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This paper concerns the planning, design, and construction history of a postwar
multifamily housing block in Ankara, Turkey, viewed from the perspective of the
transnational and local networks behind its realization. Built by the Mintrak Building
Cooperative (1957-1962) founded by executive engineers and managers of TürkTraktör,
Turkey’s first tractor manufacturing company established as part of the Marshall Plan
(1948-1952), the block is one of the local examples of the International Style built
throughout the country. It was the tallest housing block in the Esat neighborhood, with a
reinforced concrete structural framework, pilotis, and a terraced roof with communal
spaces. Besides adopting the formal characteristics and common construction materials
of its time, as this paper suggests, the building is emblematic of the postwar housing
production from policy and development to design, construction, and domestic culture.
Built as part of a workers’ housing cooperative advocated by postwar housing policy yet
founded by the executives and US-educated employees of a transnational company, the
block exemplifies postwar Americanization in Turkey in terms of transnational and local
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exchanges and their urban, architectural, and social imprints. Through content analysis
based on archival sources, official reports and architectural drawings as well as oral
testimonies collected from cooperative members and residents of the building, this paper
questions the transnational extent of the Marshall Plan, to which a local housing
cooperative could represent. It provides an in-depth analysis of the technocratic making
of the housing block, through all different stages of its development, from founding “the
cooperative in the wild” to building “Esat’s Hilton,” as its initiators and residents called
it. In this respect, the paper argues that the block is a transnational prototype of US-
guided local modernization, based on the US-promoted self-help model that introduced
an autonomous organization to housing production in Turkey.

Der Artikel befasst sich mit der Planung, der Gestaltung und der Baugeschichte eines
Mehrfamilienwohnblocks aus der Nachkriegszeit im türkischen Ankara und beleuchtet
dazu die länderübergreifenden und lokalen Netzwerke, die bei seiner Entstehung zum
Tragen kamen. Gebaut wurde er von der Mintrak-Wohnungsbaugenossenschaft (1957-
1962), die von leitenden Bauingenieuren und Geschäftsführern von TürkTraktör – der
ersten, im Zuge des Marshall-Plans (1948-1952) eröffneten Traktorenfirma der Türkei –
gegründet worden war. Der Wohnblock ist ein lokales Beispiel für den Internationalen
Stil, der überall in der Türkei zu finden ist. Er war damals der höchste Wohnblock des
Esat-Viertels, mit einer Struktur aus Stahlbeton, offenem Pfahlwerk im Erdgeschoss
(Pilotis), und einem Flachdach mit Gemeinschaftsräumen. Der Bau übernimmt nicht nur
die formalen Merkmale und üblichen Baumaterialien seiner Zeit, sondern ist zudem, wie
aus diesem Beitrag hervorgeht, repräsentativ für den Wohnungsbau der Nachkriegszeit,
in der Politik und Entwicklung ausschlaggebend für die Gestaltung, den Bau und die
Wohnkultur waren. Der aufgrund der Wohnungsbaupolitik nach dem Krieg als Teil einer
Arbeiter-Wohnungsgenossenschaft gebaute, aber von leitenden, in den USA
ausgebildeten Angestellten eines transnationalen Unternehmens gegründete Block ist –
im Hinblick auf transnationalen und lokalen Austausch und dessen Folgen für Stadt,
Architektur und Gesellschaft – ein Paradebeispiel für die Amerikanisierung der Türkei in
der Nachkriegszeit. Inhaltlich stützt sich die Untersuchung auf Archivquellen und
Architekturzeichnungen sowie auf offizielle Berichte und Zeitzeugenaussagen von
Genossenschaftsmitgliedern und Bewohnern des Gebäudes. Der Artikel geht der Frage
nach, ob eine lokale Wohnungsgenossenschaft die länderübergreifende Tragweite des
Marshall-Plans repräsentieren kann. Hierzu legt er eine ausführliche Auswertung des
technokratischen Entstehungsprozesses des Wohnblocks und seiner verschiedenen
Entwicklungsstadien vor – von der Gründung einer „Genossenschaft in der Wildnis“ hin
zum Bau des „Esater Hilton“, wie seine Gründer und Bewohner den Block nannten.
Entsprechend kommt der Artikel zu dem Schluss, dass der Wohnblock ein
transnationaler Prototyp der US-amerikanisch angeleiteten lokalen Modernisierung war,
der auf einem von den US-Amerikanern beworbenen Selbsthilfemodell basierte, mit dem
eine eigenständige Organisationsform in den Wohnungsbausektor der Türkei eingeführt
wurde.

El artículo relata la historia de la planificación, el diseño y la construcción de un edificio
de viviendas multifamiliar en el periodo de posguerra en Ankara, Turquía, y su relación
con las redes locales y transnacionales. Construido por la Mintrak Building Cooperative
(1957-1962), fundada por ingenieros y directores ejecutivos de TürkTraktör, la primera
empresa de tractores de Turquía establecida como parte del Plan Marshall (1948-1952),
el edificio constituye uno de los ejemplos locales del estilo internacional que se implantó
en todo el país. En su momento, se trataba del edificio de apartamentos más alto del
distrito de Esat. Poseía estructura de hormigón armado sobre pilotes, azotea y espacios
comunes. Además de adoptar las características formales y los materiales de
construcción propios de su época, el edificio es representativo de la producción de
viviendas del periodo de posguerra, como bien refleja el artículo, tanto desde un punto
de vista político, en relación con el desarrollo, como en lo referente al diseño, la
edificación y la cultura local. La política de vivienda de la posguerra fomentaba las
cooperativas de viviendas para trabajadores. Obedeciendo a dicha política y aun
perteneciendo a empleados ejecutivos de una empresa transnacional formados en los
Estados Unidos, el edificio ilustra la americanización de Turquía después de la guerra, en
sus relaciones transnacionales y locales, y la huella de dichas relaciones en los ámbitos
urbanístico, arquitectónico y social. A través del análisis de fuentes archivísticas, planos
arquitectónicos, informes oficiales y testimonios orales de miembros de la cooperativa y
residentes del edificio, el artículo se interroga sobre el alcance transnacional del Plan
Marshall, representado por una cooperativa de vivienda local, y analiza en profundidad
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la realización tecnocrática del edificio de viviendas en las distintas fases de su
construcción, desde la constitución de la “cooperative in the wild” hasta la edificación del
“Esat’s Hilton”, tal como bautizaran al edificio sus promotores y residentes. A este
respecto, se sostiene que el edificio es un prototipo transnacional de modernización local
dirigida desde los Estados Unidos y basada en el modelo de autoayuda promovido
también desde los Estados Unidos, que introdujo una organización autónoma en la
producción de vivienda en Turquía.

Cet article retrace l’histoire de la planification, de la conception, et de la construction,
d’un ensemble d’habitations familiales de l’après-guerre à Ankara (Turquie), au prisme
des réseaux locaux et transnationaux qui ont présidé à sa réalisation. Réalisé pour et par
la coopérative de construction Mintrak (1957-1962) fondée par des ingénieurs et des
cadres de TürkTraktor – première société de tracteurs de Turquie créée dans le cadre du
plan Marshall (1948-1952) – cet immeuble est l’un des exemples locaux du style
international construit à travers tout le pays. C’était alors l’immeuble d’habitation le plus
haut du quartier d’Esat, avec sa structure en béton armé, ses pilotis, et son toit terrasse
doté d’équipements collectifs. Cet article suggère qu'en plus d'adopter les
caractéristiques formelles et les matériaux de construction courants de son époque, le
bâtiment est très représentatif de la production de logements de l'après-guerre  :
politique, développement, conception, mise en œuvre et culture domestique. Fruit de la
politique de logement d’après-guerre et construit pour héberger les ouvriers d’une
coopérative, l’immeuble fut conçu par des équipes formées aux États-Unis au sein d’une
entreprise transnationale. Il fournit un exemple de l’américanisation de la Turquie
après-guerre et témoigne des échanges transnationaux et locaux, et de leur empreinte
urbaine, architecturale et sociale. Basé sur une analyse de contenu de sources d'archives
et de dessins d’architecture, ainsi que sur des rapports officiels et des témoignages oraux
de membres de la coopérative et de résidents de l'immeuble, cet article remet en
question la portée transnationale du plan Marshall avec cet exemple de coopérative
locale de logements, en fournissant une analyse approfondie de la fabrication
technocratique de cet ensemble d'habitation, à travers les différentes étapes de son
développement, depuis la fondation de "la coopérative du bout du monde" jusqu'à la
construction du "Hilton d'Esat", comme ses initiateurs et résidents l'appelaient. Ainsi,
cet immeuble est-il présenté dans cet article comme un prototype transnational de
modernisation locale d’inspiration étasunienne, basé sur leur modèle d’auto-
développement, et qui a introduit une forme autonome d’organisation dans la
production de logements en Turquie.

Questo articolo ripercorre la storia della pianificazione, della progettazione e della
costruzione di un complesso residenziale multifamiliare cooperativo del dopoguerra ad
Ankara, in Turchia, alla luce delle reti transnazionali e locali alla base della sua
realizzazione. Realizzato dalla Mintrak (1957-1962), una cooperativa edilizia fondata da
ingegneri e dirigenti di TürkTraktör – la prima società di produzione di trattori della
Turchia creata nell’ambito del piano Marshall (1948-1952) – il complesso residenziale è
uno degli esempi locali dello Stile Internazionale costruiti in tutto il paese. Con la sua
struttura in cemento armato, i suoi pilotis e il suo tetto a terrazza con spazi comuni, nel
momento della sua costruzione era il più alto edificio del quartiere di Esat. Oltre a
adottare le caratteristiche formali e i materiali da costruzione dell’epoca, l’edificio è
particolarmente rappresentativo, come suggerisce questo articolo, delle modalità di
produzione di abitazioni del dopoguerra, dalle politiche e lo sviluppo alla progettazione,
la realizzazione e la cultura domestica. Frutto delle politiche edilizie del dopoguerra e
costruito come parte di una cooperativa edilizia operaia, ma promosso da dirigenti e
dipendenti di formazione statunitense di una società transnazionale, il complesso
residenziale è un esempio dell’americanizzazione turca del dopoguerra in fatto di scambi
transnazionali e locali e delle loro conseguenze urbane, architettoniche e sociali.
Attraverso un’analisi dei contenuti basata su fonti d’archivio e disegni architettonici,
nonché su relazioni ufficiali e testimonianze orali dei membri della cooperativa e degli
abitanti del complesso residenziale, il presente articolo interroga la portata
transnazionale del piano Marshall attraverso una cooperativa edilizia locale, e fornisce
un’analisi approfondita della realizzazione tecnocratica di un complesso residenziale
attraverso le diverse fasi del suo sviluppo, dalla fondazione della “cooperativa alla fine
del mondo” alla costruzione dell’“Hilton dell’Esat”, come lo chiamavano i suoi promotori
e abitanti. A questo proposito, l’articolo presenta il complesso residenziale come un
prototipo transnazionale della modernizzazione locale guidata dagli Stati Uniti, basata su
un modello di autoaiuto che ha introdotto in Turchia un’organizzazione autonoma per la
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produzione di alloggi.
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A “mutual and voluntary” expertise
for development cooperation

The Marshall Plan is an international cooperative. Participating members
help each other on the condition of their self-help. This is a public
program. Its aim is: a better occupation, a better home, a better
healthcare, a fairer distribution system, and increasing standard of life
through political and economic rights.1

In March 1953, a young Turkish lawyer named Yılmaz Öz (1930-), having
recently completed his master’s degree in international law at Yale University and
in connection with the Minneapolis-Moline tractor company from the United
States (US), returned to his home country to start working for the company’s
factory in the rural outskirts of Ankara.2 It was to be the first tractor factory in
Turkey. Öz left Turkey for Yale in 1951, upon finishing his undergraduate studies
in law at Ankara University, when the Turkish-American Association, of which Öz
would later serve as director, was founded in Ankara as part of a bilateral
agreement signed in 1949 between the two governments. This agreement to
“strengthen friendship and cultural ties” and develop cultural cooperation also
initiated the Fulbright Program to school the local experts to “assume important
leadership positions, take part in leading science and arts developments, and
serve as voluntary cultural ambassadors.”3

1

The tractor company in Ankara, where Öz would be employed upon his return
to Turkey in 1953, was founded by an international consortium as part of the
Marshall Plan agreements between the US and the Turkish Government. The
consortium was piloted by Vecdi Diker (1910-1997), a civil engineer educated at
the University of Missouri, and the first director of the General Directorate of
Highways in Turkey.4 The company Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör ve Ziraat
Makineleri A.Ş. was officially launched with a public investment of 20 million
liras following a 1954 memorandum of understanding between the US tractor
company Minneapolis-Moline Co., the Republican Agricultural Bank of Turkey
[Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Ziraat Bankası], the Mechanical and Chemical Industry
Incorporated Company [Makine ve Kimya Endüstrisi Kurumu], the Agricultural
Equipment Institution of Turkey [Türkiye Zirai Donatım Kurumu] and two local
associations of agricultural cooperatives.5 Commonly referred to as TürkTraktör,
the factory planned to begin operating in 1955, with both local and foreign
personnel, hired by Minneapolis-Moline Co. for a duration of 25 years according
to the memorandum of understanding. The first tractor rolled off its assembly line
on March 8, 1955.6

2

The first US-made agricultural machinery of the Marshall Plan agreements had
been imported to Turkey in 1949 via Koç Ticaret T.A.Ş. (Koç Trade Co. Inc.), an
Ankara-based private company, which, at the time, was the official distributor in
Turkey for the Oliver Farm Equipment Company.7 Vehbi Koç (1901-1996) was an
Ankara-born tradesman who had started out in his business with a small grocery
store in 1917 yet to be the director of one of the biggest enterprises of Turkey, the
Koç Group of Companies, was already collaborating with US companies, having

3
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started the distribution of Ford automobiles in Turkey in 1928. He had foreseen
the US-guided postwar free trade boom and, in 1946, had already made profitable
deals with many US companies.8 Following his trip to the US after World War II,
Koç opened a light bulb factory in collaboration with the General Electric
company, setting up the first US-Turkish business partnership in Turkey.9

Following this, Koç played pioneering roles in founding the first automobile,
truck, refrigerator, washing machine, water heater, and compressor company, and
of many more, besides the Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör ve Ziraat Makineleri
A.Ş., which would showcase the postwar cooperation between the US and Turkey
in initiatives ranging from factory to home: in this case, as we will see, from
TürkTraktör to Mintrak Apartmanı.10

Referred to as “the democratic way of self-help and cooperation,” the Marshall
Plan remarked “self-help” and “cooperation” in launching the economic, political,
ideological, and cultural integration of the Western Bloc. The Marshall Plan was
advertised as a “cooperative recovery program” which would lead to “the
democratic world.”11 Although not entered the war, Turkey participated in the
Marshall Plan, which initiated a US-guided military, economic, and physical
development in the country along with the free-market economic policies that
would flourish during the Democratic Party (DP) rule of “uncomfortable
democracy,” to borrow a term from Erik-Jan Zürcher.12 The Economic
Cooperation Administration (ECA), set up in 1948 to administer the Marshall
Plan in the participating countries, started to operate with a mission in Turkey in
1949 mostly dealing with assistance to agricultural development through
mechanization and fertilization.13 The economic role that the US initially cast for
Turkey was to produce agricultural foodstuff and raw materials for the European
reconstruction instead of reaching to the level of industrialization planned for
other countries participating in the Marshall Plan.14 However, Turkey was lacking
the infrastructures to fulfill this role. Although it had progressed to a considerable
level of industrial production after the First Five Year Plan of 1934, it was still a
pre-industrialized or a non-industrialized country, unequipped to accommodate
the physical organization of “producing, living, storing, and selling.”15 In fact, the
Marshall Plan policy for Turkey was technical assistance for “development” rather
than “reconstruction.”16

4

The US strategy for technical assistance to economically “underdeveloped
areas” was further promoted through the Point Four Program, which, from the
onset of the Korean War, sought to “[c]ontribute to raising standards of living,
creating new sources of wealth, increasing productivity and expanding purchasing
power” to counter “Communist propaganda.”17 It was in this context that Max
Thornburg traveled to Turkey in May 1949 to become Turkey’s Director of the
Bureau of Economic Survey, advising on the country’s development program.18

5

Thornburg’s report pointed out the need for a transition to a free market
regime, while blaming statism for Turkey’s underdevelopment. To this end,
Thornburg suggested the country’s “gradual industrial development under the
leadership of the US,” and therefore, to secure new markets for American
industrialists.19 In September 1949, in response to Thornburg’s report and at the
request of the Turkish government, an economic mission was established for the
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD). The program
was led by James M. Barker, who came to Turkey in the summer of 1950,
immediately after the general elections on May 14, 1950, that brought the
opposition DP to power. This party’s victory placed the multi-party system in

6
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“Little America” in Ankara: From
factory to home

Turkey de facto under the backroom guidance of the US.20 The Barker Report
suggested that Turkey should open its own factories to produce machines,
whereas the Thornburg Report had suggested the use of the Marshall Plan
counterpart funds to import modern tractors and other agricultural equipment,
together with US-made fertilizers and chemical pesticides, to enhance agricultural
productivity. Indeed, the goal was to turn Turkey into a “little America,” as stated
by Nihat Erim, the Minister of Public Works in 1949, praising the Marshall Plan
for its contribution to Turkey’s economic development.21 In this context, as
Begüm Adalet notes, the “cooperative skills” of Turkish engineers were expected
and demanded by the US officials next to “rational organization, future-
orientation, and linear thinking,” as an important step towards the country’s
modernization.22 Even criticized by US officials for not fully living up to the
“promises made to the Marshall [Plan],” this sort of “mutual and voluntary”
exchange between transnational (from the US) and local (from Turkey) experts
was “characteristic of the cordiality of the Turkish technicians,” thus guaranteeing
technical cooperation between the two governments to build the “little America”
in Turkey.23

Yılmaz Öz, in line with the promises of the postwar US-Turkish cultural
exchange, established himself as a local expert in “international business law”
during his 2-year-long research stay in the US. He promoted both cultural and
business cooperation, making contacts with major US companies engaging in
transnational activities.24 Nevertheless, Öz’s “cooperative skills” extended from
business administration to housebuilding. Soon after starting to work at the
Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör ve Ziraat Makineleri A.Ş. as a business lawyer
and staff manager, Öz initiated a housing cooperative for the company’s executive
employees, including himself, to “make the members of the cooperative low-cost
and healthy homeowners” in the urbanizing green fields of the city.25

7

The manufacturing plant TürkTraktör was located in Ankara, on the site of
Atatürk Forest Farm. It occupied the former site of the state plane and motor
factory established within the scope of the Early Republican policies for the
production and maintenance of Turkish planes. The land was reallocated to
Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör ve Ziraat Makineleri A.Ş. from the Mechanical
and Chemical Industry Incorporated Company, which was established in 1950 to
provide equipment to the Turkish Armed Forces.26 The site was far away from the
city center and lacked housing facilities for the new staff of the company. The
Mintrak Building Cooperative Partnership [Mintrak Yapı Kooperatifi Ortaklığı],
combining part of “Minneapolis” and part of “tractor” [traktör], was officially
established in 1956 for a duration of 30 years as required by the law setting the
statute of cooperatives. With Öz as the President, the cooperative was made up of
28 executive engineers including 7 executive employees of TürkTraktör on the
Board of Trustees—engineers, financial and legal advisers, managers, and even
the company’s executive director. Like Öz, some of them had just returned from
university training in the US (fig. 1). Among them, Velit İsfendiyar (1917-1980),
head of the Engineering Department of TürkTraktör, held degrees from Robert

8
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Figure 1: Members of Mintrak Housing Cooperative in front of the company
building, Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör ve Ziraat Makineleri A.Ş., Ankara, 1957.

Source: Personal archive of Yılmaz Öz, Ankara.

College in İstanbul and from the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor, where he
was trained as a mechanical engineer.27 Halil Kaya (1915-1997), who would work
as the executive director at TürkTraktör from 1955 to 1977, was trained as a
metallurgical engineer at the Technical University of Berlin and, like İsfendiyar,
did post-graduate work as a chief engineer at the University of Michigan from
1951 to 1953, and at the Ministry of Defense in Turkey, upon returning from the
US in 1954, before starting to work for TürkTraktör. 28

The cooperative would soon buy land in the semi-rural southern part of the city,
composed mainly of vineyards. Although Ankara was the capital of the Republic
of Turkey since 1923, had mainly an agricultural hinterland. The industrial
development in and around the city, at the moment, was a result of the Early
Republican initiatives.29 However, the spatial character of the city was changed
drastically following the multi-party system and liberal economic regime
introduced by the newly elected DP government.30 Agricultural mechanization,
suggested by the Barker Report of 1950 to provide labor force for the new urban
industries, and carried out by Marshall Plan agreements, had resulted in
unemployment for many farm workers. The rural population flooding into rapidly
industrializing cities, like Ankara, was confronted by a severe housing shortage. In
parallel, informal gecekondu settlements (shantytowns) sprang up on the urban
peripheries. Due to infrastructural inadequacies and the de facto legalization of
these informal settlements by local governments, urban sprawl became a common
characteristic of Turkish cities in the 1950s.31

9

Ankara’s master plan of 1932, drafted by the German architect and urban
planner Hermann Jansen (1869-1945), had proposed the division of the city into
industrial, commercial, and housing zones. However, in the face of circumstances,
the land on the southern side of the city reserved for new housing development
soon became inadequate.32 As a solution, Law 5218 was passed in 1948,

10
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authorizing the Municipality of Ankara to allocate vacant public property on the
peripheries of the city for promoting new housing construction—including
cooperative housing—to relocate gecekondu squatter settlements. Although Law
5228, the “Law Promoting Housing Construction” [Bina Yapımını Teşvik
Kanunu], was passed soon after, amnesty for the shantytowns and high
construction costs acted as deterrents to new housing construction.33

It was Law 5417, the “Old Age Pension Act” passed on June 2, 1949, that offered
cooperative housing as a solution to the raging housing crisis. The law was aimed
at funding workers’ housing construction by enabling the release of a maximum of
20% of retirement pensions, collected at the Workers’ Insurance Agency, in return
for construction loans covering 50% of the total construction cost.34 Initially,
Workers’ Housing Funds Loans were provided by the Workers’ Insurance Agency
itself. However, from 1952 to 1957, they were offered via the Mortgage Loans
Bank [Türkiye Emlâk Kredi Bankası] covering 80% of the total construction cost.
Following the Old Age Pension Act, cooperative housing became the postwar
norm for mass housing construction, providing a model of intermediary
homeownership in Turkey; i.e., cooperative shares rather than individual
ownership. The increase was due to the promotion of cooperative housing to
remedy the worsening housing crisis in larger cities and the ease of funding in
cooperative housing construction.35

11

Following its founding charter, the Mintrak Building Cooperative applied to the
Workers’ Insurance Agency and received loans of 83,000 liras for construction
costs.36 Participation in the social security system as wage worker, represented by
the Workers’ Insurance Agency, was mandatory for all shareholders in the
housing cooperative, and a prerequisite for its legal existence as a workers’
housing cooperative.37 The Workers’ Insurance Agency had been founded in 1946,
under the purview of the Ministry of Labor, itself founded in 1945 following the
lead of the Beveridge Report, to oversee the organization and control of social
security for the working masses. Until the Old Age Pension Act of 1949 and the
establishment of the first workers’ housing cooperative—by blue-collar workers—
in 1951, housing cooperatives were not common, and their members were mostly
military and state officers, many of them belonging to the bureaucratic elite that
included parliamentarians or intellectuals close to the government.38

12

Cooperative housing built by significantly blue-collar workers in Turkey was
promoted by the Marshall Plan as a sort of self-help housing model and
democratic way of construction and homeownership. Policy and programming
guidelines were set up by labor advisers and housing experts who visited
participating countries to analyze, report on, and make recommendations about
housing construction through the social security mechanism. The main goal of the
US in joint action with local officers was to integrate wage workers in the postwar
US phenomenon at urban, architectural, and domestic scales. It corresponded to
the discourse on Americanization embedded in the doctrines of freedom to
organize, freedom to build, and freedom to buy as Nancy Kwak, among other
scholars on development and transnational practice, has pointed out.39 Indeed,
the promotion of private initiatives in housing was instrumental not only in
“underdeveloped” countries worldwide, but especially among “low-income
groups, including most industrial workers” in European “urban areas” as a
soothing response to growing class struggles and increasing sympathy towards
communism as the officials of the Marshall Plan would often remark with regard
to the Southern European countries next to Western Germany and Austria.40
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“The cooperative in the wild” builds
“Esat’s Hilton”

In line with the US activity on cooperative housing, a series of reports were
prepared, during and after the Marshall Plan, by housing experts. A significant
number of these consultants came from the US, such as Skidmore, Owings and
Merrill (SOM) in 1951, Donald Monson in 1953, Charles Abrams in 1954, and
Bernard Wagner in 1956. This transnational expertise on housing for the
governmental institutions remarkably promoted cooperatives as a self-help model
for mass housing.41

14

It is worth noting that, even though the postwar cooperative housing program
in Turkey was conceived as an efficient means to house the working class, it failed
to do so. Participation of blue-collar workers in cooperatives was little due to a
number of reasons that included, but were not limited to, the high costs of land
and construction, and the lack of starting capital for a down payment.42 Instead,
many cooperatives were founded by members of the middle and upper-middle
classes. Their professions and social status were generally on the high end, as in
the case of the Mintrak Building Cooperative.

15

The case of the Bahçelievler neighborhood in Ankara, where the first housing
cooperative in Turkey was initiated in 1934 by government officials, including
ministers and parliament members, is worth mentioning here. It illustrates the
enduring economic and socio-spatial characteristics of pre- and postwar housing
cooperatives in Turkey. Introduced as a response to the housing shortage of the
recently founded republic and designed by Hermann Jansen as a housing district
in line with the decentralization stipulated by the Jansen Plan of 1932,
Bahçelievler was advertised as an effort to “make homeless people or citizens alike
homeowners.”43 Besides following the garden city model, composed of low-rise
single-family houses, Bahçelievler was also a counter experience to the state-
financed housing model, offering a bottom-up strategy, within which the role of
the bureaucracy was reduced to a minimum. In this respect, it pioneered the
motives of postwar private initiative and the drive for homeownership, later
embodied by Mintrak and similar cooperatives. Bahçelievler stood in contrast to
the statist school of housing production and public ownership – even though the
scheme was initiated and carried out by the civil servants who founded the
republic.44

16

Mintrak Building Cooperative erected its apartment block on Esat Street, on a
lot then occupied by a single-family house. The property had been purchased
from a fisherman in the old marketplace of Ankara who was a relative of one of
the cooperative members.45 Curiously enough, the Esat district had recently been
designated for new housing construction by the Yücel-Uybadin Plan of 1955.
Nihat Yücel and Raşit Uybadin had submitted the winning entry in the
international master plan competition for Ankara, the jury for which included
Patrick Abercrombie and Luigi Piccinato.46 Approved in 1957—the same year
when construction started on the cooperative block—this new plan proposed the
expansion of the city along its western axis, towards Eskişehir, by industrial
decentralization, which would lead to urban sprawl. Still, the north-south axis of
Ankara was set for dense construction, as stipulated in the Jansen Plan of 1932.

17
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Figure 2: TürkTraktör and Mintrak in relation to some significant housing blocks
and settlements and to Ankara’s expansion foreseen by the Jansen Plan (1932)
and the Yücel-Uybadin Plan (1957). Comparative redrawing by the author
juxtaposing the 1932 and 1957 master plans of Ankara.

Source: Sıla Karataş.

However, the new building code allowed high-rise construction. The districts of
Esat, Çankaya and Ayrancı (to the south), and Cebeci (to the north-east) were
zoned for higher densities as part of the Yücel-Uybadin Plan.47 Up to 450
inhabitants per hectare were to be settled in Esat district, as compared to 100 for
Keçiören, 250 for Etlik, and 160 for Aydınlıkevler (fig. 2).

The southern side of the city was already growing as a modern residential area,
following the zoning of the Jansen Plan. Yet Esat, located to the south-east, was
still composed of meadows, vineyards, and low-rise vineyard cottages, or 2-3 story
apartment blocks—there were no high-rise housing blocks. In fact, Esat Street was
not even a proper street before the Yücel-Uybadin Plan, it was classified as a
cropland road. By contrast, Tunalı Hilmi Street in the same district—Çankaya—
was already urbanized, lined with apartment blocks with ground-floor businesses
and shops. One of the inhabitants of Tunalı Hilmi Street at that time recalled Esat
Street in these terms: “There used to be frame houses, vineyard houses of Ankara.
They were quite a distance from each other (...), built in middle of fields. They
were not clustered together. The street called Esat Caddesi used to be an unclean
path. Indeed, it was not a street, it was later converted into a street.”48 But despite
the lack of urban character, the district possessed prestige, because vineyard
houses mainly belonged to elite, high-income families.49

18

In fact, the rural surroundings so close to the modern city center were crucial in
the cooperative’s decision to situate the housing block there, in order to “have a
healthier housing environment” (fig. 3).50 Nevertheless, the decision to locate
there was criticized by certain cooperative members. Upon being informed, Peri
İsfendiyar, in a private conversation with her husband Velit İsfendiyar, the head
of the Engineering Department of TürkTraktör, reportedly exclaimed “Why on
earth would you participate in a cooperative in the wild?” The İsfendiyars were
already living in a detached cooperative house with a garden in the Bahçelievler
district.51
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Figure 3: The site of the housing block after the demolition of the single-story
house on the lot on Esat Street, Ankara, 1957.

Source: Personal archive of Yılmaz Öz, Ankara.

Figure 4: Members of Mintrak Housing Cooperative at the ground-breaking
ceremony for the housing block, 1957.

Although the cooperative’s preference for the site was determined by the rural
character of the area, it complied with the zoning stipulations and the building
code set by the Yücel-Uybadin Plan. At the time of construction, Mintrak was the
tallest building in the vicinity, rising to an impressive 24 meters. In 1965, it was
outstripped by the Emek İşhanı building, Ankara’s first skyscraper, on Atatürk
Boulevard.52 Other apartment blocks on Esat Street matched the height of the
Mintrak only after the Flat Ownership Law [Kat Mülkiyeti Kanunu] of 1965,
which would spark off a high-rise apartment block construction boom led by
property developers, known as yapsat (build-sell), which has dominated housing
production in Turkey ever since. Thus, in a way, the Mintrak, completed almost
10 years before this property development boom, was one of the precursors of the
urban high-rise apartment block in Ankara.

20

In his capacity as the Director of the Board of Trustees of the cooperative, Öz
contacted the architects Rahmi Bediz (1916-2010) and Demirtaş Kamçıl (1916-
1980). Their names had been suggested to him by his associate İrfan Tümer, the
engineer who was providing piece-work services for TürkTraktör.53 The designs
were finalized within months of the visit of the Board of Trustees to the Kamçıl-
Bediz Architectural Office and were approved by the Municipality of Ankara on
January 6, 1957.54 For the construction, a building contractor was hired on
consignment under Tümer’s supervision, and the foundations were laid in the
same year at a ground-breaking ceremony with cocktails (fig. 4).55 There is no
record of the architects’ activity during the construction stage, since the
cooperative was in communication with the engineer-supervisor Tümer during
the construction process as well as for revisions of the architectural drawings.

21
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Source: Personal archive of Yılmaz Öz, Ankara.

Figure 5: Site plan of the housing block, 1957.

The building, now called Mintrak Apartmanı, was erected on a trapezoidal plot
of 1,490  m² lying parallel to Esat Street using a construction area of
approximately 5,500 m², with a floor area ratio of 2.5 (fig. 5).56 The construction
of the block was completed in 5 years, yielding 28 identical apartments—4
apartments per floor—for all 28 members of the cooperative, and two smaller
apartments for the block’s janitors. It was a 7-story reinforced concrete frame
structure with brick infills. Although the building was designed as a horizontal
monobloc, its spatial distribution was organized in two separate blocks, each with
its own vertical circulation core servicing 14 apartments (fig. 6).
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Source: Archive of Sivil Mimari Bellek Ankara 1930-80, “Ankara’da 1930-1980 yılları arasında
Sivil Mimari Kültür Mirası Araştırma, Belgeleme ve Koruma Ölçütleri Geliştirme Projesi,”
Research Project, directed by Prof. Dr. Nuray Bayraktar under the auspices of Başkent
University, and supported by TÜBİTAK and Koç University VEKAM in 2013-2015.

Figure 6: The two vertical circulation cores during the construction of the housing
block, 1957.
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Source: Personal archive of Yavuz Öz, Ankara.

Figure 7: Standard floor plan (above) and ground floor plan (below) of the housing
block, 1957.

It is not at all surprising that the Kamçıl-Bediz Architectural Office was
commissioned to design this building. The two architects had already risen to
prominence, having designed many similar urban housing blocks for cooperatives
in Ankara (fig. 2).57 As T. Elvan Altan has argued, their housing blocks not only
represented but reshaped the modern urban character of Ankara, following the
design principles of the International Style.58 They had also adopted a distinctive
style for their interiors, such as the T-shaped living room of the Mintrak that was
also proposed for the Üniversite Apartmanı (1954) and Yeşiltepe Blocks (1956). 59

In line with the typical mass-housing building block of the International Style,
iconized by the unité d’habitation designed by Le Corbusier, the preliminary
designs for Mintrak made provision for a rectangular housing block (another
similarity to the Üniversite Apartmanı), raised on pilotis, and featuring a terraced
roof, so that both the ground floor and the roof could be used as commons.
(fig. 7). The reinforced concrete frame emphasized the horizontal structural
elements (slabs) and the vertical grid framework (built partitions separating the
recessed balconies) along the longitudinal façades of the building (fig. 8). This
emphasis recalls the structural characteristics of the lift slab system, even though
the Mintrak did not use the lift slab construction technology, also known as the
Youtz-Slick method. The openings in the circulation cores were also equipped
with aluminum window grills and wooden block infill. These features recalled a
brise-soleil pattern, but they were designed to block the access to the private
balconies on the main façade from the main staircases (fig. 9).
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Source: Archive of Sivil Mimari Bellek Ankara 1930-80, “Ankara’da 1930-1980 yılları arasında
Sivil Mimari Kültür Mirası Araştırma, Belgeleme ve Koruma Ölçütleri Geliştirme Projesi,”
Research Project, directed by Prof. Dr. Nuray Bayraktar under the auspices of Başkent
University, and supported by TÜBİTAK and Koç University VEKAM in 2013-2015.

Figure 8: Section and elevation drawings of the housing block, 1957.

Source: Archive of Sivil Mimari Bellek Ankara 1930-80, “Ankara’da 1930-1980 yılları arasında
Sivil Mimari Kültür Mirası Araştırma, Belgeleme ve Koruma Ölçütleri Geliştirme Projesi,”
Research Project, directed by Prof. Dr. Nuray Bayraktar under the auspices of Başkent
University, and supported by TÜBİTAK and Koç University VEKAM in 2013-2015.

Figure 9. Brise-soleil pattern as a functional motive to prevent access to the
vertical circulation core and private balconies.
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Source: Sıla Karataş. Photograph taken by the author on June 27, 2022.

Mintrak Apartmanı can be regarded as a clear example of what the modern
architect Şevki Vanlı called “Hiltonculuk” (Hiltonism). The standardization of the
building mass and the rationalization of its façades, typical of 1950s housing
blocks, echoed the formal and material traits of the International Style.60 Also
referred to as the “Hilton Style” and summarized by Sibel Bozdoğan and Esra
Akcan as “a horizontally placed narrow, two-sided prismatic block lifted on pilotis
above a transparent ground floor and finished with a rooftop terrace,” it became a
“pervasive paradigm” of postwar housing in Turkey as a standardized design and
construction model, also advertising the postwar US-model of domestic culture.61

24

Indeed, recent scholarship has highlighted how the Hilton hotels were conduits
for exporting the International Style to postwar housing design and construction
in US-influenced countries.62 According to Annabel Jane Wharton, the
establishment of the international Hilton hotel chain was more than a mere
investment in tourism, it was rather a political project.63 It represented a “little
America” in each of the countries that boasted a Hilton hotel, also provided
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Figure 10: İstanbul Hilton Hotel designed by SOM and Sedad Hakkı Eldem, 1959.

Source: National Archives of the Netherlands. Photograph taken by Harry Pot / Anefo. URL:
https://www.nationaalarchief.nl/onderzoeken/fotocollectie/a9a0d80c-d0b4-102d-bcf8-
003048976d84. Accessed 7 October 2022.

visiting US officials, international travelers and locals alike with a point of
reference, “not as a symbol of bristling power, but as a friendly center where men
of many nations and of good will may speak the language of peace.”64 The Hilton
Hotel in İstanbul, designed by Skidmore Owings & Merrill (SOM), with Gordon
Bunshaft as the lead architect in collaboration with the Turkish architect Sedad
Hakkı Eldem, was built between 1951 and 1955.65 It, too, was financed by the
Marshall Plan, and served as a model of modern design and construction for the
Turkish architects of the 1950s, as scholars have argued (fig. 10).66

In fact, the Barker Report had foreseen that the construction sector would
become a promising industrial sector in Turkey’s economic development. The
production of new building materials would, in the name of the rationalization
and standardization of the building processes, redefine building construction and
therefore transform the morphology of urban housing.67 In this sense, the
Marshall Plan agreements not only promoted the import of cement, timber,
aluminum, and other building materials from the US to Turkey. They also
encouraged the establishment of new cement factories locally, with a view to
rationalizing the construction process. Although there is no unearthed written
proof that the Marshall Plan’s counterpart funds were channeled to the Mortgage
Loans Bank, it is well known that the plan financed the establishment of private
cement factories in Turkey, as well as in other participating countries. At the same
time, it compelled Turkey to buy the machinery necessary for strengthening its
cement industry from Germany, Denmark, and Belgium, also countries engaged
in the Marshall Plan.68 Thus, both as an obligation coming through the Marshall
Plan agreements and as a result of Turkey’s economic development program,
which relied on infrastructural development, urbanization, and housing projects,
cement production boomed in Turkey from 1950 to 1960.69 As Yıldız Sey
indicated, the cement industry was privatized during this crucial decade.70
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Other cooperative housing projects, similarly built by middle and upper-
middle-class cooperatives, such as the Cinnah 19 (1954-57) in Ankara, designed
by Nejat Ersin (1924-2010), the 96’lar Apartmanı (1957-62) in Ankara, designed
by Arman Güran (?-2013) and the Hukukçular Sitesi (1960-1967) in İstanbul,
designed by Melih Birsel (1920-2003) and Haluk Baysal (1918-2002), share the
common characteristics of the housing blocks of the 1950s International Style.71

Similarly to the Cinnah 19 or the 96’lar Apartmanı (the Maliye Evleri apartment
block), which was also designed by Kamçıl and Bediz and, like the Mintrak,
constructed in 1956 in the Esat neighborhood, even followed the duplex
apartment typology, as proposed by Le Corbusier in his unité d’habitation.72

27

The trend towards Hilton-like housing blocks was due not only to a fleeting
stylistic fashion, but also to “land economics,” as discussed by Burak Erdim: a
model of housing and construction planning based on clients’ self-financing
through pension funds, and hinged on a “semi-informal” process of “land
appropriation” by governmental agencies.73 Starting with the early years of the
republic, Turkey’s urban fabric was characterized by the parcel-based land use
scheme. However, since the late 1950s, it has been dominated by the apartment
block typology, especially after the Flat Ownership Law of 1965, which was
pioneered by the cooperative experiment, as we saw earlier. In addition to
postwar zoning law and building codes projecting higher floor area ratios for more
housing construction, the development of tunnel frame construction and the
introduction of the lift slab system as “the new method in construction” helped
disseminate high-rise blocks. 74
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The Mintrak is also an example of the trend towards Hilton-like spaces and
interior design. In this respect, it was a model of modern living for cooperative
housing constructed by the middle class. The personal oral testimony and archival
records of Mine Akay, who was one of the building’s first residents and who still
lives there, are key in my reading of these model features of the building. Neither
member of the cooperative nor a TürkTraktör employee, Mine was the daughter
of TürkTraktör’s Executive Director Halil Kaya. She had studied interior design in
the US, and settled in the Mintrak when she returned to Turkey after completing
her undergraduate degree. In fact, Halil Kaya had presented Akay and her
husband with the brand-new apartment as a wedding gift immediately after the
construction of the block was completed in 1962.75

29

The modern fittings in the building, such as the elevator, the central heating
system, hot running water, telephone hook-ups, bathrooms, and separate rooms
for toilets, were not common in other apartment blocks of the time. Each double-
fronted flat featured two larger-than-average recessed balconies. The aluminum
window frames were wide and fitted with flynets (fig. 11). Each apartment unit
had a well-equipped built-in kitchen with wooden cupboards, a modern bathroom
with a sit-down toilet instead of the alaturka squat toilet, and a larger than usual
living room, furnished with built-in wooden bookshelves (figs. 12-13). Likewise,
the corridor providing access to the two bedrooms was furnished with built-in
wooden cupboards. The L-shaped living room had a marble fireplace, even though
the apartments had central heating (fig. 14). This feature was only found in
modern luxury apartments in the nearby Kavaklıdere district, in addition to the
Çankaya and Ayrancı districts that housed foreign experts, civil servants, military
personnel, and businessmen.76 The Mintrak interior was designed in line with the
luxury of the period, usually available only to the wealthy.
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Figure 11: The standard balcony overlooking Esat Street, 1962.

Source: Personal archive of Mine Akay, Ankara.

Figure 12-13: The standard kitchen (left) and the standard bathroom (right) in an
apartment unit of the housing block, 1962.

Source: Personal archive of Mine Akay, Ankara.

Figure 14: The living room of Mine Akay and her husband, 1962.
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Source: Personal archive of Mine Akay, Ankara.

Figure 15: The “Hilton armchairs” in the living room of Mine Akay and her
husband, 1962.

In this respect, the architectural layout and interior furnishing of the Mintrak
apartments represented modern living in a high-rise multifamily housing block of
the 1950s that echoed Hilton-like interiors, or the living rooms of suburban
houses in the US. In fact, furniture typical of a Hilton hotel was seen as a
distinguishing feature of middle- and upper-middle-class interiors of the time.77

Certain living rooms in the Mintrak boasted an armchair known to residents as
the “Hilton armchair.” The furniture was designed to replicate luxury hotel
furniture and, in addition to serving as a status symbol, also displayed the
residents’ high standards for domestic comfort (fig. 15). It comes as no surprise
that when Vehbi Koç, the entrepreneur behind the foundation of TürkTraktör,
visited the Mintrak in 1960, described the building as “a model modern urban
apartment block.”78 In fact, Mine Akay and her husband had received their dining
room table and chairs as a wedding gift from Koç.79
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Source: Personal archive of Mine Akay, Ankara.

In this sense, local interpretations of the high-rise urban housing block, built
with modern construction methods, materials, and interior furnishings, offering a
modern way of life in the cities, operated as a postwar housing prototype of the
US-led development policies and practices in response to Turkey’s housing crisis.
Much like the Ataköy housing project in İstanbul, noted by Bozdoğan as the iconic
example of the Americanization of the Turkish architectural culture, the modern
interior furnishings of the Mintrak offered a comfortable and consumable living
environment representing the “American ideal of democratizing comfort.”80
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This ideal was compatible with the material and social conditions reigning in
postwar Ankara. Indeed, the Thornburg Report also highlighted the American
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Figure 16: The revised façade and original terraced roof. Photographs of Mine
Akay, the daughter of the Managing Director of Minneapolis-Moline TürkTraktör
(left) and of her husband (right) in front of the Mintrak block where they had
recently moved, 1962.

lifestyle. Its author suggested promoting such ideal to attract American tourists
whose presence in Turkey, along with that of US military and administrative
personnel and their families, was transforming the daily life in the urban,
architectural, and domestic spheres, particularly in Ankara.81 Not surprisingly,
cooperative’s president Yılmaz Öz and his brother Yavuz Öz, who served on the
Board of Trustees, used to rent their apartments to US military personnel and
their families recently arrived in Ankara.82 The brothers would frequent the
Merhaba Palas, a hotel on Esat Street where the US military personnel often
booked rooms, to find tenants for their furnished apartments of which they
advertised as efficiency apartments. For many years, these apartments were also
rented to employees of the Ankara Mission of the Economic Cooperation
Administration. To make these tenants more comfortable, the cooperative even
had plans, in the preliminary designs, to install a casino with bowling alleys and a
restaurant on the terraced roof. This idea was later put aside, because it would
have compromised the comfort of the residents living in the apartments directly
below.83 However, the abovementioned ideal also indicates how cooperatives, in
addition to constituting a self-help model for low-cost housing construction, also
provided up-to-date living conditions for cooperative members with the social
and financial status to afford them, while also creating opportunities for making
profit by renting apartments.

In relation to this economic feature, it is important to note how the
architectural design of the Mintrak was implemented without significant changes
during construction. One notable exception was the addition of partitions on the
balconies, an element that strengthened the visual association with the façade of
İstanbul Hilton (fig. 16). Nevertheless, some substantial revisions took place in
the following years to increase land occupation. Although the building was raised
on pilotis and the ground floor was a semi-open common space in the initial
design, it was enclosed soon after the construction was finished in 1962. The
space was divided and leased to shops and businesses, to generate an income for
covering the service costs of the building, such as central heating and water
supply. Interestingly, the 96’lar Apartmanı in Ankara, which was built in exactly
the same period (1957-1962), also privatized its roof and ground floor, in 1962
and 1963 respectively. 84 The roof terrace had originally been planned as a
children’s playground, like that of the unité d’habitation, yet the cooperative
building the 96’lar Apartmanı transformed it into a penthouse apartment. The
ground floor, left open in the original drawings, was also enclosed to make space
for shops. Mintrak was built with 10 meters setback from the road to make room
for public space—in this case a parking lot. This purportedly “peculiar”
characteristic was repeated the same year in the 96’lar Apartmanı.85
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Source: Personal archive of Mine Akay, Ankara.

In Who Paid the Piper?, Frances Stonor Saunders discusses the role of the US
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in funding and guiding European cultural
affairs during the Cold War, for the goal of disseminating anti-Soviet ideology.86

In this sense, the Marshall Plan—although commonly known as “Marshall Aid” or
“American aid,” releasing billions of US dollars for the European reconstruction—
was a strategic Cold War mechanism. It was a conduit not only for money, but
also for the intellectual and technical expertise needed to build the Western Bloc
economy-politically, ideologically, and culturally. The so-called “humanitarian”
side of the Marshall Plan and other postwar US models for development and
modernization, in fact, materialized the Americanization of cultures and spaces,
jointly realized by local actors.

35

As a self-help model for low-cost housing construction and for propagating
homeownership to remedy the shortage of low-rent public housing, the
promotion of cooperatives for workers by the Turkish government was also in line
with the Marshall Plan’s international discourse of democracy, self-help, and
cooperation as a means of supporting the individual’s freedom of choice, freedom
to organize, and freedom to buy. Yet the freedom of choice to build and inhabit a
comfortable, modern dwelling was not for every citizen. Mintrak and other
modern housing blocks of 1950s Turkey were built by cooperatives of middle- and
upper middle-class members. Only they had the networks essential to acquiring
the technical and intellectual know-how and the materials to construct local
examples of the Hiltonculuk phenomenon.

36

Because supplies of cement and steel were expensive and limited, ordinary
apartment blocks of the period were usually built with brick masonry
construction, and were no higher than 3-4 floors. Indeed, only the personal
finances and networks of the Mintrak cooperative members made it possible to
build the high-rise according to up-to-date technology, complete with modern
fittings and furnishings. The construction history of the Mintrak reveals that,
using only the loans provided by the Mortgage Loans Bank, it would have been
almost impossible to complete the construction of such a large-scale housing
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Cooperative housing as a private-
led market?

Profits belong in three places: they belong to the business to keep it
steady, progressive, and sound. They belong to the men who helped
produce them. And they belong also, in part, to the public. A successful
business is profitable to all three of these interests—planner, producer,
and purchaser.90

block. To get through, cooperative members were asked to pay substantial
amounts of money in regular installments to help defray the construction costs of
the Mintrak.87 Their social status and transnational/local networks were also
instrumental in the successful completion of the project. During construction, the
cooperative managed to secure allocations of materials like iron, steel, and timber
from state companies in other cities. According to Yılmaz Öz, he and other
cooperative members had personal connections to the steel and iron company in
Karabük, the gun factory in Kırıkkale, and the Directorate of Enterprises in
Bolu.88 The living room bookshelves, the hallway cupboards, and the basement
storage spaces were built on site, with timber allocated by Bolu.89 These special
contracts between state companies and the Mintrak Housing Cooperative disclose
the unique social and economic role of this cooperative in producing a modern
high-rise urban housing block at the time.

İlhan Tekeli argues that modernity was experienced in non-European countries
like Turkey in two ways: first, as a result of the imperialist effect of capitalist
development; second, via the collaboration of state elites and the commercial
bourgeoisie in sustaining capitalist dynamics through institutional and
educational reforms.91 The US expert Herbert Muller, who visited Ankara in 1958,
commented that this rather bourgeois city imported both its needs and its
solutions from abroad; it therefore lacked an original everyday life.92 Indeed,
according to T. Elvan Altan, Turkish architects accepted the International Style as
the preferred “manner” for housing without delving too much into potent binary
oppositions, such as local/international or traditional/modern, especially in light
of postwar integration to the West.93 In the years that followed, modern
architects, such as Şevki Vanlı as mentioned above, and later Sedad Hakkı Eldem,
criticized these high-rises as “unqualified local copies of the Hilton.”94
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The case of the Mintrak Apartmanı demonstrates how deeply embedded the
formal, material, and spatial characteristics of the Hilton hotels were in postwar
housing production by the middle- and upper-middle-class in Turkey. As a
housing cooperative funded by the Mortgage Loans Bank, like many other
housing blocks from the 1950s, the Mintrak benefited from the postwar self-help
model designed to remedy a shortage of housing for workers. However, it offers
unique insights. This cooperative was founded by the executives of a US-Turkish
company, and the Mintrak’s expensive modern construction system relied on the
elite economic and social status of the cooperative members.
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In this respect, postwar middle- and upper-middle-class housing cooperatives
provided architects with chances to experiment with modern design, which was
phased out by the parcel apartment block scheme after the Flat Ownership Law of
1965.95 But housing cooperatives like the Mintrak also gave members—and future
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occupants—a chance to claim and maintain a certain degree of authorship over
the design and construction, drawing on their unique professional or individual
networks. Significantly for this aspect, given that the cooperative functioned
economically as a private enterprise and socially as a community working and
living together, and that it granted its members the freedom to construct, buy, or
sell—in other words, the freedom to commodify—their domestic comfort, the
Mintrak represents par excellence the Americanization of postwar housing in
Turkey. At the same time, it suggests a case of “contextualized” International
Style, with reference to Ela Kaçel’s conceptualization, due to the US-related
backgrounds and networks of the shareholders.96 Its common yet unique story
demonstrates the privileged condition of cooperative members in allowing a
certain degree of authorship and active involvement in the decision-making
processes concerning the topographical, the morphological, and the material
aspects of the project.

Ali Cengizkan argues that the practice of high-income housing cooperatives
made it possible to experiment with the neighborhood unit scheme and the partial
allotment plan as “units of a community,” which “supported each unit parcel as a
democratic entity,” and provided equal positions for “the developer,” “the
administrator,” and “the architect-planner” in the building of housing.97 I suggest
that the US-led promotion of cooperative housing as a self-help, low-cost housing
model was, in fact, a free-market motive for providing every citizen with the
necessary funds and tools to self-build and own a proper house. Despite the fact
that it was based on the promotion of low-cost housing as an effective solution to
a housing crisis that mainly affected workers, this so-called equal and democratic
building activity was rather utilized as a means of property development for the
privileged, and of investment through land speculation, as argued by Ruşen
Keleş.98 It is well-documented in the relevant literature that most shareholders
either sold or leased the apartments they acquired through the housing
cooperatives.99 The Mintrak was no exception. Like the Bahçelievler Housing
Cooperative, the Mintrak Building Cooperative, established almost 20 years later,
embodied the motives of private initiative and property ownership, but this time
in the context of postwar economic liberalization policies. The cooperative
members, who were white-collar workers yet still wage-earners entitled to
benefits from the Workers’ Insurance Agency, acted as “the developer” by
establishing the cooperative, but also as a real-estate developer in advertising and
renting apartments. They were “the administrator” of the cooperative and the
construction process but they also financially regulated once-communal ground-
floor spaces by renting to shops and businesses. Lastly, they played roles as “the
architect-planner,” sharing the authorship with engineer/architects for in-situ
decisions while being the owners and occupants of the block.

41

In this regard, the Americanization of the architectural culture in the scope of
urban housing in Turkey achieved its true potential by giving anyone the
opportunity to become a constructor, administrator, designer, occupant, owner,
or real-estate agent, whereas on the contrary, the public housing of the Early
Republican Period allowed only for occupancy. This fact, that cooperative housing
offered the financial and technical potential—on the one hand, to channel self-
engagement into housing design and construction and, on the other hand, to
engage in the purchase, sale, or rental of property as a profit-making activity—
paved the way for the emergence of the private contractor in Turkey. The latter
phenomenon dominated the housing market making the parcel-based mid-rise
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Figure 17: The current state of the housing block after the last revision of the
façade with composite cladding in blue.

apartment block the most common housing typology. As Konstantina Kalfa
argues in her essay on the Greek postwar contractor of the mid-rise polykatoikìa
apartment building, which had much in common with the provision and land use
model of postwar apartment block production in Turkey, the cooperative or the
contractor-built apartment block was the “regional realization of the Corbusian
Domino system, combining tradition and modernity, design autonomy and
collective value.”100 Cooperative or contractor-built apartment blocks, in addition
to going up quickly in a modern style, provided anonymous authorship and
individual ownership as binding traits of the contextualized self-help
development, guided by the US and US-associated transnational activity of
postwar development. The self-building, in this sense, of a medium-to-high rise
apartment block on a single parcel, flourished in “developing” countries as a self-
urbanization model, led by the entrepreneurial initiatives of worker-to-middle
class individuals, as a means to attain (aided/assisted) development and
modernization.

By allowing low-income individuals to voluntarily participate in cooperatives,
this low-cost but private-led model nourished the private-led housing market, by
popularizing and democratizing—as projected by the US-led modernization—
property acquisition. Anyone who was entitled to social security as a “wage
worker” could participate in a cooperative and own a house or a flat, without
restrictions, a phenomenon that offered a primitive accumulation model, and
which, nevertheless, gave the opportunity to many individuals to become real-
estate developers. Advertisements in the press of the time announcing newly
established cooperatives and calling for new members to become shareholders
also popularized cooperative housing as a private-led investment model that
gradually led to the contractor-built apartment block.101 This autonomous
development—even though it was incentivized by government regulations—also
re-defined the role of architects and engineers in housing production. A case in
point is the revisions to the Mintrak’s original design, which was carried out by
the engineer and the cooperative members, instead of the architects (fig. 17). In
many cases, cooperative housing also transformed the construction process, by
employing unskilled and low-cost labor instead of registered construction labor.
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Source: Sıla Karataş. Photograph taken by the author on June 27, 2022.

Notes

The Mintrak apartment block offers a clear illustration of the main parameters
of the transliteration of a transnational process into local practice: the
popularization of self-organization, the promotion of decision making at a
community level, the questioning of architectural authorship, and the propagation
of private-led construction and ownership. As such, the American way of life, the
essence of which was encapsulated in the Truman Doctrine as “the will of the
majority, distinguished by free institutions, representative government, free
elections, guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech and religion, and
freedom from political oppression,” was translated on the local scale in the
creation of homogenous communities in different geographies.102
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