
Project Data 

Site: 11 kilometres west of 
Ankara 

Client: Kent-Koop 
(Association of Housing 
Cooperatives) 

Architects and Planners: 
Kent-Koop Planning and 
Architectural Design Office, 
Kent-Kur and METU 
Architectural Design Office 
(for some urban environment 
projects and one participatory 
housing project) 

Planning: 1978 
Design: 1979 (and ongoing) 
Construction: 1980 (and 
ongoing) 

Occupancy: 1983 (partial) 
Population (1988): 29,000 
Total population (planned): 
225,000 

Land area: 10,000 hectares 

Text, photographs and 
plans provided by 
HalUk Pamir. 

Bati-Kent New Town, Ankara 
The project was initially conceived by the 
first Social Democrat mayor (1973-77) of 
Ankara, Mr. Vedat Dalokay, who was 
also an architect. He and his advisors 
proposed a vast housing development 
programme to be achieved on publically
acquired land west of the capital city. It 
was to provide a viable alternative to the 
ge~ekondus, the Turkish name for illegal 
houses constructed (usually at night) on 
unlawfully occupied land where 66% of 
Ankara's total population presently lives: 
Mayor Dalokay advocated the establish
ment of housing cooperatives, organised 
by local authorities, for residents of the 
ge~ekondus and new immigrants to the 
city who would build their own dwell
ings on sites prepared by the government 
- although any services were to be de
veloped by the people's cooperatives 
themselves. Building regulations were to 
be kept at an absolute minimum in order 
to accelerate and facilitate the operation. 

However, it was only with Dalokay's . 
successor as mayor, 33-year old industrial 
engineer Ali Dinc;er, that the idea was 
implemented: first of all by the purchase 
of land by the local authority (still under 
Social Democratic control), and then by 
the founding of an Association of Hous
ing Cooperatives (Kent-Koop). Furth
ermore, Dinc;er's municipal administra
tion created an organisational structure 
comprised of the local authorities, the 
Metropolitan Ankara Planning Office 
(run by the central government), and his 
own board of advisors. 
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Operational Model 
A separation of powers among the plan
ning institutions involved the following: 
the State planning agency would pass the 
necessary fiscal and housing laws, pro
viding the means for financing with gov
ernment loans, and would ensure the so
cial infrastructure of the site (schools, 
hospitals, etc. via the competent minis
tries). The Local Planning authority 
would evaluate the projects presented to 
them by the cooperatives, buy the land 
and pass it on to the cooperatives without 
profit, construct the technical infrastruc
ture (water, sewage, roads) for a small 
fee, run municipal services and establish 
commercial centres. Finally, the Kent
Koop would, by definition, organise the 
people in need of housing, prepare the 
master plan for new settlement areas, de
sign site and house plans for each coop
erative, organise building production 
mechanisms, and provide the means for 
each cooperative to exercise fiscal and 
administrative controls internally. 

Unfortunately, this theoretical model 
was only in place for the very short time 
of about one year until elections brought 
about a change in government. After 

Aerial view .from the southwest of the Bati-Kent 
housing complex outside Ankara. High-rise build
ings (background) form the spine of the urban core. 
Intended eventually for a population 220,000 in
habitants, it now houses 29,000. The need for 
design of transition areas between different sectors is 
apparent. 



1979 only the local authority was sym
pathetic towards Kent-Koop's program
me and, lacking the funds which the State 
authority should have made available but 
did not, was able simply to open the 
roads on site. 

Land-use planning was based upon 
the premise that 50% of the total site was 
to be given over to cooperatives in which 
the people would build their own houses, 
and therefore densities were not specified 
nor strict regulations imposed. The re
maining 50% of the land was to be used 
by cooperatives of higher income families 
in five-to-ten-storey apartments; densities 
here would be from 350 persons per hec
tare to 600 persons. Such controls, and 
the small size of the plots were concei,{ed 
to check future land speculation. 

As for circulation, very few parking 
lots were included in the overall planning 
since the low-income target population 
seemed to preclude large numbers of 
cars. In place of these, wide pedestrian 
roads and green areas were designed for 
the site; these ultimately proved useful 
when it became necessary to redesign 

Site plan for Bati-Kent, Ankara. Brown zone: 
high-rise apartments (600 personslha); orange 
zone: low-rise units (425 personslha); yellow 
zone: low-rise (350 personslha); red zone: 
commerce; white zone with purple stripe: craft 
production; purple zone with black am": 
industrial zone already occupied; blue zone: 
socialfacilities (schools, etc.); green zone: parks. 

some boundaries and urban spaces (as 
well as extra motor roads!). However, 
green areas were planned in large sections 
(at a ratio of 20m2/person) , which there
by reduced the possibility of having pri
vate gardens adjacent to individual units. 

Architectural Options 
Early proposals for designing the fifty 
percent of the project that was not to be 
self-built, ranged from attempts at an in
tegrated homogenous vernacular 
architecture throughout to a heavily
detailed extravaganza of high-tech pre
fabrication. Both of these alternatives 
were rejected, as was the original 'sites 
and services' project, when actual com
missions for parts of the site began in 
1980. The preference was for an undis
tinguished architecture employing con
ventional local techniques of concrete 
frame, brick or mortar board infill and 
plaster rendering internally and external
ly. While the technology reduced the 
apparent risk of having to adopt new 
construction skills for each new type of 
architectural expression, design policy re-
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suited in a pervasive architectural mono
tony and lack of identity. 

The design office of Kent-Koop pro
duced all of the projects for the site from 
1979 to 1982, sticking to a very few plan
types in order to generate between 6000 
and 7000 dwellings. Two-storey units on 
120 square metre plots were proposed, 
either as semi-detached or row houses. 
Initially the house-types were of a load
bearing structure, but as future inhabi
tants expressed greater desire for flexibil
ity and openness of plan, a reinforced 
concrete frame with infill replaced the 
former system. 

Freer planning of individual units 
affected the overall site planning. By 1982 
small plots were abandoned in favour of 
planning at a larger scale, with plots of 
30,000 to 50,000 square metres, permit
ting formulation of special projects for 
each cooperative. 

In order to increase its design capacity 
for such large projects, Kent-Koop 
formed its own planning and architecture 
agency. Other private offices, and even 
the Middle East Technical University 
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Left: Ground floor and upper floor plans of Type 1 
house for very low-income families, The surface is 
82,6 square metres. 
Left, below: Elevation (and section) of a two-storey 
Type 1 house, 
Left, bottom: Partial site plan of a grouping of 
low-rise house types . 

Department of Architecture, were called 
upon by different cooperatives to design 
housing. Construction is carried out 90% 
by private contractors and 10% by firms 
depending on Kent-Koop. 

Politics and Cooperative Housing 
Following the Turkish military's in
tervention in national politics in Septem
ber, 1980 the local authority was run by 
an army officer and, as a result Kent
Koop was left with its own autonomy. 
Yet its isolation as an institution was only 
overcome thanks to the diversity of the 
people who comprised the cooperatives: 
workers' unions, academics, military 
people, State opera and ballet workers, 
and many more. Kent-Koop became a 
new centre of power, above everyday 
party politics. Much of its political suc
cess as an independent institution in the 
post-1980 period is due to the adroit man
oeuvring of Murat Karayal<;in, an eco
nomist who is the third (and actual) head 
of Kent-Koop. 

A crucial factor in any collective hous
ing enterprise is the financing available. 
Too little funding can jeopardise success 
of a project; so also, ironically, can too 
much too soon - or rather, too many 
restrictions, such as time limits on the use 
of available money. In this context, Kent
Koop received 28 million dollars in 1980 
from the European Re-Settlement Fund, 
thereby stimulating rapid implementa
tion of as much construction as possible. 
So rapid was the take-off that consider
able loss of relationship between planning 
theory and practices ensued. Practical ex
pediency intervened, gradually estab
lishing its own rules, to the detriment of 
the physical environment that had been 
conceived. Financed construction on a 
massive scale lead to the authorities aban
doning a policy of "alternatives to gefe
kondu housing" and pursuing the "two
storey, lower middle- and middle-class 
housing" model. 

Money from the European Resettle
ment Fund meant that Kent-Koop could 
move ahead without interference from 
either the local Ankara authority or the 
central government (i.e. military). Dur
ing the first three years, 600-1000 new 



dwellings were produced per year, with 
only 30%-35% average investment by in
dividuals towards construction of their 
new house. This phenomenon attracted 
new members to the cooperatives and 
new co-ops were formed. However, suc
cess was compromised when the Kent
Koop model was adopted by a newly
elected mayor of Ankara in 1983 who had 
different political views than those of 
Kent-Koop. He formed a rival Associa
tion of Housing Cooperatives, handed 
over portions of the site not yet under 
Kent-Koop 's control, and started build
ing dwellings even more rapidly and 
with the support of the Turkish central 
government. Replicability if the model de
vised by Kent-Koop for solving the housing 
problem was thus counterproductive to its own 
success. 

Kent-Koop reacted to the unexpected 
tum of events by seeking greater support 
internationally (recognition, loans, etc.) 
and undertaking to disseminate informa
tion nationally. As a measure of its suc
cess, one should note that there were only 
13 cooperatives in 1980 and 105 by 1987; 
the number of individual members rose 
to 27,865. Technical staff was 20 persons 

in 1980, and 273 in 1988, of which appro
ximately 200 work on site. Organisa
tionally, Kent-Koop branched out to cre
ate a holding company with nine diffe
rent subsidiaries involved in planning, 
services, advertising, construction, heat
ing plant and materials manufacturing. 
They now operate outside of the original 
Bati-Kent site, including cooperatives in 
the ge(ekondu areas and even historical 
urban centres undergoing restoration. 

Evaluating the Physical Results 
As building at Bati-Kent swung into high 
gear in 1984, producing some 2500-3000 
units per year, a number of crucial prob
lems came to light - not the least of 
which was a lack of technical infrastruc
ture for the huge complex. The negative 
effects of this upon the living environ
ment have yet to be resolved. Kent
Koop's remarkable results in organising 
people was not matched by an equally 
enlightened and responsive model for 
physical planning. Bati-Kent was based 
upon a Western type of New Town 
planning scheme on a vast scale, yet it 
was not provided with an urban design 
master plan that individual cooperatives 
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felt obliged to follow. Site development 
problems in such large-scale ventures, 
particularly when construction is acceler
ated, result in the cooperative client
builders underestimating or simply 
ignoring architectural issues. Hence, a 
visual and physical chaos that obstructs 
creation of a sense of identity with the 
new environment. 

In fact, Bati-Kent was planned 
according to universal "funtionalist" 
principles that defined land-use patterns 
(i. e. streets, services, social facilities, 
green areas, etc.) but omitted features like ' 
urban spaces for people to meet, or pas
sageways and other linking devices that 
ultimately give finely-textured shape to 
an urban context. This kind of typologic
al approach has been tried only recently 
by Bati-Kent design offices for a project 
called Yeni-Kent but was scrapped for 
financial reasons. In the end, it is a com
bination of factors, including this out
dated "functionalist" method of planning 
the 10,000 hectare site, lack of an architec
tural image to be respected, and failure to 
involve the users in the planning process 
from the beginning that has comprom
ised Bati-Kent's housing environment. 



Bati-Kent's Social Mosaic 
One of the unforeseen outcomes of Bati
Kent's cooperative approach to mass 
housing that has emerged since partial 
occupation of the site is social tension 
between different groups with differing 
life-styles. Housing cooperatives tend to 
have members from the same profession 
or work place, and hence live in the same 
neighbourhood at Bati-Kent. Problems 
of social mix have arisen, as families of 
executives or military have trouble mix
ing with those of porters ... and certain 
sectors of the new town have been given 
'labels' thereby increasing the risk of in
tolerance among subcultures. The origin
al conception of the planners, for 
homogeneous social groups and site de
velopment, essentially reducing the 
chances for heterogeneous social groups 
and alternative life-styles to exist side by 
side, has meant that large-scale, pedes
trian green areas have now been installed 
as buffer zones between housing com
plexes. 

At least part of the social difficulties 
arising from this cooperative model is 
due to the user's alienation from the 
housing process from the very outset. In 

developing countries such as Turkey, the 
burdens of everyday existence mean that 
users of collective housing tend to leave 
all decision-making in planning and de
sign to administrators; they, in tum, wish 
to execute their tasks as quickly as possi
ble, and frequently pass on their preroga
tives to the designer, who decides things 
for an unseen, non-participating future 
user. Potential conflict between people's 
desires, expectations, life-styles, etc. can
not be resolved only at the end of the 
building process - after the cooperative 
was formed, the architect designed, and 
the dwellings are completed. Inherent 
sources of alienation could be curtailed if 
co-op administrators were able to control 
and direct the whole process as profes
sionals, insisting on greater participation 
at every stage among users, their dele
gates, the architects and the contractors. 

Kent-Koop began nine years ago as a 
means of deconstructive criticism of pre
vious mass housing experiences in Tur
key, some of which and originated with 
small cooperatives incapable of fulfilling 
members' needs. It aided greatly in re
constructing the whole cooperative 
movement in so doing, as well as show
ing that a civilian non-governmental 
organisation (with both national and in
ternational backing) could be just as effec
tive as State and local authorities in build
ing housing. However, Kent-Koop's 
basic contribution was of a social order 
and did not entail any architectural or 
environment statements. This may have 
been sufficient for addressing the gefekon
du (shantytown) residents, but not so for 
middle-class clients. The latter required 
architectural services to be provided often 
in a very short time frame, which Kent
Koop met by offering a limited number 
of standardised solutions. The vital issues 
facing this movement, and the housing 
environment it has created, now involve 
physical adaptation, planning and design 
in order to humanise and personalise the 
domestic, urban fabric that has been 
built. 
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Far left: View of a completed 
sector in Bati-Kent. Housing 
for the "Academicians' 
cooperative" is at the far left; 
for local Authority workers' 
cooperative in the centre, and 
the Pioneers' cooperative at 
the right. Note how only two 
house-types generate all of the 
units. At the top-middle of 
the photograph is the first 
primary school and the 
engineers/architects' offices 
(2-storey) on the site in 1984. 
The plaza was designed by 
architect HaWk Pamir, 
author of the present article 
and exterior to Kent-Koop 
design services. 
Left: Perspective drawing of 
housing designed for large 
plots occupied by the State 
Theatre and Opera Workers' 
Cooperative in 1983. Here 
three different architects 
created units for three different 
life-styles. 
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