and an exhibition hall, they were eliminated during design process. One of
the critical issues of this large-scale project was uncertainty inherent in the process
due to the complexity of the building program and the number of participants. For

this reason, management and technical effectiveness of practice were considerable
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accomplishments for these design practitioners. From conceptualization through
implementation, there was a need for a team spirit among the owner, design
architects, consultants, contractors and subcontractors for the best solution of the
project. Considering all of these issues, Tekeli-Sisa was responsible for the
architectural project, coordination and management of other disciplines in design
practice. They benefited from the professional experience of Fatin Uran, the design
architect of Akmerkez and from the wide-ranging experience of Tabanhoglu
Architects. Although the preliminary interior design project was prepared by Anthony
Belluschi, finally, it was done by this office. Only, the textile membrane in the central
space of the shopping mall was designed by this American architect. With its
distinctive design and structure, it is one of the first examples in Turkish architecture.
(Tekeli, 2011). As this process shows, Metrocity indicates a heightened need for
collective act and an organizational effort in architectural practice as a result of its
fragmentation towards the end of the 1990s. On the other hand, design practitioners
encountered some problems with construction details and could not get much
benefited from the building sector. (Karabey, 2003). (Figures 3.96; 3.97). %

Figure 3.96 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, section.
(Karabey, 2003).

85. In his Ph.D. dissertation, Murat Tas underlines that stylistic and artistic understandings are mostly
seen as the most important parts of architectural design in today’s world in spite of the complex
dynamics of the real world. See, Tas, M., 2003. Tiirkiye’de Yapi Uretiminin Yeniden Yapilanmasi igin
Model Onerisi, Doktora Tezi, Yildiz Teknik Universitesi, istanbul, p. 79. A survey conducted by Nilgiin
Fehim Kennedy for her Ph.D. dissertation supports this view, see, Kennedy, N. F., 2005. The ethos of
architects towards an analysis of architectural practice in Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical
University, Ankara, p. 41.
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Figure 3.97 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
textile membrane. (Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).

In this process, it can be assumed that the agreement between the design
practitioner and the client is a critical part of such a complex commercial project.
However, this professional-client relationship was based on the importance of
architectural quality instead of profit-oriented issues. As a professional, the
architectural quality and efficiency of their practice were the first priority of Tekeli-
Sisa. Maintaining their main principles and architectural integrity, they considered
the client’'s needs and could conduct their practice in spite of some modifications in
the project. (Tekeli, 2009b). Although they voiced their disagreements about some
architectural decisions during the construction phase, the client was not rigid and
respected design practitioners’ architectural expertise and professional principles.
(Figures 3.98; 3.99; 3.100). Considering the following statement, it can be claimed
that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice maintained its professional standing. (Pandey,
1988):
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“..first of all, the professional-client relationship hinges on the belief that professional
possesses expgrtise and the client is in need of that expertise. Secondly, the professional-
cl!ent relationship is governed by norms which require that the interaction be initiated by the
client and the termination of interaction be initiated by the professional, though the client is
?F;sn%;;\lly at liberty to leave the professional at any time and thus terminate the relationship...”

Dogan Tekeli
g Sami Sisa

Mimarlik Ltd. Sti.

Tesvikiye Caddesi Belveder Apt.

101/5 80200-Tesvikiye / istanbul iSTANBUL 20. 09, o0
Telefon: (0212) 236 15 83 - 84 : '

| Tel-Fax: (0212) 236 15 85

| E-mail :dtekeli@prizma.net.tr No.:lQQ.Q.LQ_SZ—

METROSITE, INSAAT MUSAVIRLIK
HIZMET VE TICARET A.$
Biiyiikdere Cad. No:171 Levent-IST.

Mimari proje, dekorasyon projeleri ve mimari mesleki kontrolluk hizmetlerini
iic ayr1 sozlesme ile taahhiit etti§imiz insaatinizda, dis cephe kaplamasinin
niteligi konusunda bir sorun dogmustur.

~ Miiteahhitlikce secilen ALSECCO marka cephe kaplamasi (boyas) kimyasal,
fiziksel niteliklerine bir itirazzmiz olmadig: halde;, gériintisiniin mat ve donuk
olusu, fibrobeton ytizeylere kaplama yapilmadig izlemini birakacag gibi
gerekcelerle mimari bakimdan uygun gorilmemis ve bu malzemeyi
onayliyamiyacagimiz, 18.07.2000 tarihli mesleki kontrolluk toplanusinda sozlii
olarak bildirilmistir.

19.09.200 tarihli toplantida ise; miiteahhitlik ad1 gecen malzeme ile kaplama
uygulamasina basladigin1 ve malzemenin kendileri acisindan onaylanmis
oldugunu ifade etmistir.

Anlasihyorki, saymn sirketiniz mesleki kontrolluk sozlesmemizin alunci
maddesindeki "Uygulamada Metrosite'nin proje {izerindeki istekleri gegerlidir"
ciimlesini kendince yorumlayarak, kontrolluumuza haber vermeden
malzemenin kullaniimasini onaylamistir.

Bu onayla; sayin sirketiniz zimnen'de olsa, kontrol olarak gerekgesiz ve haksiz
bir davranista bulundugumuz kanaatinda oldugunu belirtmistir.

Sayin sirketinizin isveren olarak bu tutumu, miiellif mimar ve mesleki kontrql
olarak, miiteahhit firma nezdindeki giivenilirligimizi sarsmuis, bizi, verecegimiz
- kararlarin uygulanip uygulanmayacagmn bilemez hale getirmistir.

Bu kosullarda; mesleki kontrolluk sozlesmemize gore yapmamiz gereken
hizmeti saglikl olarak yapabilecegimizden kusku duyuyoruz.

Bu giine kadar, mesleki uygulama acisindan "istiskal” sayilacak boyle bir
muameleyi hak edecek hic bir davrams icinde bulunmadigimiz hususunda ise
kanaatimiz tamdir.

Mesleki kontrol olarak, goriis ve kanaatlarimiza uyulmayacaksa; sayin
sirketinizi, s6zlesmemizin 4. maddesindeki fesih hakkini kullanmaya davet
ediyor, mesleki kurallardan ve her ii¢ sozlesmemizden kaynaklanan,
alacaklarimiz dahil, tim haklarimizin sakli tutulmasini rica ediyoruz.

Saygilarimizla,

Dogan TEKELI- Sami SISA
Mimarhk Ltd.Sti. a,

Dogan TEKELI
Yiik.Mith.Mimar

Figure 3.98 : Tekeli-Sisa and the client correspondence. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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METROCITY

28.09.00
No.494

DOBAN TEKEL| - SAMI SISA
MIMARLIK LMT.$T

Tegvikiye Caddes! Belveder Apt.
No.101/5

Tesviklve/lSTANBU

{lgi: 20.08.2000 tarif 2000/052 sayilt yaziniz.

Mimarl proje, dekorasyon uygulama projelerl ve meslekl kontrolluk hizmetierini
yaritmekte oldugunuz Metrocity ingaatimizia ligill yanhs anlamaya dayandinidigma
inandigimiz bir duruma bagh yorumianmzi intiva eden ilgideki yazinizdan, yersiz
rahatsizitk duymusg olmanizi dgrenmekie, {lzintd duyduk. lstenmeden, bilinmeden
olugan anlagmazhigin yok edlimasi, samiml temennimizdir.

Sizlerle birlikte galigmaya baglanilan Kasim/1994 tarihinden bu yana , iligkilenmizde,
muellif mimarimiz olarak, degerli kisiliginiz kadar, yapimizia ilgili dederli mesieki
gorislerinize, isteklerinize de sayg! gbsterageidigimiz malumunuzaur

Gériglerinize, istekderinize kargi duyarhigimiz ve bunlarin uygulamalara yansimasi
yolundaki gayretieriniz kadar ; muellif mimar haklar konusundaki tutumunuzda da
simdive kadar gosterdlglf__nglz titizlik, gene malumunuzadur.

Metrosite A.S, olugan bu uygun galisma dilzenini bozmaya neden olacak bir
durumun ortaya ¢ikmasinin, yararli olmayacaginin ve buna meydan verilmemesl
gerekecedinin  bilincindedir. Bundan sonra da bu tutum ve titizligin devam
eftirileceginden emin olunmasini isteriz.

Yazinizda, duygusaligina Inandigimiz bir yorum iie degindiginiz, s6zlesmenin
{Zmaddes) lse; yukarda agiklanmak Istenen meveut tutum ve dusuncelerimiz
dikkate anndiginda, tarafimizdan dustinilemiyecek, bir konudur. Ele alinmas: hahis

konusu almayip; tam tersine, degderli katkilannizin kesintisiz devami yanindayiz.
 —

§

Saygilanmizia,

METROSITE INSAAT
MOSAVIRLIKHIZMET ve

lic-n_gm iM SIRKETL

Figure 3.99 : Tekeli-Sisa and the client correspondence. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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Figure 3.100 : Dogan Tekeli, opening ceremony, Metrocity. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).

The main design concept of Metrocity was guided by the study of its urban
environment. Although Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice designed many large-scale
building complexes, it can be put forward that Metrocity is distinctive. For this mixed-
use program, design practitioners had to develop a functional solution that
integrates different groups of users, tenants and visitors. Blytikdere Avenue, one of
the main arteries in the city, accommodated rapid economic growth in recent
decades and has become the core of banking and business activities in Istanbul.
Most notable headquarters, high-rise buildings, consumption-based upscale
complexes have been built in this location. Taking these characteristics and the
commercial importance of the project into account, Tekeli-Sisa tried to answer the
urban context of this location, its potential and critical issues. Due to this fact,
building law restrictions and urban codes, the population density of the location,
large traffic volumes, the access both by car and by public transport played a major

role in determining site plan criteria and main design objectives.

Considering the features of the site and its geometric shape, architects designed a
three story horizontal block covering 50 % of the site surface area. For the
integration with city population, direct access to the subway station and pedestrial
entrances from Blyukdere Avenue are two main formulations. In the meantime, a

car park with 3000 vehicle capacity in the lowest basement floor serves visitors and
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users of the complex. (Figures 3.101; 3.102). Although these new architectural
projects and programs developed by investors can be seen as a new potential to
push design practice into new creative territories, the lack of regulations and the
planning mechanism, insufficient control of new developments in the city, land use
policies under the pressure of maximizing profit and pricing strategies are some
critical facts for design practitioners. As Dogan Tekeli states (Karabey, 2003):

“...It is clear that high buildings in Istanbul, particularly those on Bliylikdere Caddesi, on plots
surrounded by traffic, exist in isolation, and since they are not connected to one another by
pedestrian areas fail to become an integral part of the city. Yet in New York high buildings
linked by broad walkways coexist on a friendly basis with the inhabitants. They make lively
urban life possible. | dream that in the future pedestrian walkways linking and integrating all
these buildings at an upper level will be built...” (pp. 80).

Figure 3.101 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
main entrance of the shopping center. (Tekeli-Sisa archive).

Figure 3.102 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, section.
(Karabey, 2003).
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After the study of the urban environment, in terms of programmatic solution,
consumer experience in the shopping mall, the office block and the domestic life
condition in residence towers were major focal points for design principles. ® In this
respect, the shopping mall is the most crucial part of this complex to understand
how the concept of consumption affected the space production of design
practitioners. In the economy of the 1990s, shopping activities and centers began to
play an important role and its nature has changed. This activity began to be seen
not only as buying a product but also as obtaining an experience. With respect to
the large-scale client’'s marketing expectation, not only tenants but also visitors were
also important factors for the spatial arrangement. In terms of tenants, the layout of
shops, their compositions, displaying goods in contemporary environments, selling
products, the gratification of consumer taste, branding and profit were some
priorities to identify the architectural space. On the other hand, desired visitor types,
an attractive atmosphere for them, stimulating the willingness to buy, a broad ranges
of catering facility from cafes to restaurants were another some vital topics for
design issues. Without ignoring the commercial reality of the shopping mall, a linear
street-like setting for main circulation reflects design practitioners’ clear expression.
As floor plans show, two interior courts were planned to create a focal point and an
attractive atmosphere in the shopping mall. In the main entrance, a fabric tensile
roof designed by Anthony Belluschi creates a light-filled interior space. The
transparent fagade of this floor invites visitors into the shopping mall and provides a
visual contact between interior and exterior of the building. In this way, it can be
claimed that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice could combine their rational

languages with a spectacular interior concept. (Figures 3.103; 3.104).

HE
ﬁllg Zemin kat plans. / Ground floor plan

m-- 2
Figure 3.103 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
shopping mall, floor plan. (Karabey, 2003).

86. For a consumer culture, branding and architecture, see, Kelley, K. E., Fall 2002 / Winter 2003.
Architecture for sale(s), an unabashed apologia, Harvard Design Magazine, 17, pp. 1-6.
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Figure 3.104 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,

a view from the shopping mall. (Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).
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In addition to this shopping mall, two residential towers are another function of this
mixed-used complex. Designed to ensure a high quality lifestyle, these blocks
differentiate themselves from other functions of Metrocity. Since residential units are
used at different times of the day and demand more privacy and safety, these blocks
are situated behind the office tower facing Blyukdere Avenue with a separate
entrance. With respect to the large-scale client’s cost effective and high profit
expectations, a symmetrical arrangement in floor plans can be seen as an
economically motivated solution. Rather than any particular expression in the spatial
arrangement of flats, design practitioners seem to prefer a controlled language.
(Figures 3.105). In order to increase the usable space, they placed elevators and
other service cores in the center of the plan and produced a design that enables
every unit to have a facade with a view of Istanbul. On the other hand, as
commercially developed high-rise residential units, the client’s high profit purpose
and users’ high living standards are vital factors for design objectives. The interior

spaces, details and finishes reflect up-to-date materials and trends.

Figure 3.105 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
residence block, floor plan. (Karabey, 2003).

Facing Buyukdere Avenue, the office tower demanded a more complex design
process than residence blocks. Although Tekeli-Sisa designed many office
buildings, this tower required more detailed analysis since the business world and
working spaces were dramatically transformed toward the end of the 1990s.
Considering a changing work culture, recent developments in communication
technologies, new materials and details in the business world and in the building
sector, this tower involved a complex web of design issues. For economic floor

plans and efficiency in design solution, office layouts, cores, the integration of
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structural, electrical and mechanical systems were important topics in practice.
Without a doubt, the demand for effective physical design office environments and
cost effective solutions required strong strategic management and deep practicality
in this project. On the other hand, the structural solution was one of the difficult tasks
for clear space production in the office block. As floor plans show, design architects
could not absorb columns into walls and they remained inside office spaces. It can
be assumed that the plan solution of Metrocity’s office block reflects the increasing
impact of commercial enterprise in architecture, unlike a specific identity of a
corporate office building. (Figure 3.106). ¥

Figure 3.106 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
office block, floor plan. (Karabey, 2003).

In terms of the formal approach, Tekeli-Sisa tried to maintain their rational and
clear languages as much as possible. Although such complex architectural
programs mostly tend to create a massive homogenization and banality under the
pressure of the client's profit-oriented expectation, these design practitioners
resisted these ordinary fagade language. Instead of a formal languages rooted in
commercial culture, they carefully analyzed the proportions of building blocks to
find a particular expression. (Karabey, 2003). The exterior skins of high-rise
building in this district mostly feature glass, stainless steel and bring an
extravangant aesthetic language of the commercial world. Without ignoring the
necessity of visual appeal, Tekeli-Sisa choose to design the facade of these
towers with respect to funtional solutions and economic efficiency. Taking into
account the balance between a formal attitude and interior spaces, they

exemplified their ability to give form to such a complex architectural programs and

87. For debate on office buildings in Turkey, see, Katabas, K., 2000. is yerleri neyin simgesi?, XXI
Mimarlik Kultird, 2, May-June, pp. 132-141.
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avoided a high-tech image for towers and Metrocity generated one of the notable
focal points in its location. ® With a distinctive visual effect, the vertical emphasis of
the office block and residence towers can be seen as a landmark in this urban
context. (Karabey, 2003). (Figure 3.107). The following statement underlines that
the main principles of facade design and materials are based not only on aesthetic

concerns but also on some functional requirements. (Nomer, 2000):

“...such as aesthetic characteristics, strenght, and resistance to earthquake, lightness, heat
insulation properties, and facility of erection were important factors for the selection of
Fibrofoambeton panels as the cladding materials..” (pp. 10).

‘l\:lﬂ.ll | [ : r
Figure 3.107 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex,
the office block. (Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).

88. For a critical study on the exterior surface of the high-rise buildings in Levent, Maslak area, see
Sener, D., 2006. Understanding Facade Between Design and Manufacturing: A Case Study on High-
Rise Office Buildings in Istanbul, Master Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara.
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In conclusion, Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex is not only a
significant example of mixed-use building in Turkey but also a pivotal commercial
work for Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice. These buildings are mostly guided by the
client’s intensive speculative goals and the competitive architectural world becomes
a central position in design practitioners’ service. At that point, professional-client
relationship, the design architect’s control over the substance of his or her work as a
professional, professonal integrity, management and coordination of various group
of participants in practice are some critical issues. For the case of Metrocity, it can
be claimed that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice recognized the client as the owner
of the project, did not ignore his position and adjusted their service to his needs and
expectations. On the other hand, it can be claimed that they did not conduct
business-centered practice and maintained the core of their professional service.
For them, architecture is still a design-centered profession. They tried to establish a
balance between the efficiency of their design practice and the client’s profit-
oriented expectations. To do accomplish this, functional and technical requirements
were main architectural objectives for them as well as the commercial reality of the
project. With this understanding, Tekeli-Sisa avoided an extravagant approach,
maintained their clear architectural expressions as much as possible, their office
structure and their professional integrity in spite of the internationalization of the
market and a competitive commercial milieu. (Figures 3.108; 3.109; 3.110).
Considering the following statement by Nilgin Fehim Kennedy, the professional
effort of Tekeli-Sisa, and their motivations to modernize the process of architectural

design practice merit considerable attention. (Kennedy, 2005):

“...production of building has, in almost all capitalist countries, been a field in which
monopolization has come about late and in a slow pace and in which the modernization of the
production process has been delayed for reasons such as the nature of the product, the
character of the market, the conditioning of production by relations of land ownership and the
line. Due to its close ties with construction techniques, its deep historical roots, the special
relation of the profession with building production and its consequent inclination to protect its
own traditional character, architecture has been an area in which the relations in question
have made themselves felt particularly strongly...Consequently in Turkey, where late
modernization has affected all aspects of society, it is obvious that architecture has been
particularly affected...” (p. 61).

Figure 3.108 : Tekeli-Sisa Architecture Partnership, Istanbul.
(Tekeli-Sisa archive).
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In these years, Dogan Tekeli implied the critical position of the large-scale client’s
and his or her commercial expectations in architecture, counter attacks on their
professional prestiges, a strong impact of a competitive global milieu, the
importance of design process and the roles of participants in his interviews.
(Karabey, 2003; Ulug, 2003). Although some academicians have begun to indicate
the basic principles of their practice and the importance of their professional roles
Akcan and Zelef (2001), Ozkan (2001), Tanyeli (2001) in these years, the lack of in-
depth analysis of their practice and professional roles still raises a question. On the
other hand, some texts have still tended to evaluate their architecture through
discourse, some formal tendencies or trends in these years. (Ergezgil, 2002; Budak,
1999). ¥ However, Dogan Tekeli underlines that they regard their design practice as
a service. (Tekeli, 2001a). In addition, it can be assumed that general view on
commercial buildings of this period has been usually implied their potentials as an
image and extravaganza instead of elaborating the design architect’s challenges as
a professional in the private sector and its social milieu. As the following statement
indicates (Batur, 2005):

“...0ne of the indications of the development of the free market economy are the attempts
observed in the construction of the business and shopping centers in addition to the central
and managerial buildings... These were designs, almost all of which used advanced
technology, had a high construction quality, gave messages to the urban area in the name of
the person or group who owned them, and therefore gave priority to a distinguishing
architectural formation. These buildings, like the buildings for tourism, can be considered as
one of the design themes standing closest to the limits where being new and distinguishable
was turned into transient fashion images and extravaganza...” (p. 88-89).

Figure 3.109 : Dogan Tekeli, Istanbul, 2008. (Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).

89. In spite of their messages as a professional, the following text points out that they can push the
boundaries of their rational understandings and have the luxury of madness in architecture after their
long run success. See for details, Guzer, A., 1994. Artik cilginlik zamani, in Arredamento Dekorasyon,
60, 6, p. 82. However, Tekeli-Sisa have never underlined individual self-interests or portrayed a
charismatic self-image in Turkish architecture. As two professionals, their architectural strategy has
dealt with the social milieu of the sector and its actors with a rational design method. See, Tekeli, D.,
2001a. Soylesi, in Ekincioglu, M., ed., Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Boyut gcagdas Turkiye mimarlan dizisi,
2, Boyut Yayin Grubu, p.142-143, Istanbul. In other words, this text shows how some academicians are
still far from understanding the essential principles of their professional efforts in Turkish architecture.
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Figure 3.110 : Sami Sisa (1929-2000). (Tekeli-Sisa archive).

In the 1990s, some problematic issues of architecture as a profession began to
investigate in Turkey. (Balamir, 1996). However, the lack of relationship between the
reality of architectural design practice and academic studies in universities, the
inadequate policies of the Chamber of Architects of Turkey and the lack of the
editorial agenda of professional architectural journalism to define and elaborate the
existing problems of design practice and the profession were still crucial problems.
(Ozelgll, 2009; Glzer, 2001; Tekeli, 2001b). More particularly, the lack of in-depth
analysis of Tekeli-Sisa’s professional career indicates a critical situation. (Alsag,
1995). %

3.5 Conclusion

With the emerging conditions of the private sector in the country toward the end of
the 1960s, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa reconceptualized the design practitioner’s
self-image in Turkey. As two modern pioneers of architectural design practice in
Turkey, they could adapt their design practice to new profile of the client, new
architectural programs and construction techniques. Rather than a national ideology,
the question of identity, a stylistic approach or a discourse, they defined their
architectural roles with respect to the core values of the profession and the real

dynamics of its practice. As the literative review show, a close reading on four

90. For his Ph.D. dissertation, Nuri Cihan Kayagetin conducted a survey including 15 architectural
offices. According to his findings, clients, partners and governmental bodies are essential knowledge
sources for architectural practitioners throughout the whole project process. 7 out of 15 organizations
confirmed that they never see universities as a knowledge source. Only, 3 out of 15 organizations
agreed that they often communicated with these academic institutions., see for details, Kayagetin, N.
C., 2009. Exploring Knowledge Management in the Practice of Architecture: A Pilot Study from the
Turkish Capital, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara. (See, Appendix D, p.189).
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important large-scale buildings designed and supervised by Tekeli-Sisa practice and
interviews with Dogan Tekeli reveal, Turkish architecture seems to be far away to
clarify and examine their professional efforts in the sector, the client’s changing
profiles, the changing context of their design practice. Although this design-oriented
architectural office is active since 1954, the lack of in-depth analysis of their careers
raises a deep question. (Figure 3.111).

Figure 3.111 : Belveder Apartment Building, Istanbul, 2008.
(Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).
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4. CONCLUSION

4.1. Tekeli-Sisa and the Design Architect’s Professional Role in Turkey

“...With my trade, my art and my service / As well as my perseverance among peers
/ I laboured since my childhood days...”

(Architect Sinan; quoted from Necipoglu, G., 2005, p. 152)

As the literature review of this Ph.D. dissertation indicates, the professionalization
process of the architect was the outcome of state policy in Turkey. (Nalbantoglu,
1989). In addition, until the 1950s, the lack of modern capitalist standards and the
absence of the private sector could not support the progress of the design
architect’s professional service as an independent practice. Within such a picture,
Turkish architecture is far from elaborating the design practitioner’s professional
role. (Kagel, 2009; Kennedy, 2005; Balamir, 1996; Nalbantoglu, 1989). Under these
circumstances, it should not be surprising that most design-oriented architectural
offices established in the 1950s were not able to survive in the private sector. At this
time, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa established their office in Istanbul in 1954 and
were able to transform architectural design practice from a bureaucratic occupation
to a marketable expertise in the country. As the leading design-oriented architectural
office at the forefront of modern architecture in Turkey, it is still active, has
completed over 180 big scale projects, of which more than 100 have been
constructed and have been awarded over 60 architectural design competitions
including 27 first prizes in spite of many unsuitable economic conditions and a lack
of a professional understanding in the country. (Figures 4.1; 4.2). It is obvious that
their professional efforts and the survival of their architectural design practice
indicate a new era in Turkish architecture and have opened up a new path for future
generations. In spite of this, there has been no preexisting Ph.D. dissertation
investigating the architectural careers of these two modern pioneers, the philosophy
of their architectural design practice and the formulation of their survival in the
sector. Although design-oriented architectural offices began to established in Turkey
the 1950s, their professional self-images could not be elaborated by the academic
milieu. (Kagel, 2009).
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Figure 4.1 : Konya Municipality Building, Tekeli-Sisa with Metin Hepgdler,
the first prize in the competition held by Konya Municipality,
1956. (Arkitekt, 1957).

Figure 4.2 : is Bank (Turkish Business Bank)-General Directorate Complex,
original design: Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1993-2000. (Tekeli, 1999).

In spite of the lack of architectural prestige, unsuitable professional and economic
conditions in the country Tekeli (2001b), the successful strategy of Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice in the professional world deserves particular attention. The
following statement by Dogan Tekeli emphasizes the main principles of their careers
(Ulueren, 2006):
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“...Perhaps one can talk about a limited success for Tekeli-Sisa Partnership. Perhaps the
significant number of design contests and applications that were won and that a major portion
of these have been published and recognized and that the office is still sought for certain new
buildings and initiatives are the criteria for the limited success | talked about. If it exists, its
secret should be the great sense of responsibility we bear towards the society, the
environment and the profession. You take on the responsibility of designing and applying a
building for a fixed certain price. The more you work, the more research and trials you make,
that much higher is the level of design. However, your fixed income decreases in proportion to
your efforts. | guess after we take on responsibility, we don’t care about the financial side any
more...” (pp. 89).

As this academic research on their recent design practice history, textual readings
on their four large-scale important buildings °* and semi-structured interviews with

Dogan Tekeli indicate:

First of all, their architectural education can be seen as one of the main factors for
achieving a successful career in the professional world. Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa
studied with some leading academicians, who were also outstanding (individual)
practitioners in Turkey. Instead of a personally directed set of principles, their
education and design studio work were based on mostly practice-oriented issues
and the core values of architectural design, such as function, structure, materials
and details with rational problem solving skills and an analytic approach. (Figures
4.3.; 4.4.; 4.5). With this perspective, they have never displayed a star or heroic
profile nor exaggerated their creative roles in the professional world. It has helped
them conduct a realistic strategy in the sector. As the findings of this dissertation
indicate, this office still traces their main architectural principles coming from the

education of its founding partners. %2

Figure 4.3 : Emin Halit Onat with his students. (Mimarlar Odasi, 2010).

91. See Appendix E for the general characteristics of four buildings investigated in this Ph.D.
dissertation and their influences on Tekeli-Sisa’s professional role, p. 192-194.

92. As Nuri Cihan Kayagetin elaborates in his Ph.D. dissertation, architectural knowledge can be
classified into three groups, design knowledge, application knowledge and strategic knowledge.
According to his definition, design knowledge is gained through education and practice. It is necessary
for architectural design and includes design ideas, design constraints, project drawings, schemas, etc.
Secondly, application knowledge refers to general building knowledge, such as applied methods,
construction techniques, building cost, material, detail, etc. Thirdly, strategic knowledge consists of
information about clients, contractors, competitiors, employees, market, etc. See, Kayacetin, N. C,
2009. Exploring Knowledge Management in the Practice of Architecture: A Pilot Study from the Turkish
Capital, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, p. 50. On this basis, it can be
assumed that the survival of Tekeli-Sisa indicates a succesful synthesis of these three types of
architectural knowledge as design practitioners.
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Figure 4.5 : A hostel for 2000 students, Tekeli-Sisa with Metin Hepguler, Ankara,
1959-1961. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Secondly, it should be emphasized that they define architectural creativity with
respect to close interdepencies among a client's economic budget, the capacity of
the building sector and other practitioners. In other words, an original design idea
should be a a cost-effective solution and consider the available construction
techniques of the country and a team-based approach for Tekeli-Sisa. (Tekeli,
2001a; Tekeli and Sisa, 1976). In particular, it can be claimed that their formulations
of the client help them realize new solutions. Although clients’ unfamiliarity with
design culture and the process of architectural design practice is one of the
important difficulties in Turkey, this office regards them as one of the important
participants of practice. (Tekeli, 2009b, Bektas, et. al, 1996). Without imposing an
architectural ego or exaggerating their personal creativity, these two design
practitioners were able to achieve the gaining of the client’s trust with professional
integrity, codes of ethics and a rational approach. * It can be assumed that this
professional-client relationship supported the team spirit of their practice. (Figures
4.6; 4.7, 4.8).

o
Figure 4.6 : Dogan Tekeli, Yildirrm Altav, in the construction area of Renault Car
Manufacturing Plant, Bursa, 1971-1972. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).

Figure 4.7 : Renault Car Manufacturing Plant, assembly of the space frames.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

93. According to emprical study conducted by Nilgiin Fehim Kennedy, the lack of ethics of architecture
is still one of the critical topics for architects in Turkey. See, Kennedy, N. F., 2005. The ethos of
architects towards an analysis of architectural practice in Turkey, Ph.D. Thesis, Middle East Technical
University, Ankara, p.157.
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Figure 4.8 : Renault Car Manufacturing Plant, lifting up space frames.
(Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Thirdly, they did not conduct commercial practice for financial gain. They started
their careers with architectural design competitions. Their success in this field
helped these two modern pioneers make their names in the professional milieu
through their creative design solutions. Gaining confidence, they were able to obtain
their first large-scale commissions before entering the professional world. With
respect to their practice framework in the sector, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa were
selective in choosing clients with whom they work and the project type. They prefer
clients whose expectations meet the main architectural principles of the office. The
standards of architectural service and its quality, responsibility towards the
profession and the environment are leading principles for them. In addition to these
issues, they do not have a marketing strategy. Instead, architectural publications,
awards and conferences are important communication channels for them to seek
out potential clients. Invitational architectural design competitions are still another
way for them to get new commissions, realize their creative solutions and survive in

practice.

Fourthly, they define architecture as a design-centered profession. In other words,
architectural design and creative solutions are central to their professional careers.
They did not define their self-images and practice through a national ideology, the
guestion of identity, a stylistic approach or a discourse. Instead of these issues, the
quality of design and practice-oriented objectives were the main concerns of their
careers. Indeed, architectural works designed and supervised by Tekeli-Sisa have a
distinctive character with creative spatial arrangements, structural systems and
details. For them, creative architectural design practice is a professional service. As
professionals, they do not elaborate architectural creativity in personal terms and
differentiate itself from artistic creativity. (Tekeli, 1981). In terms of the client, they do
not see him or her as a customer. Codes of ethics, norms, regulations, the altruistic
character of professionality are important for their architectural service. With this
understanding, they have been acclaimed by the users of their buildings, public and

the academic milieu in the country. (Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001).

Fifthly, they have conducted a research-based design practice. For them,
architectural design is an open-ended problem solving process with respect to the
real dynamics of the professional world. Instead of predefined solutions, they
analyze design questions, the main components of a building program and
investigate possible rational solutions in order to explore new possibilities. (Akcan
and Zelef, 2001; Tekeli 2001a). (Figures 4.9; 4.10).
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Figure 4.9 : A Telecomunication plant, Tekeli-Sisa, Istanbul, 1966-1967,
explanatory sketch, comperative study of single and twin north light
roof system spanning 12 meters, structural and natural lighting
problems were considered. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).

Figure 4.10 : Neyir Tricotage and Confection Factory, Tekeli-Sisa with Metin
Hepgiiler, Istanbul, 1963-1964, transverse waffle slab roofing
the production hall. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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Sixthly, in order to achieve all of these principles, Tekeli-Sisa did not change their
distinctive office culture. For them, an architectural office is not a place where
people work to make money. They underline that these places are working settings
that include experience, research, education, the combination of creativity and
techniques. They have never intended to become a larger office. Instead of powerful
status or strict hierarchy, the creative soul of design teams is one of the main
essentials of this office. As two role models, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa always
acted as head designers and were involved throughout projects. (Figure 4.11). With
this understanding, this design-oriented architectural office could become
institutionalized. As the following statement implies (Kayacetin, 2009):

“...Architectural organizations may benefit from an institutional setting in the design process.
Recording all activities in a process with defining better job and activity descriptions,
organizations have a greater control on all aspects including the design process. Removing
excessive subjectivity on how activities should progress may render architectural design
process less dependant on single individuals. With a better control on design activities, it could
be easier to capture and manage the architectural knowledge. Also, one of the main
advantages of an institutional organization is the capability of performing all activities even in
the absence of executives. By doing so, organizations may provide flexibility and increase the
work volume and also establish a more satisfying working environment for their employees....”

(p. 87).

/A~
Figure 4.11 : Tekeli-Sisa Architectural Office, Istanbul, 2008.
(Photograph: Meral Ekincioglu).

In spite of some messages by Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice in the professional
world since the 1960s, it seems to be under question how their efforts could evoke
awareness in Turkish architecture to define, evaluate and interprete a new
philosophy of practice and the design practitioner’s professional role in the country.
For instance, Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant underlined that Tekeli-Sisa clearly

differentiated their practice from an architect as an artist profile in the end of the
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1960s. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976). Without ignoring a personal touch in architecture,
they indicated the importance of cost, objective quality, a reasonable amount of
standardization and the reality of construction around these years. (Tekeli, 1969). In
other words, their professional strategy has begun to reveal close interdepencies
among the client’'s economic budget, the capacity of the building sector, the social
milieu of the market and the design architect’s practice since the 1960s. In spite of
this fact, no academic text analyzing Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant with respect to
the professional context of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice could be found during
this research process. (Tekeli, 2009a). On the other hand, the following statement
exemplifies the general view on this period (Tapan, 2005):

“...Unfortunately, one cannot find such a positive approach in the buildings constructed in the
decade 1950-1960. The architecture of this era exhibits inconsistencies within its own
chronology in the approach to form. Facade treatments, which had been heavily influenced by
Ottoman and especially Anatolian models during the Second National Movement of the
previous decade, are now simple and rational and closely follow the ideas of the International
Style. Plan and form solutions are prismatic in nature. Rectangles and squares, which are
functional geometric elements, predominate in site plans. The grid system is used extensively
on facades...” (p.107).
Since the second half of the 1970s, Tekeli-Sisa architecture has underlined that
design architect’s practice had begun to be recognized as a commercial instrument
by different capital groups and stimulated by their fragmentary financial investments.
As one of the leading examples of their buildings in this period, a bank and office
building complex in Istanbul designed and supervised between 1976 and 1999
shows that design architects should have considered a market-concious practice in
the private sector. However, it became a critical issue to differentiate professional
values from commerce in architecture. (Greenwood, 1988). Without being
manipulated by the large-scale client’s profit-oriented logic, the phenomenon of
commodification and an extravangant language in architecture, Tekeli-Sisa practice
could give a priority to generate rational solutions to the design problem through an
economic and a systematic approach, high degree of self-control and codes of
ethics in this building complex. Instead of individual creativity and a personally
directed set of principles in architecture, they regarded the client as one of the
important participants of their practice and did not subordinate his needs and
expectations. (Tekeli, 2009b). Preferring an organizational discipline driven by
market forces, they could position their design practice in a new organizational
capacity related to new economic dynamics, the building sector and the social milieu
of the market. With this professional vision, Dogan Tekeli criticizes architects’ elitist
images and an emphasis on Western trends in Turkish architecture in the 1980s.

(Tekeli, 1981). In spite of his messages and architectural strategy, no academic text
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analyzing bank and office building complex in Istanbul between 1976 and 1999 with
respect to the professional strategy of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice could be
found during this research process. (Tekeli, 2009b). Their architecture and some
commercial buildings were mostly interpreted through a formal approach or some
architectural styles, such as modernism or post-modernism in these years. (Tapan,
2005; Akcan and Zelef, 2001; Kazmaoglu and Tanyeli, 1986; Sdzen, 1984; Ylcel,
1984). It can be assumed that most of these texts are far away from elaborating
their practice and professional self-images in the sector. (Tekeli, 2009b).

In the 1990s and in the 2000s, Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice began to operate
under the service-based economy and its intensified commercial impact unlike
manufacturing-based economy in Turkey around the 1970s. As a power symbol of
large-scale clients in the private sector, mixed-use commercial buildings of this
period required high budget, high technology, advanced construction methods and a
contemporary outlook. As Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex
designed and built between 1994 and 2003 indicates, Tekeli-Sisa architectural
practice began to operate under the client’s intensified commercial expectations, a
competitive global milieu and more complex social dynamics of the sector. Within
such a picture, this building complex reveals that Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice
did not display a heroic profile or a formal language rooted in commercial culture.
For these professional design practitioners, team-based design approach, a
collective act with the client and other participants of practice were essential
principles. (Karabey, 2003). As a team-player, their professional relationship with the
client was based on the importance of architectural quality, the client’'s needs and
expectations and the efficiency of their practice instead of profit-oriented issues. In
other words, they could differentiate the client from the customer in these years in
spite of the strong influence of commercial dynamics on architecture. Pursuing still
their rational function-structure solutions, professional integrity, management and
coordination skills of various group of participants in practice, they could have
control over the substance of their work and complete this mixed-use building
program in spite of uncertainty inherent in the process. (Karabey, 2003). For the
case of Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, some interviews with
Dogan Tekeli indicate the critical issues of architectural design process and its
realization with other participants of practice. (Karabey, 2003; Ulug, 2003). Although
this mixed-used building complex are one of the critical turning points for Tekeli-Sisa
architectural practice and their professional roles, no academic text analyzing this

complex and its influence on these design practitioners’ self-image in the private
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sector could be found during this research process. (Tekeli, 2009b). On the other
hand, some academicians have begun to indicate the basic principles of their
practice and the importance of their professional roles in this period. (Akcan and
Zelef, 2001; Ozkan, 2001; Tanyeli, 2001). However, the lack of in-depth analysis of
their practice and professional roles still raise a question. In parallel to this view, the
following statement seems to support that there is still a need to investigate

architect’s professional role in Turkey (Kennedy, 2005):

“...Architects in Turkey also suffer from problems related to the recognition of their
professional identities. While civil engineers and unqualified contractors produce architectural
projects, architects are distanced from control of the construction process. The provision of
architectural services by unqualified people In Turkey can have extremely serious
consequences, as becomes clearest in the case of earthquakes. In addition, the field of
influence of the profession has been narrowed through the emergence of a series of new
design professions such as interior design, landscape architecture and urban
design...According to Teymur, much attention is paid to new buildings, the work of famous
architects, and the affairs of professional institutions, and major advances have occurred in
architectural theory and history in recent decades. But there still exists no comprehensive

»

sociology of the architectural profession...” (p.5-6).
In addition to the case of Tekeli-Sisa architectural practice, the literature review of
this study reveals that it is necessary to investigate and elaborate the design
practitioner’'s professional role in Turkish architecture. (Kennedy, 2005; Balamir,
1996; Nalbantoglu, 1989). Such an effort can assist them in thinking about their
positions in the sector, clarify critical issues and define an effective strategy for
dealing with other participants and the client’s expectations. For instance, how many
different types of design-oriented architectural offices exist in Turkey? How many
different types of clients operate in the professional world? What are their
characteristics? How do clients and design architects define each other and their
roles in practice? How do clients select design architects? How does a design
architect get a commission from what kind of the client? What are the critical topics
of the building sector? Who are the main participants of the design architect’s
professional practice? How do they define their roles and what does design practice

mean for them? And the list goes on.

In recent times, it needs to be emphasized that it is getting more difficult for design
architects to obtain jobs and survive in the professional world due to the competitive
business milieu in Turkey. Clients have become more tough-minded and are not
only looking for a design practitioner to realize a creative building but also for
professional skills for a successful practice. In addition, the number of registered
architects has been increasing. Most design architects are aware of this competition
and are trying to take their places within this milieu. In particular, increasing capital
investments in architecture, international flow of money and global actors call for

them to be more professional than they have ever been before. Under these
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circumstances, a combined effort of the Chamber of Architects of Turkey, ** design
studios in architectural schools * and professional architectural journalism % can
promote a rich perspective in order to define and elaborate the design architect’s
self-image in the professional world. As the nature of architectural design practice
transforms, they can rearrange their agenda and definitions with respect to the
problems and challenges of design practitioners. From today’s perspective, it can be
promote a rich perspective in order to define and elaborate the design architect’s
self-image in the professional world. As the nature of architectural design practice
transforms, they can rearrange their agenda and definitions with respect to the
problems and challenges of design practitioners. From today’s perspective, it can be
asserted that they have been slow to recognize design architects’ self-image under
the real dynamics of practice. With respect to all of these facts, detailed studies on
different types of design-oriented architectural offices, their current profiles and
historical backgrounds can help recognize the design practitioner's self-image,
challenges and predict future directions in architectural design practice. To do this,
the following statement by Kenneth Frampton may be a starting point (Saunders,
2007) (Figures 4.12; 4.13):

“...Distancing oneself from the star system is certainly liberating...” (p.117).

94. For instance, the Architect's Handbook of Professional Practice published by AIA since 1917 can
be seen as an example of how a professional institute helps the architect understand the existing
parameters in the professional service, the sophistication of architectural programs, the client’s
changing profiles, shifts in construction methods and new aspects of the business culture, etc. For an
overview on the historical background of these handbooks, see, Gordon, D. E., 1987. the Evolution of
Architectural Practice, Architecture, December, 76, pp.122-126. Although there is a report investigating
the profile of architects in Turkey in 1991, it does not elaborate design architects’ practice-oriented
issues and the critical facts of their professional careers. See for details, iscan, E., 1991. Mimarlar
Arastirmasi, TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi, Istanbul Buyukkent Subesi, Istanbul.

95. A program launched by RMJM at Harvard University Graduate School of Design can be seen as a
noteworthy example of the integration of education in architectural design studio with the reality of
architectural design practice, see
http://www.gsd.harvard.edu/research/research_centers/rmjm/index.html, accessed on October, 25th,
2009. For critical views on recent design studio work in Turkey, see, Jury Report, 2002. Archiprix
Turkiye, National Architectural Competition for Graduation Projects, Ed. Celikkurgan, G., Yapi Endustri
Merkezi Yayinlari, Istanbul. p. 12; and Ozelgiil, E., 2009. Universality of Architectural Education and
Particularity of Educational Institutions of Architecture: A Critical and Comparative Look at Four
Educational Institutions of Architecture in Turkey, Master Thesis, Middle East Technical University,
Ankara.

96. For an extensive debate on the role and influence of professional architectural journalism in the
profession, see Larson, M. S., 1993. Behind the Postmodern Facade: Architectural Change in Late
Twentieth-Century America, University of California Press, Berkeley, CA. See for a critical view on
(professional) architectural journals in Turkey, Sorgucu, E. (interviewer), 1992. Yayincilar Tartisiyor,
Balamir, M., Sagdig, B., Yurdakul, R., Tibet, R., Kartal, M., Segmen, U., Ozbay, H., Tiimertekin, Z.,
Ascikoca, H., Tanyeli, U., Akay, Z., Mimarlik, 250, pp. 23-36.
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Figure 4.12 : Dogan Tekeli-Sami Sisa, Istanbul. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1994).
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ONSOZ,

Son onbesyildir Tiirkiye’de Mimarlik faaliyetinin dnemli
bir kesimi olan proje yarigsmalarinda cok sayida derece
kazanmis ve gene ¢ok sayida yap: gerceklestirmis bir
biiro olarak galigmalarimizi topluca ortaya koymayi g6-
rev saydik. Kanimizca bu, «biitin olumsuz kosullara
karsiny Tirkiye'de bir mimarlik birosunu yasatmak olan
asil gdrevimizin icinde bulunmaktadir.

1952 yilinda Istanbul Teknik Universitesi Mimarlk Fa-
kiiltesini, kendisinden klasik mimarlik egitimi goérdigu-
miiz Prof. Paul Bonatz'in diisiincelerinin egemen oldu-
gu bir dénemde, ¢agdas akimlara kapali olarak bitirdik.

0 yillarda, bizim bugiinkii yasimizda olan ve yalniz mi-
marlik faaliyeti ile yasayan bir tek mimarlk biirosu ha-
tirlamiyoruz.

1953 yilindan bu yana siiregelen mesleki hayatimiz, bir
yandan bir mimarlik biirosunu meslek kurallar icinde ve
yalniz mimarlik calismalari ile ayakta tutma, bir yandan
savas sonrasinin diinyaya ve bize getirdigi yeni diisiin-
celeri, iilke kosullarini tanima ve bu kosullar iginde bu
diisiinceleri uygulama cabalan ile gecti.

Bu kitapta sunulanlar, bu iki tarafli gabanin triinidur ve
o sekilde degerlendirilmelidir. Aslinda bu kitapta yer
alan, ya da dokiiman yetersizliginden yer alamayan bii-
tiin galismalarimizin hangi kosullar i¢inde ortaya giktik-
larinin, kargilagilan giigliiklerin ayrintili hikéayesi, Ulke-
mizin kabuk degistirmekte oldugu bu dénemde, mimar-
lik sorunlarinin ortaya konmasi bakimindan cok ilging
olurdu kanisindayiz.

Gene de geride kalmis bu giclikleri yalnizca kendimiz
hatirlayarak sonuglari ortaya koymak, genel elestiriye
sunmak istiyor ve bundan mutluluk duyuyoruz.

Dogan Tekeli - Sami Sisa
Arahk 1973

Figure 4.13 : Foreword, Dogan Tekeli and Sami Sisa, First Monograph, Istanbul,

FOREWORD,

As a firm of architects that has won a great number of
awards in competitions over the last fifteen years and
seen most of its designs realized, we felt that it was our
duty to gather the result of our work together and to
present it to the public opinion. We consider this, part
of our main task of practising architecture, despite all
the unsuitable conditions existing in Turkey.

In 1952 we graduated from the Faculty of Architecture,
Technical University of Istanbul, in a period to great
extent isolated from contemporary trends in architecture
and dominated by the classical architectural teaching
concepts of Prof. Paul Bonatz. At that time, there was
not a single firm of architects in Turkey with a practice
comparable to that which our firm enjoys today.
Since 1953, our efforts have been concentrated on sur-
viving as a firm active solely in practising architecture
and stiriving to acquaint ourselves with the existing
problems in Turkey while familiarising with new con-
cepts of the post-war period and adapting them to local
conditions.

The work presented here is the result of these aspects
of our activities and should be considered accordingly
We wish we could be able to give a detailed account
behind every single project appearing in this book.
Undoubtedly, this would have been a most interesting
document from the standpoint of bringing actual
problems to light and telling the true story of pains-
taking architectural practice in Turkey, a country that
is rapidly changing its face and entering a new era.
However, having overcome earlier difficulties now we
only remember and are glad to submit the result to the
public for comment and criticism.

Dogan Tekeli - Sami Sisa
December 1973

1973. (Tekeli and Sisa, 1976).
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APPENDIX A : Tekeli-Sisa Buildings and Projects

Australia Wool Yarn Plant, Istanbul, Turkey, 1953.

Multi Storey Residence Building, 1zmir, Turkey, 1953.

Konak Komplex Administrative Center Urban Design, 1zmir, Turkey, 1955.
Multi Storey Residence Building, Istanbul, Turkey, 1956.

Municipality Building, Konya, Turkey, 1956.

Ataturk University Campus, Erzurum, Turkey, 1956.

Primary School, Intermediate School, High School, Ankara, Turkey, 1956.
Petrol Ofisi Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey, 1956.

Tark Dil Kurumu (Turkish Language Foundation) Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey,
1957.

Turkish Cooperative Association Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey, 1957.
Martyrs’ Monument, Gaziantep, Turkey, 1957.

Pension Fund Facility, Istanbul, Turkey, 1957.

Town Hall, Adiyaman, Turkey, 1958.

Town Hall, Kirgehir, Turkey, 1958.

Rumelihisari Interior and Landscape Design, Istanbul, Turkey, 1958.
Town Hall, Bitlis, Turkey, 1958.

Mechanical and Chemical Industry Corporation, Ankara, Turkey, 1958.

Urban Design for the Space between Ataturk Boulevard and Suleymaniye Mosque,
Istanbul, Turkey, 1958.

Olympic Stadium and Sports Facilities, Izmir, Turkey, 1958.

Moda College, Istanbul, Turkey, 1958.

Manifaturacilar Carsisi, i.M.C. (Drapers Bazaar), Istanbul, Turkey, 1959.
Higher Education Dormitory for 2000 People, Ankara, Turkey, 1959.
Stadium and Sports Facilities, Eskisehir, Turkey, 1959.

Samsun College, Samsun, Turkey, 1959.
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Ege University Campus Urban Design, Izmir, Turkey, 1959.

Ziraat Bankasi General Directorate Additions, Ankara, Turkey, 1959.
D.P.l. 1. Region Facilities, Bursa, Turkey, 1959.

State Hospital, Gaziantep, Turkey, 1959.

D.P.l. Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey, 1960.

Urban Design for Harbiye Barracks Area, Istanbul, Turkey, 1960.
State Hospital, Adana, Turkey, 1960.

Multi Storey Bazaar, Tahtakale, Istanbul, Turkey, 1960.

K.T.U. Campus Urban Design, Trabzon, Turkey, 1961.

Teachers Academy, Bahgelievler, Ankara, Turkey, 1961.

Seker Arastirma Enstitutusu (Sugar Research Institute), Etimesgut, Ankara, Turkey,
1961.

Ministry of Finance Housing Estate, Ankara, Turkey, 1961.

Social Security Organization (SSK) Hospital, Adana, Turkey, 1961.
Multi Storey Residence Building, Topagaci, Istanbul, Turkey, 1961.
Ministry of National Education Building, Ankara, Turkey, 1961.
Viniculture-Gardening Research Institute, Istanbul, Turkey, 1961.
Technical School Campus, Elazig, Turkey, 1961.

Turkish Embassy Complex, New Delhi, India, 1962.

Victory Monument Area, Dumlupinar, Afyon, Turkey, 1962.

Turkish Pavillion in World Fair, New York, USA, 1962.

Neyir Tricotage and Confection Factory, Levent, Istanbul, Turkey, 1963.
Ege University Faculty of Science and Technology, Izmir, Turkey, 1963.
Higher Education Dormitory, Istanbul, Turkey, 1963.

Turkish Embassy Building Project, Lisbon, Portugal, 1963.

Ege University Faculty of Agriculture, Izmir, Turkey, 1963.

Municipality Complex, Sivas, Turkey, 1963.

Stad Hotel, Ulus, Ankara, Turkey, 1964.
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Villa in Bebek, Istanbul, Turkey, 1964.

Antalya Regional Archaeological Museum, Antalya, Turkey, 1964.
Turkish Embassy Building Project, Nicosia, 1964.

Bus Terminal, Kayseri, Turkey, 1964.

K.T.U. Faculties of Mechanical Engineering and Electrical and Electronic
Engineering, Trabzon, Turkey, 1965.

Thermal Treatment Center Project, 1zmir, Turkey, 1966.

Tomb of Emin Onat, Istanbul, Turkey, 1966.

Apa Ofset Press Printing House, Istanbul, Turkey, 1965.

State Council Building, Ankara, Turkey, 1966.

Shopping Mall, Warehouse, Office Complex Project, Istanbul, Turkey, 1966.
Telecommunication Factory, Istanbul, Turkey, 1966.

Military Museum, Harbiye, Istanbul, Turkey, 1967.

Pamukbank Building, Istanbul, Turkey, 1967.

State Hospital Obstetrics and Gynecology Services, Erzurum, Turkey, 1967.
Turkish Arnament Student Dormitory, Ankara, Turkey, 1967.

United German Pharmaceutal Plant, Istanbul, Turkey, 1967.

City Bazaar, Ulus, Ankara, Turkey, 1967.

Kurtbogazi Dam D.P.l. Recreation Facilities, Ankara, Turkey, 1967.
Municipality Building, Izmir, Turkey, 1967.

K.T.U. Academical Center, Trabzon, Turkey, 1968.

Grooved Pasteboard Factory, Gebze, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1968.
Profession Institute for Girls, Ankara, Turkey, 1968.

Compessor Assembly Factory, Tuzla, Istanbul, Turkey, 1969.

Axle and Toothed Wheel Box Factory, Tuzla, Istanbul, Turkey, 1969.
Bank Branch Building, Haymana, Ankara, Turkey, 1971.

Bank Branch Building, Kilis, Gaziantep, Turkey, 1971.

Insurance Company Headquarters, Istanbul, Turkey, 1971.
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Textile Factory, Bomonti, Istanbul, Turkey, 1971.
Oyak-Renault Automobile Factory, Bursa, Turkey, 1971.

Yap! Kredi Bank Staff, Aid and Pension Fund Foundation Residance, Istanbul,
Turkey, 1972.

Leather Processing Factory, Izmit, Turkey, 1972.

Fertilizer Factory, Balikesir, Turkey, 1972.

Synthetic Fiber and Yarn Factory, Edirne, Turkey, 1973.

Bank Branch Building, Uskudar, Istanbul, Turkey, 1973.

Trade Center, Karakdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 1973.

Yalova Synthetic Fiber and Yarn Factory, Yalova, Turkey, 1973.

Yapi ve Kredi Bankasi Recreation Facilities, Bayramoglu, Istanbul, Turkey, 1973.
Paper Factory, Edirne, Turkey, 1974.

Lassa Tyre Factory, lzmit, Turkey, 1975.

Cotton Yarn Factory, Gediz, Kutahya, Turkey, 1975.

Yapi ve Kredi Bankasi Branch and Office Building, Aksaray, Istanbul, Turkey, 1975.
Agriculture Machinery Factory, Dizce, Adapazari, Turkey, 1975.

Ufi Department Store, Aksaray, Istanbul, Turkey, 1976.

Holiday Resort, Yalova, Istanbul, Turkey, 1977.

Office Building, Esentepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1977.

IGSAS Residence, Titungiftlik, Izmit, Turkey, 1978.

Complex for Small Industries, Topkapi, Istanbul, Turkey, 1978.

Eczacibasi Serum Factory, Ayazaga, Istanbul, Turkey, 1979.

Carburetor Factory Project, Manisa, Turkey, 1979.

Cigarette Factory, Akhisar, Manisa, Turkey, 1979.

Yapi ve Kredi Bankasi Service Building, Okmeydani, Istanbul, Turkey, 1979.
Eczacibagi Gentamicin Plant, Ayazaga, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Office Building and Shop, Harbiye, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Administration Building for a Firm, Sisli, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.
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Mass Housing Project, Al-Kharj, Saudi Arabia, 1980.

Apartment Building Group Project, Miami, Florida, USA, 1980.

Summer House, Tuzla, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Ceramic Factory Project, Aksaray, Nigde, Turkey, 1980.

Transportation Company Headquarters, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Bank Decoration, Magka, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Mass Housing Project, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, 1980.

Mass Housing Project, Kozyatagi, Istanbul, Turkey, 1980.

Army Recreation Facilities, Juffra, Libya, 1980.

Biscuit, Chocolate Factory, Topkapi, Istanbul, Turkey, 1982.

United German Pharma Factory Expansion, Topkapi, Istanbul, Turkey, 1982.
Mass Housing Project, Basra, Iraq, 1982.

Islam Economy Research Institute, Jidda, Saudi Arabia, 1983.
Undersecretariat of Treasury and Foreign Trade Building, Ankara, Turkey, 1983.
Mass Housing Project, Misurata, Libya, 1983.

Bank Branch Decoration, Harbiye, Istanbul, Turkey, 1984.

Bank Branch Decoration, Gayrettepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1984.

Residential Complex, Etiler, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Trade Center, Mecidiyekdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Touristic Hotel Project, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Residential Complex, Ortakdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Bank Branch Decoration, Esentepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Banking School, Dragos, Istanbul, Turkey, 1985.

Residential Complex, Anadoluhisari, Istanbul, Turkey, 1986.

Anavatan Party Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey, 1986.

Shopping Center and Touristic Hotel Project, Etiler, Istanbul, Turkey, 1986.
Trade Center Project, Gayrettepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1986.

DUSA Industrial Fiber Factory, I1zmit, Turkey, 1987.
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Multi Storey Residence Building, Bakirkdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 1987.

Bank Branch Decoration, Istanbul, Turkey, 1987.

Multi Storey Residence Building, Mecidiyekdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 1987.
Administration and Business Center Project, Levent, Istanbul, Turkey, 1988.
Bank General Directorate Decoration, Istanbul, Turkey, 1988.

Data Processing Center Building Project, Ankara, Turkey, 1988.

Eczacibasi Pharmaceutical Plant, Lileburgaz, Turkey, 1989.

Trade Center, Maslak, Istanbul, Turkey, 1990.

Vakifbank Social Facilities and Data Processing Center, Ankara, Turkey, 1990.

Yapi ve Kredi Bankasli Kizilay Branch Building Facade Renovation, Ankara, Turkey,
1990.

Antalya Airport International Lines Terminal Building I, Antalya, Turkey, 1991.
Mass Housing Project, Dikmen, Ankara, Turkey, 1991.

Shopping Center and Touristic Hotel Project, Maltepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1991.
Bufer-Legrand Electrical Appliances Plant, Gebze, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1991.

Sports Facilities, Umraniye, Istanbul, Turkey, 1992.

Halk Bankasi General Headquarters Complex, Ankara, Turkey, 1993.

is Bankas! General Directorate Complex, Istanbul, Turkey, 1993.

GOSB Administrative Center, Gebze, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1994.

Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, Levent, Istanbul, Turkey, 1994.
Sanovel Pharmaceutical Plant, Esenyurt, Istanbul, Turkey, 1996.

Landmark Shopping Complex, Sariyer, Istanbul, Turkey, 1996.

Housing and Shopping Complex, Veliefendi, Istanbul, Turkey, Turkey, 1996.
Show TV Office and Television Studios Complex, Istanbul, Turkey, 1996.

Sakosa (Hoecsa) Industrial Fiber and Cord Fabric Factory, Izmit, Turkey, 1997.
Logo Software Company Building, Gebze, Turkey, 1997.

Turkish Jockey Club Headquarters, 1988.

Nural Residence Multi Storey Housing Complex, Goztepe, Istanbul, Turkey, 1998.
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Mountain Hotel, Bolu, Turkey, 1999.

Covered Sports Hall for Eczacibagi Volleyball Team, Ayazada, Istanbul, Turkey,
1999.

Municipality Marriage Hall and Business Center, Izmit, Turkey, 2000.
Selenium Residence, Istanbul, Turkey, 2001.
Sanovel Pharmaceutical Plant, Silivri, Turkey, 2001.

Renovation of Ifea (Institut Francais d’Etudes Anatoliennes-French Institute of
Anatolian Studies), Multi Purpose Room, Istanbul, Turkey, 2002.

Etik Houses, Multi Purpose Housing Complex, Erenkdy, Istanbul, Turkey, 2002.

Eczacibasi Pharmaceutical Factory, Sefalosporin Production Plant, Lileburgaz,
Turkey, 2003.

GOSB Technopark, Gebze, Kocaeli, Turkey, 2003.

Turkan Dereli Primary School and Muammer Dereli High School, Izmit, Turkey,
2004.

Ugur Plaza Shopping and Office Complex, Gaziantep, Turkey, 2004.

Antalya Airport International lines Terminal Building Il, Antalya, Turkey, 2004.
Kentplus Mass Housing Settlement, Atasehir, Istanbul, Turkey, 2006.

Shopping Center, Erbil, Irag, 2007.

Sabiha Gokgen Airport International Lines Terminal Building, Istanbul, Turkey, 2007.
Shopping Complex, Askhabad, Turkmenistan, 2008.

Kapital-2 Headquarter, Maslak, Istanbul, Turkey, 2008.

Besiktas AVM, Besiktas, Istanbul, Turkey, 2009.
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APPENDIX B : Tekeli-Sisa Publications

izmir Konak Sitesi proje miisabakasi, 1956. Arkitekt, 25, 284, pp. 57-65.

Atatiirk Universitesi proje miisabakasi, 1956. Tiirkiye Miihendislik Haberleri, 20, p.
9.

Kooperatifler Sarayi proje misabakasi neticelendi, 1956. Karinca, 238, pp. 9-10.

Gaziantep Sehitler Abidesi ve Harp Mlzesi proje misabakasi, 1957. Arkitekt, 26,
286, pp. 29-34.

Konya Belediye Binasi proje misabakasi, 1957. Arkitekt, 26, 287, pp. 58-62.

istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsisi proje miisabakasi, 1958. Arkitekt, 26, 291, pp. 87-
92.

Rumelihisari Bahgesinin Tanzimi, 1958. Arkitekt, 29, 299, pp. 61-67.

Ankara Universite ve Ylksek Okullar Talebe Yurdu proje misabakasi jiri raporu,
1960. Arkitekt, 29, 299, pp. 61-67.

istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsisi proje miisabakasi, 1960. Arkitekt, 29, 300, pp. 122-
132.

Ankara Yiksek Ogretmen Okulu proje misabakasi izah raporu, 1960. Arkitekt, 29,
31, pp. 165-182.

Eminéni-Tahtakale’'de bir ishani, 1961. Arkitekt, 30, 302, pp. 9-11.
Maliye Sitesi proje miisabakasi, 1961. Arkitekt, 30, 302, pp. 18-39.

Tarkiye Cumhuriyeti Yenidelhi Buyuk Elgilik Binasi mimari proje misabakasi, 1962.
Arkitekt, 31, 309, pp. 163-172.

Shape of things to come, proposed Turkish Embassy Building in New Delhi, 1962.
the Indian Architect, 5, 18, pp. 22-27.

Neticelenen Proje Yarismalari, Ege Universitesi Fen Fakiltesi proje yarismasi
neticeleri, 1963. Mimarlik, 6, .

Der Neue StoffMarkt von Istanbul, 1963. Bauen+Wohnen, 11, pp. XI 1-XI 2.

Ege Universitesi Fen Fakiiltesi proje yarismasi jliri raporu, 1964. Deviet Yapilari
Biilteni, pp. 29-34.

Antalya Bdlge Muzesi Mimari proje yarigmasi juri raporu, 1964. Arkitekt, 33, 314, pp.
28-37.

Chrysler Sanayi A.S. Cayirova Fabrikasi,1964. Arkitekt, 34, 316, pp. 101-107.
Emekli Sandigrnin Ankara’da yaptiracagi otel-sinema tesisleri mimari proje

yarigsmasi, 1964. Mimarlik, 3, pp. 25-29.
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Ozer, B., 1964. Rejyonalizm, Universalizm ve Cagdas Mimarimiz Uzerine Bir
Deneme, Istanbul, pp. 77, 116, 117.

Istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsisi, 1965. Mimarlik, 15, pp. 23-25.
Erzurum Kenti imar Plani yarigmasi, 1965. Mimarlik, 26, pp. 4.

Aru, K. A., 1965. Yayalar, tasitlar, sehir dokusunda yeni ulastirma duzenleri,
Istanbul, pp. 110-112.

Agamemnon Kaplicalari proje yarismasi neticesi, 1966. Mimarlik, 29, pp. 6.

Mimarlar Odasi 1966 yili mimarlik ve sehircilik juri adaylari listeleri, 1966. Mimarlik,
29, pp. 6.

Emin Onat kabri yarigmasi sonuglandi, 1966. Mimarlik, 30, pp. 7.

izmir Agamemnon Sicak Su Tedavisi Merkezi mimari proje yarismasi,1966.
Mimarlik, 30, pp. 24-30.

Ord. Prof. Emin Onat’in kabri tamamlandi, 1966. 38, Mimarlik, pp. 2.

Levent'te Neyir Orme Fabrikasi, 1966. Mimarlik, pp. 22-24.

izmir Belediye Sarayi Yarismasi Sonugclandi, 1967. Mimarlik, 39, pp. 13.

Sinirli yurt yarismasi sonuglandi, 1967. Mimarlik, 39, pp. 13.

Adana imar Plani yarismasi sonuclandi,1967. Mimarlik, 39, pp. 14.

Selimiye Camii civarinin tanzimi yarismasi, 1967. Mimarlik, 41, pp. 8.

Mimarlar Odasi 1967 yili mimarlik ve sehircilik juri listesi,1967. Mimarlik, 41, pp. 9.

Ankara Ulus Meydani Carsi ve Blro Binasi proje yarismasi, 1967. Mimarlik, 45, pp.
15-25.

Sonuglanan sinirh yarismalar, Erzurum Devlet Hastanesi ilave kismi, 1967.
Mimarlik, 49, pp. 5.

Sonuglanan yarismalar, Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Makine ve Elektrik Fakdilteleri
binalar proje yarismasi, 1967. Mimarlik, 50, pp. 5.

Der Neue Stoffmarkt in Istanbul, 1967. Deutsche Bauzeitung, die Bauzeitung, 12,
pp. 963-965.

Etimesut'ta Seker Aragtirma Enstitusu, 1968. Mimarlik, pp. 26-27.

Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Makine ve Elektrik Fakulteleri proje yarismasi, 1968.
Mimarlik, 52, pp. 31-38.

Mimarlar Odasi Oduilti, 1968. Mimarlik, 58, pp. 23. (D. Tekeli juri Gyesi).

Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Akademik Merkez proje yarismasi, 1968. Arkitekt, 37,
332, pp. 179-187.
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Musees de Karatepe, Antalya, 1968. L architecture d’aujourdhoui, 140, pp. 92-93.
Bebek’te bir ev, 1968. Arkitekt, 38, 334, pp. 70-74.

Northern Elektrik Turk A.S. Umraniye Telefon Fabrikasi, 1969. Arkitekt, 38, 335, pp.
101-104.

Birlesik Alman ilag Fabrikalar, Topkapi, 1969. Arkitekt, 38, 335, pp. 105-108.
Oluklu Mukavva Fabrikasi, Gebze, 1969. Arkitekt, 38, 335, pp. 109-112.

Altav, Y., 1969. Istanbul Gebze-Dilova’'da prefabrike oluklu mukavva fabrika insaati,
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APPENDIX C : Tekeli-Sisa Awards

The Sinan Award, 4th National Architecture Awards by the Chamber of Architects,
1994,

Architectural Design Competitions and Awards
(1st Prizes)

Konak Complex Administrative Center Urban Design, Izmir, Turkey,

With Tekin Aydin. 1st prize in the competition held by Izmir Municipality, 1955.
Application project completed in 1956 and main decisions were mainly constructed
by municipality.

Municipality Building, Konya, Turkey,
With Metin Hepgdler. 1st prize in the competition held by Konya Municipality, 1956.
Constructed with professional control.

Primary School, Intermediate School, High School, Ankara, Turkey,
1. prize in competition held by Cankaya Okul Yaptirma Dernegi Cankaya School
Building Association), 1956.

Town Hall, Adiyaman, Turkey,
1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement,
1958. Together with Metin Hepguler. Built without supervision of chief architects.

Rumelihisari Interior and Landscape Design, Istanbul, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgliler. 1st prize in the competition, 1958. Project and
construction stage have been supervised.

Manifaturacilar Carsisi (.M.C.), Drapers Bazaar, Istanbul, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgliler. 1st prize in the competition held by Istanbul
Manifaturacilar Carsisi Kooperatifi (Textile Wholesalers Association), 1959.

Higher Education Dormitory for 2000 People, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by a Dormitory
Building Association, 1959.

D.S.I. 1. Region Facilities, Bursa, Turkey, _
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the limited competition held by D.S.I.
(State Water Works), 1959. Built without supervision, 1961-1964.

Teachers Academy, Bahcelievler, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961. Supervised during construction, 1962-1968.

Seker Arastirma Enstitlisi (Sugar Research Institute), Etimesgut, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st Prize in the competition held by Turkiye Seker
Fabrikalari Anonim Sirketi (Turkish Sugar Factories Incorporate Firm), 1961.
Supervised during construction, 1962-1963.

Turkish Embassy Complex, New Delhi, India,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1962. Built without supervision of chief architects.
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Ege University Faculty of Science and Technology, Izmir, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepgller. 1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1963. Built without supervision of chief architects,
1964-1965.

Stad Hotel, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by Pension Fund,
1964. Supervised during construction.

Antalya Regional Archeological Museum, Antalya, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1964. Built without supervision of chief architects.

K.T.U. Faculties of Mechanical Engineering and Electrical and Electronic
Engineering, Trabzon, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1965. Built without supervision of chief architects,
1968-1972.

Tomb of Emin Onat, Istanbul, Turkey, o
1st prize in the competition held by T.M.M.O.B. Architecture Chamber and |.T.U.
Architecture Faculty, 1966. Supervised during construction.

Shopping Mall, Warehouse, Office Complex Project, Istanbul, Turkey,
1st prize in the competition held by Umumi Magazalar Anonim Sirketi (Public Stores
Company), 1966. Not constructed.

Pamukbank Building, Istanbul, Turkey,

Project won the first prize in the competition with limited participation opened for a
building to include general directorate and central branch functions of Pamukbank
which was a small bank in 1967. Project was built in 1971-1972.

State Hospital Obstetrics and Gynecology Services, Erzurum, Turkey,
1st prize in the competition held by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement,
1967. Built without supervision of chief architects.

K.T.U. Academical Center, Trabzon, Turkey,

Project won the first prize in the competition opened in 1968 for the academic center
on the area reserved in the settlement plan that was obtained in an earlier
competition of Karadeniz Technical University.

Yapi Kredi Bank Staff, Aid and Pension Fund Foundation Residance, Istanbul,
Turkey,

1st prize in the competition with limited participation, 1972. Supervised during
construction.

Undersecretariat of Treasury and Foreign Trade Building, Ankara, Turkey,
1st prize in the limited competition held by Halk Bankasi General Directorate, 1983.
Built without supervision.

Administration and Business Center Project, Levent, Istanbul, Turkey,

1st prize in the limited competition held by Sise Cam Factories General Directorate,
1988.
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Vakifbank Social Facilities and Data Processing Center, Ankara, Turkey,
1st prize in the limited competition held by Vakiflar Bankasi, 1990. Not constructed.

Antalya Airport International lines Terminal Building I, Antalya, Turkey,
1st prize in the competition with limited participation held by Directorate General of
State Airports Administration (DHMI), 1991. Supervised during construction.

Sport Facilities, Umraniye, Istanbul, Turkey,
Chosen for application in the limited competition held by Northern Elektrik
Telekomunikasyon A.S., 1992. Supervised during construction.

Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex, Istanbul, Turkey,
1st prize in the limited competition held by Metrosite Partnership, 1994. Supervised
during construction.

Sabiha Gokgen Airport International Lines Terminal Building, Istanbul, Turkey,
1st prize in the competition with limited participation held by Havaalani isletme ve
Havacilik EndUstrileri A.$ (Airport Management and Aeronautic Industries) and
Savunma Sanayii Mastesarligi (Defence Industry Undersecretariat), 2007.

Other Prizes and Mentions

Ataturk University Campus, Erzurum, Turkey,
With Metin Hepguler. 2. prize in the competition held by the Ministry of Public Works
and Settlement, 1956.

Petrol Ofisi Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by Petrol Ofisi,
1956.

Tark Dil Kurumu (Turkish Language Foundation) Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by Ttrk Dil
Kurumu, 1957.

Turkish Cooperative Association Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by Turkish
Cooperative Association, 1957.

Martyrs' Monument, Gaziantep, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 3rd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1957.

Pension Fund Facility, Istanbul, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by Pension
Fund, 1957.

Town Hall, Bitlis, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1958.

Mechanical and Chemical Industry Corporation, Ankara, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 3rd prize in the competition held by the foundation,
1958.
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Urban Design for the Space between Atatlirk Boulevard and Sileymaniye Mosque,
Istanbul, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 3rd prize in the competition held by Istanbul
Manifaturacilar Carsisi Kooperatifi (Textile Wholesalers Association), 1958.

Olympic Stadium and Sports Facilities, 1zmir, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by General
Directorship of Physical Education, 1958.

Moda College, Istanbul, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1958.

Stadium and Sports Facilities, Eskisehir, Turkey,
3rd prize in the competition held by General Directorship of Physical Education,
1959.

Samsun College, Samsun, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1959.

Ege University Campus Urban Design, I1zmir, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1959.

Ziraat Bankasi General Directorate Additions, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by Ziraat
Bankasi, 1959.

State Hospital, Gaziantep, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 3rd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1959.

D.S.I. Headquarters, Ankara, Turkey, _
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by D.S.I. (State
Water Works), 1960.

Urban Design for Harbiye Barracks Area, Istanbul, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 4th mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
National Defense, 1960.

State Hospital, Adana, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 4th mention in the competit ion held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1960.

K.T.U. Campus Urban Design, Trabzon, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961.

Ministry of Finance Housing Estate, Ankara, Turkey,

Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961.
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Social Security Organization (SSK) Hospital, Adana, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgtler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961.

Ministry of National Education Building, Ankara, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgiiler. 3rd Prize in The Competition Held By the Ministry
of Public Works And Settlement, 1961.

Viniculture-Gardening Research Institute, Istanbul, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgiler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961.

Technical School Campus, Elazig, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepgliler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1961.

Victory Monument Area, Dumlupinar, Afyon, Turkey,
It has been awarded in a competition held by an association founded in Dumlupinar
and has been elected for application, 1962. Supervised during construction, 1966.

Turkish Pavillion in World Fair, New York, USA,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1962.

Turkish Embassy Building Project, Bonn, Germany,
Together with Metin Hepgiler. 2nd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1963.

Turkish Embassy Building Project, Lisbon, Portugal,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1963.

Ege University Faculty of Agriculture, Izmir, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1963.

Municipality Complex, Sivas, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 2nd prize in the competition held by Sivas
Municipality, 1963.

Turkish Embassy Building Project, Nicosia, Cyprus,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 1st mention in the competition held by the Ministry of
Public Works and Settlement, 1964.

Bus Terminal, Kayseri, Turkey,
Together with Metin Hepguler. 3rd prize in the competition held by Sivas
Municipality, 1964.

Thermal Treatment Center Project, Izmir, Turkey,
2nd prize in the competition held by Izmir Special Provincial Administration, 1966.

Military Museum Harbiye, Istanbul, Turkey,

2nd prize in the in limited competition held by the Ministry of National Defense,
1967.
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Turkish Armament Student Dormitory, Ankara, Turkey,
5th prize in the limited competition held by the Ministry of National Defense, 1967.

City Bazaar, Ulus, Ankara, Turkey,

2nd mention in the competition held by Ankara Ozel Il idaresi (Governorship of
Ankara), 1967.

Kurtbogazi Dam D.S.i. Recreation Faciliti_es, Ankara, Turkey,
2nd prize in the competition held by D.S.1., 1967.

Municipality Building, Izmir, Turkey,
3rd prize in the competition held by Izmir Municipality, 1967.

Profession Institute For Girls, Ankara, Turkey,

3rd prize in the competition held by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement,
1968.
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APPENDIX E :

General Characteristics of Four Buildings and Their Influences

on Tekeli-Sisa’s Professional Role

Buildings General characteristics of the client and Influence of these buildings
architectural programs on Tekeli-Sisa as a
professional
Client: = In terms of the client;
Chrysler Truck | An early example of a large-scale client in
Assembly the private sector. They regarded their design-
Plant Architectural program: centered practice as a
An early example of an industrial and large- | service in the private
1963-1964 scale technical building in the private sector.
sector.
Client: Instead of individual self-
Lassa Tyre An early example of the first large-scale interest, the large-scale
Factory client as one of the leading industrial and client's budget, economic
financial conglomerates of the country. and architectural
1975-1977 Architectural program: expectations, rational and
An early example of an industrial building systematic design
complex with a distinctive creative approach, self-control
architectural language. internalized in the process
Client: of design and practice were
Bank and « An early example of different large-scale | the essential attributes of
Office Building | clients for a building complex. their professional
Complex in » Three different large-scale clients and | behaviour.
Istanbul three different capital groups.
» An early example of the large-scale client's | = In  terms  of  the
1976-1999 profit-oriented  logic and commercial | architectural program;
expectations. (for the rental office block of
the building complex). Architectural creativity (new
Architectural program: and original architectural
» An early example of a building complex space, structure,  detail
including different functions for different solutions) was the essential
large-scale clients. (a bank, an office and a | Principle of their design-
headquarter block.) centered practice.
» An early example of the commercial space | However, they did not
production. (the rental office block). underline individual
Client: creativity or a personally
Metrocity = an early example of a large-scale client's | directed set of principles in
Shopping, intensive profit-oriented logic and an architecture.
Office and investment strategy guided by maximum ]
Residence commercial gain in architecture. In order to realize these
Complex building programs, close
i interdependencies among
1994-2003 Architectural program: . . the client, the building
= An early example of commercial mixed- sector, other practitioners

used building program including a shopping
mall, an office block and two residence
blocks with complex urban dynamics.

and team-based approach

were important principles
for their practice and
service.

Figure E.1 : General characteristics of four buildings and their influences on
Tekeli-Sisa’s professional role.
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Turkish Pavillion in World Fair, New York, USA, 1962.

Neyir Tricotage and Confection
Factory, Levent, Istanbul, 1963.

Chrysler Truck Assembly
Plant, Istanbul-1zmit,
1963-1964.

Ege University, Faculty of
Science and Technology, Izmir,
1963.

Higher Education Dormitory,
Istanbul, 1963.

. Design-centered professional
service: The early example of an
industrial space, the first steel
structure design solutions, a modern
aesthetic fagade for an industrial
building, and an early professional-
client dialog with a corporation in the
private sector.

= Collaborative act with the client, the
building sector and consultants: They
could position their design practice in
a new organizational capacity.

= Rational and systematic design
approach.

professional role.

Figure E.2 : Chrysler Truck Assembly Plant and its influence on Tekeli-Sisa’s

Yapi ve Kredi Bank, Recreation
Facilities, Bayramoglu, Istanbul,
1973.

Paper Factory, Edirne, 1974.

Lassa Tyre Factory, izmit,
1975-1977.

Cotton Yarn Factory, Gediz,
Kutahya, 1975.

Yapi ve Kredi Bank, Branch and
Office Building, Aksaray,
Istanbul, 1975.

= Design-centered professional
service: High level of architectural
creativity for an industrial building,
and an early intrepreneuerial
professional-client dialog in the
private sector.

= Collaborative act with the client, the
building sector, consultants: They
could position their design practice in
a larger organizational capacity with
Lassa Tyre Factory.

= Rational and systematic design
approach.
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1975.

Duzce, Adapazari, 1975.

Bank and Office Building,

Istanbul, 1976.

1977.

Yap! ve Kredi Bank, Branch and
Office Building, Aksaray, Istanbul,

Agriculture Machinery Factory,

Complex, Istanbul, 1976-1999.

Ufi Department Store, Aksaray,

Holiday Resort, Yalova, Istanbul,

= Design-centered professional service:
Early commercial / rational space
production with modular grammer, new
structure solution and a modern
aesthetic fagade for commercial / office
building, and early professional-different
client’'s capital groups dialog in the
private sector.

= Collaborative act with the client, the
building sector, consultants: They could
position their design practice in a new
organizational capacity.

= Rational and systematic
approach.

design

In spite of the client’s profit-oriented logic
and commercial expectations, Tekeli-
Sisa did not conduct a business-
centered practice for commercial gain
and maintained their professional
strategy with their rational design skills
and anproach.

Figure E.4 : Bank and Office Building
professional role.

in Istanbul and its influence on Tekeli-Sisa’s

is Bank, General
Directorate Complex,
Istanbul, 1993.

GOSB Administrative
Center, Gebze, Kocaeli,
1994,

Metrocity Shopping, ——
Office and Residence
Complex, Levent,
Istanbul,

1994-2003.

Sanovel Pharmaceutical
Plant, Esenyurt, Istanbul,
1996.

Landmark Shopping
Complex, Saryer,
Istanbul, 1996.

= Design-centered professional service: Early
example of mixed-used building design with
complex urban dynamics and the dialog
between professional-the commercial client’s
intensive profit-oriented logic.

= Collaborative act with the client, the building
sector, design practitioners, consultans: They
could position their design practice in a larger
organizational capacity with their management
and coordination skills.

= Rational and systematic design approach.

In spite of the client’s intensive profit-oriented
logic and a competitive commercial global
milieu in architecture, Tekeli-Sisa did not
conducted a business-centered practice and
maintained their professional strategy with
their rational approach.

Avoiding the extravagant language of the

commercial world, rational function and
structural solutions are still the essential
principles of their design language and

practice in the professional world. However,
they did not ignore the commercial reality of
their building program.

Figure E.5 : Metrocity Shopping, Office and Residence Complex and its influence on

Tekeli-Sisa’s professional role.
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Architecture, Institute of Science and Technology, Istanbul,
Turkey.

Bachelor of Architecture, Istanbul Technical University, Faculty of
Architecture, Istanbul, Turkey.

International Conference Presentations

2009;

2007,

Ekincioglu, M., Presentation title: Terrorizing Istanbul's
Memories: Architectural Media Stories between Storage and
Transmission, Organizing Institution: Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Conference title: MIT 6, Media in Transition 6,
Cambridge, Massachusetts,USA, April, 24-26.

Ekincioglu, M., Presentation title: Contemporary Media Practice
in Turkish Architecture: From Arkitekt to Arkitera, Organizing
Institution: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Conference
title: MIT 5, Media in Transition 5, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
USA, April, 27-29.

National Symposium Presentations

2000;

Ekincioglu, M., Presentation title: References from Architecture to
Philosopy-from Philosophy to Architecture, Organizing Institution:
Istanbul Technical University and Istanbul University. Symposium
title: Architecture-Philosophy I, Istanbul, Turkey.

197



Organizing Committees

2000; “Architecture-Philosophy I”, Organizing Institution: Istanbul Technical
University and Istanbul University, Istanbul, Turkey.

Academic Experience

2002-2005; Research and Teaching Assistant, Yeditepe University, Faculty of
Engineering and Architecture, Department of Architecture, Istanbul,
Turkey.

Courses Thaught

Arch 492 Graduation Project with instructor Yasar Marulyal.

Arch 351 Design Studio Il with instructor Yasar Marulyal.

Arch 467 Theory and Application of Town Planning with Assoc. Prof. Dr. Dilek
Ozdemir.

Arch 244 Theory of Buildings Il with Assist. Prof. Dr. Engin Unal.

Arch 243 Theory of Buildings | with Assist. Prof. Dr. Engin Unal.

Arch 207 Architectural Presentation Techniques Assist. Prof. Dr. Murat Sahin.

Arch 105 Fundamentals of Architecture with instructor Arman Giran.

Arch 102 Architectural Basic Design Il with instructor Arman Giran.

Award

1996; “A Black Letter to Derrida”, Selected Graphic Presentation

Project for the 5 National Architecture Exhibition; Prize
Candidate. Organising Institution: The Chamber of Architects of

Turkey.

Languages

Turkish (Bilingual)

English (reading, writing/fluently; speaking/advanced)
(written and reading/intermediate, speaking/basic)

German (German education in Erenkoy High School for Girls, 1982-1988,
6 hours/week).

Membership

2011-present; The American Research Institute in Turkey (ARIT), Turkey.
2011-present;  The Society of Architectural Historians (SAH), USA.

2008-present;  Turkish American Scientists and Scholars Association (TASSA), USA.
2008-present;  Honorary Member, World Architecture Community, Turkey.

2006-2007; Harvard Neighbours, Cambridge, MA, USA.
1993-present; Member of the Chamber of Architects of Turkey; TMMOB, Istanbul
Office, Turkey.
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Book Editorship

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Bernard Tschumi, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimariari dizisi, 1,
Ocak, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Steven Holl, Boyut ¢agdas dtinya mimariari dizisi, 2,
Subat, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Santiago Calatrava, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimarlari dizisi,
3, Mart, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Lebbeus Woods, Boyut ¢cagdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 4,
Nisan, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Hasan Fathy, Boyut ¢cagdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 5,
Mayis, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Tadao Ando, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimariari dizisi, 6,
Haziran, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Norman Foster, Bqut cagdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 7,
Temmuz-Agustos, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Mario Botta, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimariari dizisi, 8,
Eylul, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Zaha Hadid, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 9,
Ekim, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Raj Rewal, Boyut ¢agdas dtinya mimarlari dizisi, 10,
Kasim, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2000. Frank Gehry, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 11,
Aralik, Boyut Yayin Grubu, istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Daniel Libeskind, Boyut cagdas diinya mimarlari dizisi,
12, Ocak, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Rem Koolhaas, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 13,
Mart, Boyut Yayin Grubu, istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Alvaro Siza, Boyut ¢cagdas diinya mimariari dizisi, 14,
Mayis, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Kisho Kurokawa, Boyut ¢cagdas dtinya mimarlari dizisi,
15, Temmuz-Agustos, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Carlo Scarpa, Boyut ¢agdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 16,
Eylul, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Turgut C<_ansever, Boyut ¢agdas tiirk mimarlari dizisi, 1,
Subat, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Dogan Tekeli—Sami Sisa, Boyut ¢agdas tiirk mimarlari
dizisi, 2, Nisan, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.
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Ekincioglu, M. ed., 2001. Behruz Cinici, Boyut ¢cagdas tlirk mimarlari dizisi, 3,
Haziran, Boyut Yayin Grubu, istanbul.

Articles

Ekincioglu, M., 2003. Le Corbusier'den klguk bir oyku: Villa la Roche,
PORTFOLYO, Ocak-Subat, 1, Liman Ltd. $ti., Istanbul, pp. 74-79.

Ekincioglu, M., 2001. Oyunu kurgulayan bir mimarsa..., Arredamento Mimarlik,
Haziran, 137, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 52-54.

Ekincioglu, M., 2001. Gelecege dair birka¢ (olast) ipucu, in Rem Koolhaas, Ed.
Ekincioglu, M., Boyut Cagdas Dinya Mimariari Dizisi, 13, Mart, Boyut Yayin
Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 65-79.

Ekincioglu, M., 2001. Barcelona Pavyonu, modernin bastan cikariciligi,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Mayis, 136, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 94-99.

Ekincioglu, M., 2001. KéInMesse 2001 ya da Zeitgeist'in gorilen yuzu,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Mart, 134, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 110-115.

Ekincioglu, M., 2000. Ongorii ve efsane, Arredamento Mimarlik, Ekim, 129, Boyut
Yayin Grubu, istanbul, pp. 111-115.

Ekincioglu, M., 1996. Mimarlikta bilim ve felsefe, Arredamento Mimarlik, Kasim, 86,
Boyut Yayin Grubu, istanbul, pp. 106-110.

Translations

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Dijital Mimarlik, tipolojiden tasarima, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Temmuz-Agustos, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 96-116.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Yildiz savaslari, bir efsanenin tasarimi, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Temmuz-Agustos, 138, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 123-127.

Ekincioglu, M., Uluoglu, B. (trans.), 2001. insan kapasitelerini inceleyen mevcut
calismalar neden bili_msel olamaz, Arredamento Mimarlik, Haziran, 137,
Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 85-89.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Guggenheim Hugo Boss 2000 oddlleri, 2001,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Haziran, 137, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 36-
39.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Yuzyilin kenti, modern metropollerde sanat ve kultur,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Haziran, 137, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 40-
43.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Federal Yonetim Binalari 2000 Tasarim Odiilleri,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Haziran, 137, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 94-
97.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. 2001 Pritzker Oduli Herzog ve de_ Meuron’un,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Mayis, 136, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 40-43.
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Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Eduardo Souto Moura, Arredamento Mimarlik, Mays,
136, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 55-65.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Charles Correa, modernizm’den esoterik
modernizme, Arredamento Mimarlik, Mart, 134, Boyut Yayin Grubu,
Istanbul, pp. 48-58.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Latin Amerika gagdas mimarligi, Mies van der Rohe
Vakfi 2000 odulleri, Arredamento Mimariik, Mart, 134, Boyut Yayin Grubu,
Istanbul, pp. 82-100.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Itsuko Hasegawa, hem Japon hem kadin,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Ocak, 132, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 78-87.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Québec Kutuphanesi yarigma odulleri, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Kasim, 130, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 32-34.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Gelecegin mimarisi, kommende architektur,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Kasim, 130, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 90-99.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Tate Modern, bir santralin yeniden dogusu,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Eylul, 128, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 68-72.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. 22. Pritzker Odiilleri, Arredamento Mimarlik, Haziran,
126, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 94-106.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Devetsil, bir epilog, Arredamento Mimarlik,
Mayis,125, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 102-108.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000., Baba and Gekoslav modernizmi, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Mayis, 125, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 109-110.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. OMA'dan bir yorum: Aimere kent merkezi,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Nisan, 124, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 110-
112.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. MVRDV, Arredamento Mimarlik, Mart, 123, Boyut
Yayin Grubu, istanbul, pp. 40-51.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 200_0. Carlo Scarpa, Arredamento Mimarilik, Ocak, 121,
Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 30-41.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Cocuklarin zihnindeki kent, Arredamento Mimarilik,
Ocak, 121, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 42-48.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Stay Cool, Amerika'da iklimlendirme, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Aralik, 120, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 61-65.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Yeni bir kent yaratmak, Chandigarh, bir agis
konusmasi, Jagdish Sagar, Arredamento Mimarlik, Kasim, 119, Boyut
Yayin Grubu, istanbul, pp. 86-91.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), Beygo, A., 1999. Yuksek teknoloji depreme kars,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Ekim, 118, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp.
84-89.

201



Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Modernlesme manzaralari 1960 ve 1990’1 yillarda
Yunan Mimarhgi Arredamento Mimarlik, Ekim, 118, Boyut Yayin
Grubu, istanbul, pp. 47-52.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Hamzah ve Yeang, 1999, Arredamento Mimarlik,
Eylul, 117, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 50-62.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Farkli yollar: Gelecek yuzyilin otomobilleri,
Arredamento Mimarlik, Eylul, 117, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp.
86-89.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 1999. Frank O. Gehry nasil tasarliyor?, Arredamento
Mimarlik, Kasim, 119, Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 72-73.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2001. Makine ¢agindan yasam cagina, Kisho Kurokawa,
Boyut cagdas diinya mimarlar dizisi, 15, Temmuz, Boyut Yayin
Grubu, Istanbul, pp. 73-84.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Tasarim felsefesi, in Santiago Calatrava, Boyut
cagdas diinya mimariari dizisi, 3, Mart, pp. 95-100, Ed. Ekincioglu,
M., Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Yasamak i¢in tasarim, in Norman Foster, Boyut
cadgdas diinya mimarlari dizisi, 7, Temmuz-Agustos, pp. 119-127,
Ed. Ekincioglu, M., Boyut Yayin Grubu, Istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2000. Buginidn mimar figlrd, in Mario Botta, Boyut ¢cagdas
diinya mimarlari dizisi, 8, Eylll, pp. 53-58, Ed. Ekincioglu, M., Boyut
Yayin Grubu, istanbul.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2003. Topografyayi islemek, plasma stidyo, PORTFOLYO,
Ocak-Subat, 1, Liman Ltd. $ti., Istanbul, pp. 65-72.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2003. Yeni malzemelerle tasarlamak, bakelitten kompozite,
PORTFOLYO, Mart-Nisan, 2, Liman Ltd. $ti., Istanbul, pp. 78-83.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2003. Slovenya mimarhgi, PORTFOLYO, Mayis-Haziran, 3,
Liman Ltd. Sti., istanbul, pp. 70-85.

Ekincioglu, M. (trans.), 2003. AA, Final projeleri, PORTFOLYO, Eylil-Ekim, 5,
Liman Ltd. Sti., Istanbul, pp. 74-79.

Interviews

Ekincioglu, M., 1999. Marmara’da deprem ve teknoloji, Prof. Dr. Feridun Cili ile
_séylegi, in Arredamento Mimarlik, Ekim, Boyut Yayin Grubu,
Istanbul, pp. 72-76.

Published Design Studio Works

Marulyali, Y. and Ekincioglu, M., 2003. Mima!ri tasarimda celik straktir kullanmak,
Celik Striiktiir Dergisi, Mayis, Istanbul, pp. 34-36.
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Marulyal, Y. and Ekincioglu, M., 2003. Celik struktdr ile ulagim yapilari
tasarlamak, Celik Striktiir Dergisi, EKim, Istanbul, pp. 28.
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