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ABSTRACT

This study will search for the dynamics around the selection process of the monument for
the founder of the Turkish Republic, Atatiirk in the site of the Grand National Assembly of
Turkey in a time period between 1937 and 1981. Time period of the selection process
starts with the international architectural competition launched for the new Turkish
Parliament House in 1937. There had been a number of proposals of a monument in the
perspective and facade drawings submitted by most of the competitors in the international
competition. In parallel the winner Austrian architect, Clemens Holzmeister envisaged a
monument for Atatiirk in a number of situations and positions in his drawings produced
for the competition for the Grand National Assembly. After the realization of the building,
the issue of building a monument for Atatiirk in the site of the Assembly started to be
discussed as a part of a search for artworks in the Assembly building and its garden. For
that reason a committee of historians, artists, architects and parliament members
assembled a number of times to discuss the meanings and values to be represented in the
artworks and monuments in the Assembly Site around 1976. As a result of these
discussions, a two stepped competition was opened for the monument of Atatiirk in 1979.
In light of the findings, it is believed that the discussions of the committee and the
dynamics of the selection process of the monument will be enlightening on the priorities
and values of bureaucrats, academicians and politicians.

Keywords: representation, Atatiirk Monument, Turkish Grand National Assembly,
Turkish sculpture, competition.
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TURKIYE BUYUK MILLET MECLISI’NDE YER ALAN
ATATURK ANITI UZERINE BiR OKUMA:
iDEALLESTIRILENDEN GERCEKLESTIRILENE

OZET

Bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye Cumhuriyetinin kurucusu Atatiirk icin Tiirkiye Bliyiik Millet Meclisi
bahgesinde yapilacak olan anit yapisini belirleme stirecinin (1937-1981) dinamiklerini
agiga cikarmayi hedefler. Yapilacak olasi bir anitin belirlenmesi stireci 1937’de yeni meclis
binasi igin agilan yarismayla baslar. Aslinda yarismacilarin teslim paftalarinda yer alan
perspektif ve cephe cizimlerinde Atatiirk anitinin ya da olmast muhtemel bir anit igin
cesitli oneriler yer almaktadir. Bunlara parallel olarak kazanan Avusturyali mimar
Clemens Holzmeister da yarismaya teslim ettigi ve yillar igcinde tirettigi meclis binasi eskiz
ve cizimlerinde birden fazla yer ve sekilde anit tasvirlerinde bulunmustur. Binanin
gerceklestirilmesinden sonra meclis icinde ve bahgesinde gerceklestirilmesi diistintilen
sanat yapitlari tizerine tartismalar tiretilmistir. Tam da bu sebeble tarihgiler, sanatgilar,
mimarlar ve meclis ve senato liyelerinden olusan bir komisyon sanat yapitlarinda ve
meclis kampiisiinde yapilacak anitlarda temsil edilmesi gereken degerleri ve anlamlari
belirlemek lizerine birden fazla toplanmistir. Bu tartismalarin isiginda 1979 yilinda
Atatiirk aniti icin iki asamali bir yarismaya ¢ikilmasi kararlastirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: temsiliyet, Atatiirk Aniti, Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi, Tiirk
Heykelciligi, yarisma.
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This study aims to propose a reading of the discussions and ideas on building a
monument for Atatiirk in the context and campus of the Grand National Assembly of
Turkey in a period starting in 1937 and reaching to the 1980’s political and social
climate of Turkey. The analysis of data used in this research is mostly based on records
of working of some committees of the National Assembly and Republican Senate of the
Grand National Assembly of Turkey between 1976 and 1980.Similar to the domination
of the field of state architecture of the Turkish Republican period mostly by the foreign
architects especially between the foundation dates till the midst of the twentieth
century, it was also very rare to see public sculpture owned by Turkish sculptors as well
as architects and artists. This depended mainly on the fact that the Imperial School of
Fine Arts , “Sanayii Nefise Mektebi” with a curriculum of the Painting, Sculpture,
Architecture and Calligraphy started to give education no before than 1882 and gave
only four recognized Turkish artists in 40 years (Gezer 1984: 17).1 In the foundation
years of the Republic around 1920’s, students were sent to Europe for arts education
but since 1940’s this could not be valid for sculpture education for a number of reasons
such as the delays due to Second World War and the arrival of Belling to the academy no
before than 1937 (Gezer 1984: 15).Whereas during 1930’s there had been many
monuments by foreign artists built at the city squares with the aim of appropriation of
the new order by the Republican cadres for awakening of national consciousness.
Formal depictions of glorious past were proposed to the public at city squares. The
focus of these glory depictions was the formal representations of the grand savior
Atatiirk with most generally military uniform on horseback and rarely with civil clothes
as in Istanbul, Tekirdag, Mugla and Isparta. According to Gezer, the sculpture as a term
was coined with “Atatiirk sculpture” in the urban repertoire of the public those times.
However the issue of foreign sculptors and artists already started to be criticized in the
newspapers and magazines amongst enlightened bourgeoisie.

For example Ahmet Hasim suggested that where a big monument or sculpture to
be erected, we shall leave a marble mass or a bronze cast and write under it “till the
Turkish artist is raised...” (Gezer 1984: 20). In response it is said that Kenan Yontung,
who would later be known as the reproducer of his initial Atatiirk monument at Corum
for two other cities as Elazig and Kayseri, would ask from Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk that
public statues shall be assigned to Turkish artists who were new, underdeveloped and
in need of practice. It is believed that after that instance between Yontung¢ and Atatiirk,
Turkish artists were incorporated more into the public monuments and sculpture.
However public sculpture was spreading from big cities to small towns and villages.2

! According to Gezer these four artists would be Thsan Ozsoy, Behzat, Mahir Tomruk and Nijad Sirel.

2 Besides foreign artists, a number of Turkish artists produced city monuments after 1930’s. Kenan Yontug built
Corum ve Edirne Atatiirk monuments in 1931, Rahip Asir Acudoglu built Menemen-Kubilay Monument in
1932, Kenan Yontung built Silifke Atatiirk Monument in 1934; Hadi Bara erected Istanbul-Harbiye Atatiirk
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This also meant that the movement developed into erecting public structure for
founders of institutions or people who gave significant public service. It is stated by
many scholars that the patronage of the public statues were mainly municipalities and
city. It is thought that the biggest public sculptural work in terms of its
comprehensiveness was said to be the ornamentation of Anit Kabir during 1952 and
1953 under the direction of Belling with many artists working on the ranges of
sculptural compositions such as two groups with three figures, 24 lions and a number of
reliefs.

Another important event for the Turkish sculpture would be the enterprise of the
Grand National Assembly Presidency Council in building a monument for Atatiirk in his
centennial anniversary of birthday in 1981. Though it may seem that it was just a
commemorative event produced for the celebrations of the year, the search for a
monument for Atatlirk was again in the agenda of the Turkish parliament 40 years after
the international competition for the Grand National Assembly of Turkey launched in
1937. There had been envisages of a monument in the perspective drawings in the
international and national submissions in 1937. Many of the projects depicted
monuments erected in front of the elevated entrances with high colonnades and
monumental stairs. Austrian architect Holzmeister, the winner of the competition also
envisaged statues or monuments in two different places depicted in his submissions of
1937 and 1938.After the realization of the Grand National Assembly building around
1960’s, the issue of building a monument in the site of the Assembly turned into a
search for artworks to be done in the Assembly building and Assembly site. For that
reason a committee of historians, artists, architects, parliament and senate members
assembled a number of times to discuss the character and meaning of the artworks and
a monument for Atatiirk to be placed. As a result of these discussions, a two stepped
competition was decided to determine the Atatiirk monument which could not be
realized though where the monument should be built was already defined by its
architect, Clemens Holzmeister in his early submissions for the parliament building.

Following the Beaux-Arts neo-classical tradition, Holzmeister developed great
halls on major and minor axes in the Grand National Assembly building. He was already
researching on a parliament house since he was commissioned for the governmental
district in Yenisehir. In his scheme for the group of governmental buildings he planned
the parliament house at the highest point of the site where it can be reached via an
outdoor alley connected with inner squares and gardens. The submitted schemes of the
parliament building involved public sculpture especially placed at the front facade in
1937 and the outer space in the front of the facade in 1938. Actually the international
competition submissions of Clemens Holzmeister, Albert Laprade, Alois Mezara all had

monument in 1937. Also Hadi Bara and Ziihtii Miiridoglu’s common work of Barbaros Monument in Besiktas ,
Istanbul (1936) is a significant work of art.
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“monumental, classical facades with tall colonnades, and were made even more
imposing in the perspective renderings with sharp shadows, statues, flags, inscriptions
and wall reliefs” (Bozdogan 2001:279.) It was no coincidence that the submissions were
in harmony with the existing representations of state architecture rather military, solid
and permanent. In the first variation of Holzmeister the sculpture was placed at the
front plate of the building enhancing the centrality of the building and the axial
directionality represented in the rest of the governmental district. The second variation
in 1938 exhibited the monument on an obelisk in the middle of the courtyard in front of
the colonnaded hall of honor. These variations in the place of the monument to be
erected were interpreted by Bernd Nicolai to be the opposite of the variations for the
Soviet Palace project of Boris Iofan in 1930s. According to Nicolai, the Lenin Statue was
first depicted on a tower, than on a stepped circular construction and lastly on a 450
meters high skyscraper tower. For Nicolai the disappearance of the monumental
element could be explained with only speculations however he had found an
observation of Sahip iksan Tansuk most significantly enlightening. Nicolai took the
interpretation of Tansuk soothing since he speculated that the new president of the
Republic, Ismet inénii preferred to moderate the culture of Atatiirk after his death
(Nicolai 2000: 116-135). After the death of Atatiirk, not only the Atatiirk monument but
also the building of the new parliament building of the new born nation was cancelled
with economic constraints of the Turkish government till 1960’s. From the memoirs of
Ziya Payzin, who was one of the students of Clemens Holzmeister and the commissioned
architect for the detail drawings of the structure and later in 1949 the representative of
Holzmeister as the head of the construction, another story can be formulated. Payzin
moderated the common meetings of Assembly and Senate Presidencies under the title
of Technical Assistant of General Secretary of the Grand National Assembly in 1976.
This means he had quite power and knowledge about the story of the new parliament
house. The start of the common meetings were given by the Senate members Bahriye
Ugok, Hiisamettin Celebi, Suphi Giirsoytrak and Osman Nuri Canpolat, who proposed a
motion for artworks on Atatiirk and his revolutions to be placed in and outside of the
Assembly building.

As a response of the National Assembly to the subject matter, Ziya Payzin was
invited to work with two representatives from the ministry. As a beginning a brochure
on Atatiirk monument and a series of monuments on Turkish history was distributed to
all parliament members and to 200-300 recognized specialists such as authors,
scientists, teachers, academicians, architects, sculptors, painters and artists. By this
means the issue of monuments to be erected was opened to public debate. Due to the
lack of interest and approaching election interdictions only two responses could be
achieved. Anyhow the common meetings of the National Assembly and the Republican
Senate resulted with a collection of ideas and a decision of assembling a jury for the
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determination of where to build what. This committee also aimed to open a competition
to achieve monuments in final. The committee determined Tarik Remzi Baltan as the
head of the committee. According to the some of the committee members such as the
senate member Hiisamettin Celebi, instead of a classical Atatiirk statue, the quality of
Atatiirk as the founder of the Turkish Grand National Assembly should be depicted in a
composition. He also proposed that a chronological representation of Turkish history
could be depicted with a series of monuments. His idea could well be a representation of
the growing criticism on colossal statues of Atatiirk spreading in nearly all cities. These
were generally owned by the municipalities, provincial authorities and state institutions
such as schools, hospitals, and state administrative units. It was no coincidence that
already in 1964 Atatiirk statue competition was opened for 11 cities that had no Atatiirk
statues by then erected. However the committee had hardship in determining the time
span of the Turkish history of the history to be depicted in the Assembly Building. As a
reflection of this hardship, in a second session, three variations of historical narrative
became dominant. According to Ugok, there were three groups of members supporting
these three variations. The first group determined the point of origin from the first
appearance of Turkish civilizations such as Huns, Goktiirks, Kara-Khanid Khanate and
later Anatolian Seljukids. Another group supported that Asian Turks should be out of
context and Anatolian civilization should be taken as the basis. According to this group,
Hittites, Phrygians and Lydians were the beginning of Anatolian culture and civilization.
A third group totally rejected the glorious past to be monumentalized rather than the
memory of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in his efforts in building the Grand National
Assembly of Turkey. They believed that what to be monumentalized should be the
evolution of the Anatolian Turk via the Republican ideals and cadres, and his struggle,
support and participation in the revolutions in the social, economic and political life.

Bahriye Ugok was also in this third group of supporters with Enver Ziya Karal,
Hikmet Bayur and Coskun Ucok. Afet Inan at first acted in the first group but then
changed her mind on the large scope of the representational history of Turkish
civilization and became a supporter of second group, which omitted the history of Asian
Turks in the series of monuments. Bahriye Ugok declared that the building of Grand
National Assembly was already a living monument for celebrating the architect’s
recognition and giving respect for centuries. That is why she found it necessary to give
importance to the monument to be erected. Otherwise any eclectic depiction of the past
could have ruined the dignity of the building. Payzin, the technical advisor of the
General Secretary, proposed a sketch of monuments to be placed in the site of the Grand
National Assembly to the committee. He stated that he envisaged the monument, which
Holzmeister proposed on the roof of the parliament, on the level of the stairs this
time.Apart from the place discussion, the committee members were also not sure if
there should be only one monument or monuments to be placed in the site of the
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Assembly. Hiisamettin Celebi drew attention to the fact that they could not determine
the framework of the artworks. The architect and the representative of Public Works
Ministry, Orhan Akyiirek stated that they had to define the functional needs of the
program of the work to be done. The committee members also decided on one common
jury for the senate and the Assembly. At the preliminary ideas workshop some
interesting ideas were pronounced. The president of the Turkish Language Association
proposed there should be three monuments: one for the oldest Turkish state, Saman
Goktiirks, who left behind a written monument, one for the first Muslim Turkish State,
Kara-Khanid Khanate that known for the written political diary, and one for the founder
of the first Turkish Republic and Atatiirk’s Turkey.

Goniil Tankut suggested that what to be monumentalized urged for a dynamic
process. She asked questions on how the hierarchical punctuation should be, where to
start and what to handle. In order to produce ideas, Tankut proposed that a symposium
should be arranged and a competition should be announced. Another point she wanted
to emphasize was the monumental structure of the building. Its architecture is found
foreign to its people with the neo-classical type. It could have been depicted as a
monumental hill. It is a platform to reflect the sovereignty of the people. In order to
compensate this alienation with the society, the artworks and monuments in the site of
the Assembly could have been an instance of re-unification. Tankut believed that the
discussions went through a path that what is wanted was handled as if to create a
museum instead of a monument.

The head of the Chambers of Architects, Yavuz Onen suggested that the ideas
should be discussed via the competitions since a very healthy and objective synthesis is
needed rather than focusing on a dominant culture and its interpretations.After this
preliminary ideas workshop was held, the general council determined a scientific
committee of six specialists. For Turkish Revolution History (Prof. Dr. Afet inan),
Turkish Science History (Prof. Dr.Aydin Sayili), General Turkish History (Prof. Dr.
Coskun Ugcok), Art History (Prof. Dr. Olus Arik), Ornamentation and Interior
Architecture (Prof. Architect Sadun Ersin), Turkish War History (Sadik Atak). These
specialists proposed monument subjects for the site of the Assembly according to their
fields and ideas that are developed during the preliminary ideas workshop. According
to the report of the committee for the monuments, the artworks and their places are
decided as:
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1. Constitution and Secularism (Monument-Sculpture-Caligraphy): from the first
constitution of 1876 to the current constitution and secularism as the basic revolution
of modernization to depicted at the front garden from the street to the cascaded pool.

2. Foundation of the Turkish Republic (Monument-Sculpture-Caligraphy): a
composition depicting the War of Indepence and the foundation the Turkish Republic
between 1918 and 1939 placed at the east entrance on the Atatiirk Boulevard.

3. Revolutions of Atatiirk (Relief-Sculpture-Caligraphy): a composition depicting
the revolutions of Atatlirk at the courtyard of the Hall of Honor on the massive side
walls between the pillars.

4. Science, Art and Culture (Relief-Sculpture-Caligraphy): allegorical composition
of terms of science, art and culture to be placed at the Dikmen Gate with the potential to
grow inside.

5. Atatiirk (Sculpture): a colossal Atatiirk Statue between the gate of Hall of Honor
and the flag pillars.

6. The first President of the Republic and State Founder Atatiirk (Caligraphy-
Sculpture-Relief): a chronological representation of the statesmanship of Atatiirk
between 1919 and 1939 to be depicted as relieves and writings on the walls of Hall of
Honor.

7. Turkish Ancestors (Relief-Sculpture): Masks and busts of 14-15 Turkish
ancestors , Atatiirk in the middle, to be placed in the niches of the Hall of Honour, in
original clothes and facial expressions. This subject of monuments is voted since it is
thought it may result with museufication of the Great National Assembly, left for jury
consultation.

8. The Contribution of Turks to Civilization and Atatiirk giving value to Science:
left for jury consultation.

9. The Basic Development Periods of National Culture and Civilization throughout
Turkish History (Painting-Seramics): terms which are from the B. C 3000 years till
today, Sumerian and Hittite Laws, Eygpt Treaty, first known writing, first state governed
by the rule of law, first school, inscriptions before and after Uygur Civilizations as copies
of molds to be placed at the south entrance of the public axis.

10. Turkish Arts of Miniature and Painting (Painting): depictions of Ottoman-
Turkish miniature art on two panels in the ceremonial hall.

The committee also decided that the awards should be organized under two
groups as the Senate and the National Assembly Awards. For the selection of the jury
members, letters were sent to all art and science institutions asking for their list of
nominees. 18 out 0f 38 letters were returned and committee sent them the noble list of
members in reply. Due to this letter sent by the head of the monuments committee,
Tarik Remzi Baltan with the date of 4th of August in 1976, the head of the Chamber of
architects replied with a criticism on the method of jury selection. Kir¢ak asked if the
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arts jury was decided by a ministerial decision since the jury was composed of
representatives of ministries of Culture and Development and Housing, four
departments of State Fine Arts Academy, a related University, Faculty of Istanbul
Technical University, a related administrative office, a related outside representative of
administration and Chamber of Architects.3

In January 1977 with a common meeting of Senate and National Assembly
Presidencies Council, it was decided that a single monument for Atatiirk in the garden of
the Grand National Assembly should be placed and a piece of verse should be added as
in Taksim monument existed. Finally a national competition was decided to be launched
in May 1978 for the first President of the Grand National Assembly, Statesman and the
founder of the State, for Atatiirk at the exact place where the jury announced as in front
of the entrance hall in the courtyard of Hall of Honour. However the Assembly
Foundation, a new agent in the history of the Grand National Assembly founded in
February 1978 during the Assembly Presidency of Cahit Karakas launched a two
stepped competition for the Atatiirk Monument in November 1978, while Behruz Cinici
was the member of the Foundation’s executive board. The advisory board was
composed of Cahit Karakas (President) and Behruz Cinici (architect). The jury members
were composed of Zerrin Boliikbasi (sculptor), Vedat Dalokay (Architect, ITU), Turan
Erol (Painter, DGSA), Sadun Ersin (Interior Architect, DGSA), Orhan Ozgiiner (Architect,
DGSA) and Ismail Tunali (Art Critic). Deputy members were announced as Sitha Ozkan
(Architect, METU) and Muzaffer Ertoran (Sculptor, DGSA).

Just a year before the 1980 intervention, there were many conflicts between the
state institutions and civil organizations. Chamber of Architects criticized the method of
jury selection and the handling of the competition so that Cansen S6nmez and Vedat
Dalokay resigned from the jury memberships with the call of the Chamber of Architects.
However all criticism was not for the competition, it was also for the attainment of the
projects via invited competitions such as for the Public Relations Building of the Grand
National Assembly. The Senate had already announced a competition for the Senate
Building in 1979. In the stressful atmosphere there was another event approaching, the
intervention of 1980 approaching. The competition for the Atatiirk monument was
handled in two stages in 1979 and 1980. Holzmeister was also invited to the jury.
According to Behruz Cinici, because of his age, Holzmeister could not attend the jury
meetings. However, the photographs of the works submitted were sent to Holzmeister,
residing in Austria at the time. Cinici explained that Holzmeister determined the place
of the monument, and sent his ideas with some sketches to the jury. In these sketches he
had drawn an amphitheater for 5000 people and a people’s forum of 20 x 20 meters

3 The jury members were determined as Giirdal Duyar (Sculpture), Devrim Erbil (Painting), Sadi Diren (Seramik),
Emin Barin (Calligraphy), Ziya Payzin (architect), Dogan Kuban (architect and Dean of the Faculty, ITU), Nezih
Eldem (architect and profesér), Sadun Ersin (architect and profesdr), Orhan Akyiirek (interior architect)
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facing the protocol entrance of the building. Holzmeister in his letter stated that “this
place becomes the symbol of a free nation. I feel that I am fulfilling another
responsibility on behalf of Atatlirk’s memory” (Cinici 1995). He had always a vision of
the free people of a new nation walking to the parliament via open spaces between the
governmental buildings to come together in a people’s forum or a square. Holzmeister
in an interview realized with Nazmi Kal and published by Balamir, states that he sent
the proposals and the site selection to the jury as a jury member. In that interview he
states that some architects were eager to change the architecture and layout of the
parliament though it was already determined where to build the Atatiirk monument in
his layouts. According to that people should not stand behind the Atatiirk monument.
On the contrary the monument should be surrounded by people (Balamir 2002: 18).
The competition program demanded a monument structure that should be solved with
the physical environment enabling public ceremonies around the monument. According
to Hiiseyin Gezer, Holzmeister was effective in the placement of the monument not in
the front garden but near the side wall of the Senate Block as he sent in the letter to the
jury. By this maneuver, he aimed at breaking the axiality and taking the monument
aside so that this would enable people stand not at the back of the monument but
always at the front and between people. This actually coincides with his ideal of a civic
forum, people approaching the parliament so that the monument at the side rather than
at the center is not any more an obstacle either visual or physical. Of all the 43
submissions at the first stage, only 10 were selected for the next stage. For the second
stage, they were asked to make changes, extra drawings and different scale models.
Amongst them Hiiseyin Gezer (sculptor) and Imran Gezer (architect) project was
chosen as the winner. The second prize went to Mehmet Aksoy (sculptor) and Canan
Erselguk (architect) and the third went to Sadi Calik (sculptor) and Fatih Gorbon
(architect). In an interview with Behruz Cinici, he states that it could have been better
that Mehmet Aksoy got the first prize.

Gezer defined two criteria that were effective in the physical arrangement of the
monument (Gezer 1979:131). The first one was the building itself. The second one was
the formal ambiance due the place of the monument. The words speaking for the
monument was chosen amongst Atatiirk’s sayings such as “Independence and Freedom
is my character”. Their composition was defined by three figures: Atatiirk figure, Man
figure and Girl Figure. Atatlirk figure in the composition has five meters height. Atatiirk
is depicted in civil clothes and pictured as walking reflecting his progressive character.
Man figure is facing towards the Inénii Boulevard, with a flag representing
independence. Girl figure is facing towards the Grand National Assembly building, with
a torch of freedom. The second prize was awarded because of its plastic quality and
sensitive approach for producing semi-open spaces under a thorn-out eave. However it
was criticized because of its indirect relations with the ceremonial spaces. The third
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prize was also applauded for its plastic quality. Again the volumetric composition of the
ring structure dividing the ceremonial court to back and front spaces was not found
good enough. Of all the ten second step submissions general criticism was on the
competition between the monument and the building itself. After the determination of
the project in 1979, the construction process of nearly two years started. The opening of
the monument was hurried to the centennial anniversary of Atatlirk’s birthday. The
bronze model was done in Hungary. Prof. Afet inan, architect Behruz Cinici and the prof.
Enver Ziya Karal were sent to Budapest to control the 1/1 scale gypsum model in 1980.
Cahit Karakas goes with the intervention of 1980. Finally the Atatiirk monument was
opened to public on the 19t of May in 1981 by Kenan Evren. The monument faces the
ceremonial place and is a node for remembrance of the founder of the Grand National
Assembly and the Turkish Republic.It accompanies some formal rituals of the Grand
National Assembly such as state ceremonies in national holidays, welcome ceremonies
for foreign visitors such as ambassadors, speakers of other nations and presidents. By
this way the monument enhances to the civic quality of the space. The placement of the
monument at the side rather than in the center of the ceremonial court exhibits
irregularity enabling urban vistas and provides space for ceremonial gatherings of
crowds.

In this study it is aimed to depict the story of Atatiirk monument in the Grand
National Assembly of Turkey with its diverse actors and conflicts. It is also relevant to
say that when political turmoils are in case where the bounds of the people and the
power structures are damaged, the artworks may be operative in restoration of national
unity and act as forms of public sedative. Though sometimes detailed and hard work of
cadres of power can be criticized and have the risk of becoming a vast because of the
changing actors due to the long time spent for the idealization process of the artwork in
the changing climate of political framework. The Atatiirk monument with a nearly 40
years of discussion process is a very significant case for Turkish sculpture, politics, art
and architecture. It was also very interesting that despite the preliminary ideas
workshop and long discussions in the working committees of the National Assembly
and the Senate, the type of the monumental representation was chosen as the colossal
type by the jury. Maybe it was found safe and away from the very productive however
un-resulted discussion produced so far. Vale (1992) discusses the infusion of national
symbolism as a time taking period for emerging states in the physical environment so
that there would be alterations due to city growth and development, and personal or
group reactions against the government sponsored acts. This is valid for the unrealized
and changed parts of the governmental district of Ankara as well. The disappearance of
the civic forum between the ministries and the parliament in years is an outcome of
these reactions appearing as physical alterations in the plan, architecture of the
buildings as well as involvement of the monuments.
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Bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye’de 1937’lerden 1980’lerin politik ve siyasal iklimine uzanan
bir stireg igerisinde Tirkiye Biiylik Millet Meclisi kamptisii ve baglami icerisinde Atatilirk
icin insa edilecek olan anit heykelin lizerinde iiretilen diisiince ve tartismalarin bir
okumasini gergeklestirmeyi amaclamaktadir. Bu arastirmada analiz edilen veriler
biiytlik 6lgtide 1976 ve 1980 yillar1 arasinda Millet Meclisi ve Cumhuriyet Senatosunun
calisma komitelerinin rapor ve toplanti tutanaklarina dayandirilmaktadir.

Kurulus yillarindan 20.ylzyilin ortalarina kadar ki siiregte Cumhuriyet dénemi
tarihsel siirecinin devlet mimarisi alaninin yabanci mimarlarin hakimiyeti altinda
gecmesi gibi ayn1 donemde Tiirk heykeltraslarini, mimar ve sanatgilarini gérebilmek
pek yaygin degildi. Bu durum ¢oklukla ancak 1882’den sonra resim, heykel, mimarlik ve
kaligrafi alanlarinda ders vermeye baslayan Sanayi Nefise mektebinin ilk kirk yilinda
sadece dort Tirk sanatgl yetistirebilmesi ile aciklanabilir (Gezer 1984: 17).
Cumhuriyetin kurulus yillarinda 1920’ler de Tiirk 6grenciler Avrupa’ya sanat egitimi
almaya gonderildiyseler de Ikinci Diinya Savasinin yasattigi gecikmeler ve 1937’den
sonra Belling’in akademiye gelmesi sebebiyle 1940’lara kadar heykel egitimi icin bu
durum gegerli olamamistir (Gezer 1984: 15). Bununla beraber 1930’larda ulusal bilincin
uyandirilmasi i¢cin Cumhuriyet kadrosunun getirdigi yeni diizeninin sahiplenilmesi
amaciyla yabanci sanatgilar tarafindan kent meydanlarina inga edilen bir¢ok anit eser
gerceklestirilmistir. San ve seref dolu ge¢misin bigimsel anlatimlar1 kent meydanlarinda
halka sunulmustur. Zafer anlatimlarinin bigimsel anlatilar1 biiyiik kurtarict Atatiirk’ti
cogunlukla askeri kiyafetlerle at iistiinde, nadir olarak ise istanbul, Tekirdag, Mugla ve
Isparta’daki anitlarda oldugu tizere sivil olarak resmedildigi bicimsel temsillerinden
olusmaktaydi. Gezer'e gore, heykel terimi kent repertuarinda Atatiirk heykeli
0zdeslesmekteydi. Bununla beraber yabanci heykeltraslarin ve sanatc¢ilarin durumu
gazete ve dergilerde aydinlanmis burjuvazi tarafindan elestirilmeye baslamisti. Mesela
Ahmet Hasim boéylesi bir durum icin “biliyiik anit ve heykel dikilecek yerde, bugiin i¢in
bir mermer kiitlesi ya da kiilce bronz koyalim ve altina ‘Tiirk sanatgisi yetisinceye
kadar’” diye yazalim der (Gezer 1984:20). Buna ek olarak Kenan Yontung, Corum kenti
icin iirettigi ilk Atatiirk heykelini diger iki kent, Elazig ve Kayseri i¢in yeniden iireterek
tinlenen Tiirk heykeltras, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’ten kent heykellerinin bu alanda yeni,
gelismemis ve pratige ihtiyaci olan Tiirk sanatcilarina birakilmasi istemistir. Atatiirk ve
Yontung¢ arasinda gegcen bu konusmadan sonra Tiirk sanatgilarin kamu anit ve
heykellerinde daha fazla s6z sahibi olduguna inanmilir. Kamu heykelleri biiylik
kentlerden kiiciik kasaba ve koylere yayilmaktadir.s Boylesi bir gelisme yayilan

* Hiiseyin Gezer’e gore bu dort sanatgi Thsan Ozsoy, Behzat, Mahir Tomruk ve Nijad Sirel’dir.

> Yabanci sanatcilar yaninda Tiirk sanatcilar da 1930’lardan sonra kent anit heykelleri iiretmislerdir.
Kenan Yontu¢ Corum ve Edirne Heykelleri (1931), Rahip Asir Acudoglu, Menemen-Kubilay Anit
(1932), Kenan Yontung, Silifke Heykeli (1934), Hadi Bara Istanbul-Harbiye Atatiirk heykeli (1937),
Hadi Bara ve Ziihtii Miiridoglu, Besiktas-Barbaros Anit1, Istanbul (1936)
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hareketin kurumlarin kurucular1 ve 6nemli kamu hizmeti vermis kisilerin adina kamu
heykeli dikme sekline donlismesini de vurgulamaktadir. Bir¢oklarina goére kamu
heykelini yaptiranlar genellikle belediyeler ve biiyiik kentler i¢in vilayetlerdir. Yine
bir¢oklarina gére kapsayiciligl acisindan en biiyiik ve énemli kamu heykel ¢alismasi
1952 ve 1953 yillan arasinda Belling'in yonetiminde bircok sanat¢inin gorev aldig iki
grup u¢ farklh figlirden olusan heykel kompozisyonlar1 ile Anit Kabir igin
gerceklestirilmistir.

Tiirk heykelciligi icin bir baska énemli durum Biiyiik Millet Meclis Baskanligi
Konseyinin Atatiirk’iin 100. dogumgiint etkinlikleri icin baslatacag1 Atatiirk heykeli
girisimiydi. 100.y1l kutlamalarn icinde bir anma etkinligi olarak algilansa da, meclis
kampiisii icerisinde Atatiirk i¢in bir anit eser arayisi 1937’de Tirkiye Biiyiik Millet
Meclisi icin agilan uluslararasi yarismadan beri yaklasik 40 yildir Tiirk
parlamentosunun ajandasinda yer almaktaydi. Gelecekte yapilmasi hayal edilen bir anit
icin ilk tasvirler 1937 yarisma teslimlerindeki perspektif ve cephe ¢izimlerinde
bulunmaktadir. Bir¢ok projede yiiksek kolonath ve anitsal merdivenlerle yiikseltilmis
girislerin 6niinde cesitli anit ve heykel tasvirleri yer almaktadir. Yarismanin birinci
Avusturyali mimar Clemens Holzmeister de 1937 yarisma tesliminde olmak lizere
Meclis yapisinin giris kolonatinin istiinde ve 1938 calisma cizimlerinde bu yapinin
ontinde bir obeliskin iizerinde olmak iizere iki farkli yer ve sekilde anit heykeller tasvir
etmigtir.

1960’larda Biiyiik Millet Meclisi yapisinin insa edilmesinden sonra Meclis
kampiisiinde insa edilecek olan bir Atatiirk anit heykeli konusu Meclis binasi icinde ve
arazisinde yapilacak sanat eserleri arayisinin igerisinde yer almistir. Bu sebeple
tarihgiler, sanatgilar, mimarlar, meclis ve senato liyelerinden olusan bir komisyon
yapilacak sanat eserlerini ve Atatlirk icin yapilacak anmit heykelin karakter ve
anlamlarini tartismak tlizere bircok kez biraraya gelmistir. Bu tartismalar sonucunda
Clemens Hozlmeister tarafindan yarisma ve sonrasinda lrettigi cizimlerde yeri bile
belirtilmesine ragmen insa edilmeyen Atatiirk heykeli icin iki asamali bir yarigsma
acilmasina karar verilmistir.

Beaux-Arts neoklasik gelenegini siirdiiren Holzmeister Biliyiik Millet Meclisi
binasinda ana ve ikincil akslarda biiylik salonlar gelistirmistir. Yenisehir'de yapmak i¢in
gorevlendirildigi Bakanliklar Kompleksi icin daha 6ncesinden zaten bir parlamento
binasi yapisinin arastirmalarini ve eskizlerini yapmaya baslamisti. Henliz 1934’te
Bakanliklar icin irettigi binalar grubunda parlamento binasini arazinin en yiliksek
noktasina yerlestirerek i¢ meydanlar ve bahgeler arasindan gegen bir agik hava
koridoru ile ulasilmasini 6nermisti. Meclis binasi icin iirettigi semalarda ise anit heykel
1937’de cephede yer alirken, 1938’de meclis 6niindeki torenler i¢in kullanilacak agik
alanda yer gosterilmistir. Biiyiik Millet Meclisi i¢in ac¢ilan yarismada dénemin neo-klasik
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mimari dili etkin olmustur. Clemens Holzmeister, Albert Laprade ve Alois Mezara'nin
yliksek kolonath amnitsal, klasik cepheleri perspektif cizimlerinde kullanilan keskin
golgeler, heykeller, bayraklar, yazitlar ve duvar rolyefleri ile daha da heybetli
olmuslardir (Bozdogan 2001: 279). Bu teslimlerin varolan devlet mimarisi temsillerine
uygun bir sekilde askeri, saglam ve kalic1 tasavvurlardan olusmasi bir tesadif degildi.

Holzmeister’'in ilk varyasyonunda alinligin iistiine yerlestirilen heykel yapinin
merkeziligini ve Bakanliklar Kompleksi'nin geri kalaninda da gdzlemlenen aksiyel
yonlenmenin etkisini arttirmistir. ikinci varyasyonda anit heykel bir obelisk iizerinde
kolonath seref holiinlin 6niindeki avlunun ortasinda tasvir edilmistir. Bernd Nicolai
dikilecek anitin yer se¢imindeki bu degisiklikleri Boris lofan'in 1931-1933 yillarinda
gerceklestirilen Sovyet Sarayr mimarlik yarismasinda goézlemlenin tam aksi oldugu
seklinde yorumlamistir. Buna gore, lofan'in neoklasik yapisinda Lenin heykeli ilk once
bir kule lizerinde, sonra lofan, Vladimir Schuko ve Vladimir Gelfreikh tarafindan yapilan
yenilemelerinde sirasiyla once basamakli dairesel bir yapinin iizerinde ve sonra 450
metrelik bir gokdelen kulesi {izerinde resmedilmistir. Nicolai meclisin insasinda bu
amitsal heykel elemanin yok olmasini Sahip Iksan Tansuk’un bir gézlemine dayanarak
ancak spekiilasyonlarla aciklanabilecegini savunur. Buna gére Tansuk Atatiirk'iin
oliimiinden sonra yeni Cumhurbaskani Ismet inénii’niin Atatiirk kiiltiiriinii zayiflatmayi
sectigini iddia eder (Nicolai 2000: 116-135). Atatiirk’in 6limiinden sonra sadece
Atatiirk heykeli degil, meclisin insaas1 da bir duraklama ve erteleme siirecine girer.

Clemens Holzmeister’in 6grencilerinden biri, meclis yapisinin detay ¢izimleri icin
gorevlendirilen mimari ve 1949’dan sonra Holzmeister’in temsilcisi olan Ziya Payzin'in
anlattiklarindan bir baska hikdye daha formiile edilebilir. Payzin Meclis ve Senato
Baskanliklarinin ortak toplantilarini 1976 yilinda Biiyik Millet Meclisi Genel
Sekreterligi Teknik Danismani olarak yliriitmekle gorevlendirilmistir. Buna gore yeni
meclis yapisinin hikdyesinde ilgili giice ve bilgiye sahiptir. Ortak toplantilarin
baslatilmas! Senato iiyeleri Bahriye Ucok, Hiisamettin Celebi, Suphi Giirsoytrak ve
Osman Nuri Canpolat'in Atatiirk ve devrimleri lizerine meclis icinde ve disinda
yapilacak sanat eserleri icin bir 6nerge vermesi ile olmustur.

Millet Meclisi bu o6nergeye cevaben Ziya Payzint Bakanhktan iki temsilci ile
beraber konu ile ilgili calismalar yapmak iizere davet etmistir. Bir baslangi¢ olarak
yapilacak olan bir Atatiirk Anit1 ve Tiirk tarihi lizerine bir anitlar dizisi iistiine bir
tanitim brosiirii diizenlenmis ve bu brosiir tiim parlamento iiyelerine, sayilar1 200-
300’i bulan konularinda uzman yazar, bilimadami, 6gretmen, akademisyen, mimar,
heykeltras, ressam ve sanatcilara dagitilmistir. Bu aragla yapilacak olan anitlar konusu
kamuoyuna sunulmustur. Biraz konuya ilginin azhg biraz da yaklasan se¢im
yasaklarindan dolay1 sadece iki doniit elde edilebilmistir. Bununla beraber Millet Meclisi
ve Cumhuriyet Senatosu ortak toplantilarinda farklh diisiincelerden olusan bir
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koleksiyon elde edilmis ve nerede ne yapilmasina karar verecek olan bir jiiri
belirlenmesinde karar kilinmistir. Bu komisyon en sonunda anitlar icin de bir yarisma
acilmasini amaglamaktadir. Komite Tarik Remzi Baltan’i baskan olarak se¢mistir. Senato
liyesi Hiisamettin Celebi gibi bazi komite liyelerine gore, klasik bir Atatiirk heykeli
yerine Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi'nin kurucusu Atatiirk’iin kalitesi bir kompozisyon
halinde anlatilmaliydi. Celebi ayni zamanda Tiirk tarihinin kronolojik bir temsilinin bir
dizi anit ile anlatilmasini 6nerdi. Atatiirk anit1 i¢in 6nerdigi diisiinceler neredeyse biitiin
sehirlere yayilmis olan dev Atatiirk heykelleri icin biiyiiyen elestirilerin bir yansimasi
gibi kabul edilebilir. Bu heykeller belediyeler, biiyiik vilayetler ve okul, hastane, kamu
idarelerine ait devlet kurumlar1 tarafindan yaptiriliyordu. Sadece 1964’te Atatiirk
heykeli olmayan 11 kent i¢cin bir heykel yarismasi a¢ilmasi tesadiif degildi.

Biitiin bunlarla beraber anitlar komitesi Tiirkiye Biiyilk Millet Meclisi'nde
anlatilacak olan Tirk tarihinin zaman araligini belirlemekte zorluk yasiyordu. Bu
zorlugun bir neticesi olarak, ikinci bir toplantida, ii¢ farkli tarih anlatimi éne ¢ikiyordu.
Ucok’a gére, komitede ii¢ farkll anlatimi savunan ii¢ grup olusmustu. Birinci grup
mecliste anitlastirilacak olan Tirk tarihinin temsili baslangicini Hunlar, Goktiirkler ve
Karahanlilar gibi Tiirk medeniyetlerine daha sonrasinda Anadolu Selguklularina
dayandiriyordu. Bir diger grup Asya Tirklerini baglam dis1 birakiyor ve Anadolu
medeniyetlerinin temel alinmasi gerektigini savunuyordu. Bu gruba gore Hititler,
Frigler ve Lidyalilar Anadolu Kkiiltliriiniin ve medeniyetinin baslangici olarak
alinmaliydi. Sonuncu grup ise meclis icerisinde serefli Tiirk tarihinin resmedilmesi
yerine Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’iin Tirkiye Blyiik Millet Meclisi'ni kurarken ki
¢abalarinin hatirasi anitlastirilmaliydi. Bu gruba gére Anadolu Tiirk'iiniin Cumhuriyet
ideal ve kadrolarinca evrimlesmesi, miicadelesi, destegi ve sosyal, ekonomik, siyasal
yasam icindeki devrimlere katiimi anitlastirilmaliydi. Bahriye Ucok da tigiincii grubun
destekgileri Enver Ziya Karal, Hikmet Bayur ve Coskun Ugok ile ayn1 gruptaydi. Bu grup
parlamentonun 6niine konulacak bir anit istendigine goére parlamento tarihinin ¢ikisinin
temel alinmasi gerektigini savunmaktaydilar. Afet inan ilk basta birinci grup icinde yer
alsa da tartismalarin devaminda Tiirk medeniyetinin temsili tarihinin ¢ok genis bir
sekilde yer almasina karsi olmus ve Asya Tirklerinin tarihiyle anitlar dizisini ilgili
tutmayan ikinci grupta yer almistir. Bahriye Ugok’a gére Biiyiik Millet Meclisi ¢aglar
boyu mimarinin ve gelistiricilerinin tinlinli yasatacak ve saygi duyuracak bir yasayan
amittir. Oniine dikilecek anit da ayni sekilde 6nemsenmelidir diye belirtmektedir. Biitiin
tarihi bir arada Ozetlemeye c¢alismanin bu eseri bozacagl kanisindadir. Payzin bu
esnada komiteye Biiylik Millet Meclisine yerlestirilecek anitlar ile ilgili bir eskiz
sunmustur. Holzmeister’in ¢atiya koydugu anit heykelini kendisinin girisin dniindeki
merdivenler lizerinde diisiindiigiinii belirtir. Holzmeister'in kolonatin yanlarini motifli
isledigini, bunu yaparken oraya heykel gelecek diye diisiindiiglinii belirtir. Fakat catida
resmedilen heykelin bazi sakincalar1 goriildiigiinden bahseder. Aslinda Payzin sunu
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Onerir. Seref holiinde Atatiirk’iin baskan olarak ifadesi yer alabilir. Onun arkasinda
tarihin gerisine giden, Cumuriyetten degil daha geriye orta Asya’ya giden bir tarih
temast islenebilir diye ifade etmistir. Bahriye Ucok ise parlamento éncesine gidilirse
karisiklik olacagindan bahseder. Ona gore Milli miicadelede hizmeti gegenlerin burada
yer almasi ve ancak amacin parlamento ve devrimlerin istikametinde olmasi gerektigini
belirtir.

Meclis yerleskesine yerlestirilecek anitlarin yerlerinin yaninda bir baska tartisilan
konu ise konulacak anitin tekligi ya da bir dizi anittan olusacak olmasidir. Aslinda tam
da bu noktada Hiisamettin Celebi yapilacak sanat eserlerinin ¢ergevesini
belirleyemediklerini ifade eder. Yapilacak anit icin Tirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisinin
Atatiirk’lin sivil olarak gorevini yerine getirdigi, meclis ve devlet kurucusu olarak
resmedildigi yer olmasinin énemine dikkat ¢ceker. Aslinda tek anit icin sivil Atatlirk
tasvirinin yerinde olacagindan ve eger anitlar dizisi olacaksa daha genis bir ¢ercevede
bakilmasinin sakincasi olmayacagindan bahseder. Bu cerceve icin Ingiliz ve Amerikan
parlamentolarinda heykeli ya da biistleri konulan Kisilerin ¢esitliliginden ve ayrica anit
ve sanat eserlerinde parlamento ve kanun koyucularin genis tarihsel cercevesinin
anlatildigindan dem vurur. Bayindirlik Bakanlig: Yiiksek Mimar1 Orhan Akyiirek tam bu
noktada bir ihtiya¢ programinin belirlenmesi gerektigine dikkat ceker. Yarismanin jiiri
belirleme siirecinin nasil olacag tartisilir. Buna gore Meclis ve Senato i¢in tek bir ortak
jiri belirlenmesine Kkarar verilir. Aslinda oOnfikirler tartisma toplantisinda ilging
bildiriler ve fikirler sunulmustur. Tirk Dil Kurumu baskani arkasinda yazili bir anit
birakan en eski Tiirk devleti, Saman Goktiirkler, yazili politik bir giinliik birakan
Miisliiman Tirk devleti Karahanlilar ve Tiirkiye Cumhuriyetinin kurucusu Atatiirk ve
Atatiirk’iin Turkiyesi i¢in ti¢ farkli anit tasarlanmasini 6nerir.

Goniil Tankut neyin anitlastirilacaginin kararlastirmasinin dinamik bir siirec ifade
ettigini belirtir. Hiyerarsik vurgulamanin nasil yapilacagi, nerden baslanilip neyin ele
alinacag iizerine sorular sorar. Bu konuda diisiincelerin iiretilmesi i¢in bir sempozyum
diizenlenmesi ve bir de yarisma ac¢ilmasi gerekliligini belirtir. Bir baska énemsedigi
konu ise binanin kendisinin anitsal yapisidir. Tankut'a gore Biiyiik Millet Meclisi
neoklasik mimarisi ile kendi halk: tarafindan yabancilanir. Oysaki halka anitsal bir tepe
seklinde anlatilabilir. Meclis halkin egemenliginin yansitildigi bir platformdur. Toplumla
yabancilasmasinin etkilerini yatistirmak {lizere meclis yerleskesindeki sanat yapitlari ve
anitlar halkla yapiy1 yeniden biraraya getirecek bir sekile getirilebilir. Tankut'a gore
tartismalar bir anit olusturmaktan ziyade bir miize yaratmak iizerine yogunlagmaktadir.
Mimarlar Odasi baskan1 Yavuz Onen’in 6nerisine gore ise baskin bir kiiltiir ve onun
yorumlarinin tartisilmasi yerine saglhikli ve objektif bir senteze ulasmak i¢in
diistincelerin yarismalar aracilifiyla tartisilmasina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.
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Onfikirlerden sonra anitlar komitesi 6 uzmandan olusan bir bilim heyeti
toplanmasina karar verir. Tiirk devrim tarihi (Prof. Afet Inan), Tiirk Bilim tarihi (Prof.
Aydin Sayil)), Genel Tiirk Tarihi (Prof. Dr. Coskun Ugok), Sanat Tarihi (Prof. Dr. Olus
Arik), Siisleme ve I¢ Mimarlik (Prof. Mimar Sadun Ersin), Tiirk Savas Tarihi (Sadik
Atak)’tan olusan bilim heyeti alanlarina ve 6nfikirlerden gelen diisiincelere gére Meclis
yerleskesi icinde yer alacak anit 6zneleri Onerdiler. Anmitlar komitesi baskanligi
raporunda belirtildigi lizere Bilim Komitesinin tespit ve teklif ettigi anit ve sanat
yapitlari ile bunlar i¢in 6ngoriillen mahaller asagidaki gibidir.

1. Anayasa ve Laiklik Anit1 (Anit-Heykel-Yaz1): Devrimlerin temelini olusturan ve
cagdaslasma anlamina gelen laiklik ilkesinin temel olarak benimsendigi 1876
Anayasasindan itibaren anayasal konu olarak ele alinmas;,

2. Tirkiye Cumhuriyetinin Kurulusu (Anit-Heykel-Yaz1): Atatiirk bulvarindan
giriste (Dogu girisi) Kurtulus savasi ve Cumhuriyetin kurulusu temasinin islenmesi,

3. Atatiirk Devrimleri (Rolyef-Heykel-Yazi): Seref avlusunda bayrak direkleri
arasinda Kkiirsii, cesme, kitabeler ve masif yan duvarlar lizerinde bir kompozisyon
icerisinde Atatiirk Devrimlerinin islenmesi,

4. Bilim, Sanat ve Kiltiir (Rolyef-Heykel-Yaz1): Dikmen yolu girisinde Bilim, Sanat
ve Kiiltiir kavramlarinin alegorik kompozisyonlarla canlandirilmasi,

5. Atatiirk (Heykel) : Seref Avlusunda Seref kapisi ile bayrak direkleri arasinda
uygun bir yerde kolossal bir Atatiirk anit1 dikilmesi,

6. T.B.M.Meclisinin ilk Bagkan1 ve Devlet Kurucusu Atatiirk (Yazi-Heykel-Rélyef):
Seref holiinde Atatiirk’in Devlet adamliginin belirleyici oldugu bir kompozisyon
yapilmasi,

7. Tiirk Biiyiikleri (Rolyef-Heykel): Seref galerisinde altin mozaik nisleri arasinda
mask ve bistler halinde ortada Atatiirk olmak {lizere kendilerine 6zgii kiyafet ve
cehreleriyle 14-15 Tirk biiyiigiinlin resmedilmesi istenmistir. Meclis binasinin
miizelesmesi ¢ekincesinden dolay1 5 oy mekanin bos kalmasi, 5 oy herhangi bir sekilde
degerlendirilmesine verilmistir. Jiiri incelemesine birakilmistir.

8. Tirklerin Uygarhga Katkis1 ve Atatliirk’iin Bilime verdigi Deger (Resim-
Seramik): Seref holiiniin duvarlarinda yazit ve figlir olarak islenmesi jiiri incelemesine
birakilmistir.

9. Tiirk Tarihinde Ulusal Kiltiir ve Uygarligin Temel Gelisim Degerleri (Heykel-
Rélyef-Yazi): Giiney halk girisi ekseninde M.0. 3.binden bu yana Siimer, Hitit kanunlars,
Misir Andlasmasi, ilk yazi, ilk hukuk devleti, ilk okul gibi degerlerle Orhun yazitlari
Oncesi ve sonrasi yazitlarin, miilajlarin kopyalarindan olusan kompozisyonlar,

10. Tirk Minyatlir ve Resim Sanati (Resim): Toren salonunda giris kapisinin
saginda ve solunda iki pano halinde Osmanli-Tirk Minyatiir sanati ile Tiirk yasantisi,
agirlama, téren temalarinin islenmesi, bos yerlerde c¢agdas Tiirk ressamlarinin
eserlerinden yararlanilmasi,
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Komite 1, 4, 5, 7, 9 numarali anitlarin Cumhuriyet Senatosu odiiliine, 2, 3, 6, 8, 10
numarali anitlarin ise Millet Meclisi 6diiliine konu olmasini karar vermistir. Jiri
liyelerinin se¢imi icin tiim sanat ve bilim kurumlarina jiiri aday listelerini isteyen
mektuplar génderilmistir. Gonderilen 38 mektuptan 18 tanesi geri doniis yapmis ve
komite asil jiiri liyelerini belirleyip bu kurumlara géndermistir. Komite baskani Tarik
Remzi Baltan tarafindan 4 Agustos 1976’ta gonderilen mektuba istinaden Mimarlar
Odas1 Baskanlig jiiri se¢cim metodunu elestiren bir cevap metni hazirlamistir. Kirgak
jiri seciminde sanat jiirisinin (asil iiyeler) Bakanlik karari ile yapilmis olup olmadigini
sorgulamistir. Zira asil jiiri tiyeleri Kiiltiir, Gelisme ve Konut bakanhig temsilcileri, 4
giizel sanatlar alan iyesi, bir ilgili iiniversite temsilcisi (ITU), bir iceriden idari ofis
temsilcisi, bir disaridan idari ofis temsilcisi ve bir Mimarlar Odasi temsilcisinden
olusmaktadir.¢

Tiim bu onfikir arastirmalari, anitlar komitesi ortak toplantilari, bilim heyeti
Onerilerine ragmen 20 Ocak 1977’de gerceklesen Senato ve Millet Meclisi Bagkanlhk
Divanlar1 ortak toplantisinda TBMM Anitlar ve Sanat Yapitlar1 komitesinin dnerdigi
rapordaki anitlardan vazgegilmek suretiyle Atatiirk i¢in tek bir heykel yarigsmasi
acilmasina karar verilmistir. Toplanti kararindan anlasilacagl iizere bu anita Taksim
Cumhuriyet Anit'nda oldugu gibi tek bir parca s6z eklenmesine Cumhuriyet Senatosu
Baskanvekili Mehmet Unald’'min onerisiyle karar verilmistir. Sonug¢ olarak Mayis
1978’de Biiyiik Millet Meclisi'nin kurucusu, Devlet Adami ve Devlet kurucusu, Atatiirk
icin jirinin belirtigi gibi Seref Avlusunun ortasinda olmak tizere bir heykel dikilmesi
lizerine ulusal bir yarisma ilan edilmesine karar verilmistir. Alinan kararlardaki
strekliligin kirllmasinda 5 Haziran 1977’de gergeklestirilen genel secimler 6ncesi yogun
atmosfer sirasinda hizli kararlarin alinmasi etkili olmus olabilir. Bu hizli karardan belki
de bir doniis olarak yorumlanabilecek bir gelisme yasanmistir. Biiyiik Millet Meclisi
tarihine Subat 1978’de giren yeni bir kurumsal aktér olan Meclis Vakfi, Cahit Karakas
baskanliginda ve Behruz Cinici'nin yonetim kurulu tiyeliginde Atatiirk heykeli i¢in
Kasim 1978’te iki asamali bir yarisma ilan etmistir. Bu yarismanin danisman jiri tiyeleri
Cahit Karakas ve Behruz Cinici olmustur. Asil jiiri iyeleri ise Zerrin Boliikbasi
(heykeltras), Vedat Dalokay (Mimar, ITU), Turan Erol (Ressam, DGSA), Sadun Ersin (¢
Mimar, DGSA), Orhan Ozgiiner (Mimar, DGSA) ve Ismail Tunah (Sanat Elestirmeni)
olarak belirlenmistir. Yedek tiyeler ise Sitha Ozkan (Mimar, ODTU) ve Muzaffer Ertoran
(Heykeltras, DGSA) olarak belirlenmistir.

1980 darbesinden bir yil dncesinde devlet kurumlari ve sivil toplum orgiitleri
arasinda pek cok fikir ayriigi gézlemlenmekteydi. Mimarlar Odasi yarismanin jiiri
segme metodunu ve yliriitiillmesini keskin bir dille elestiriyordu ki Cansen Sénmez ve

6 Asil jiiri tiyeleri Giirdal Duyar (Heykel), Devrim Erbil (Resim), Sadi Diren (Seramik), Emin Barin
(Yaz1), Ziya Payzin (Mimar), Dogan Kuban (Mimar ve Fakiilte Dekani, ITU), Nezih Eldem (Mimar
ve Profesér), Sadun Ersin (Mimar ve Profesér), Orhan Akyiirek (ic Mimar) dan olusmaktadir.
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Vedat Dalokay Mimarlar Odasinin ¢agrisiyla yarisma jiirisinden c¢ekilmislerdi. Gelen
elestirilerin tiimi Atatiirk heykeli yarismasinin diizenlenmesine degildi. Biiylik Millet
Meclisi yerleskesinde yapilacak olan Halkla iliskiler Binasinin davetli bir yarismayla
elde edilmesine de karsi ¢ikiyorlardi. Zaten 1979 yilinda Cumhuriyet Senatosu yeni
Senato binasi icin bir yarisma anons etmisti. Bu karisik ve stresli ortamda 1980 darbesi
de yaklasmaktaydi.

Atatiirk heykeli icin acilan yarisma 1979 ve 1980’de iki asamali olarak
gerceklestirildi. Jiiriye Holzmeister’da davet edildi. Behruz Cinici'nin anlattiklarina gére
Holzmeister yasindan dolay1 seyahat edebilecek durumda degildi. Bununla beraber
yapilan yarisma teslimlerinin fotograflari o zaman Avusturya’da ikamet eden
Holzmeister'a gonderilmisti. Cinici Holzmeister'in anitin yerini belirledigi eskizleri
jiriye gonderdigini belirtir. Bu eskizlerde 5000 Kkisilik bir amfi ve Seref Avlusunu
karsilayacak sekilde 20x20 metrelik bir halk forumu cizer. Holzmeister, Balamir
tarafindan yayma hazirlanan, TRT sunucusu Nazmi Kal tarafindan yapilan bir
roportajinda jiri liyesi olmasi sifatiyla bazi onerileri secip gonderdigini belirtir. Bazi
mimarlarin Meclis yapisinda degisiklikler yapmay1 istediginden dem vurarak, Meclis’te
Atatiirk Anitt’'nin yerinin belli oldugundan, o anitin arkasinda degil 6niinde toplanilmasi
gerektiginden bahseder. Atatiirk’iin ¢epecevre sarilmasi gerektigini anlatir (Balamir
2002: 18). Gezer’ e gore Holzmeister anitin yer seciminde jiiriye gonderdigi mektupta
belirttigi sekliyle 6n bahgede degil de Senato blogunun yaninda yer almasinda etkili
olmustur. Bu manevrayla bina ve ¢evresindeki aksiyelite kirillacak ve boylelikle insanlar
anitin arkasinda degil hep 6nilinde toplanacaklardir. Bu fikir Holzmeister'in en bastan
beri gerceklestirmek istedigi halk forumu ideali ile 6rtiisecek, Parlamento binasina
yaklasimda Atatiirk heykeli gorsel ve fiziksel bir engel olusturmayacaktir.

Yarismanin ilk etabinda teslim edilen 43 projeden sadece 10’u ikinci etap i¢in
secilmistir. Ikinci etapta yarismacilardan bazi degisiklikler yapmalar1 istenmis, ek
cizimler ve farkl 6lcek modelleri teslim etmeleri beklenmistir. Aralarindan Hiiseyin
Gezer (heykeltras) ve imran Gezer (mimar)’in projeleri birinci secilmistir. Holzmeister
kendisi ile yapilan réportajda kendisinin de sectigi bu projenin, yine kendi belirttigi
yerde kurgulanmasina sevindigini ifade eder (Balamir 2002: 18). ikinci secilen proje
Mehmet Aksoy (heykeltras) ve Canan Erselcuk (mimar)’a aittir. Daha sonralari Cinici ile
yaptigimiz bir roportajda birincilik 6diiliiniin Mehmet Aksoy’a verilmis olmasinin daha
iyi olacagini ifade etmistir. Ugiincii 6diil ise Sadi Calik (heykeltras) ve Fatih Gorbon’dan
(mimar) olusan gruba verilmistir.

Gezer anitin fiziksel diizenlenmesinde iki Ol¢ilitiin 6nemli oldugunu ifade eder
(Gezer 1979:131). ilki binanin kendisidir. ikincisi de anitin konulacag yerin resmi
ambiansidir. Atatiirk’iin deyisleri arasindan anit igin “Bagimsizlik ve Ozgiirliik benim
karakterimdir”secilir. Kompozisyonda tg¢ figlir yer almaktadir: Atatirk figiirii, Erkek
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figlirti, Kiz figiirti. Atatiirk anitinin yerden ytksekligi yaklasik 5 metre belirlenmistir.
Sivil kiyafetler icerisinde yiiriirken temsil edilen Atatlirk’iin atilimci karakteri sembolize
edilmek istenmistir. Erkek figiirii yiiziinii Inénii bulvarina dénmiis elinde bagimsizhk
mesalesini tasimaktadir. Kiz figiirii binaya doniik elinde 6zgiirliik mesalesi ile temsil
edilmistir. Atatiirk heykeli yarismasinda ikinci 6diil plastik kalitesi ve yirtik bir sacak
altinda yari-agik mekanlar yaratan duyarl yaklasimiyla se¢ilmistir. Bunun yaninda
téren avlusu ile kurdugu dolayh iliskilerden dolay: elestirilmistir. Uciincii 6diiliin plastik
kalitesi yine ovgliyle karsilanmistir. Ve fakat yerden yiikseltilmis halka yapinin téren
avlusunda yerlestirildigi yerden dolay1 téren avlusunu 6n ve arka mekanlara boliiyor
olmas1 begenilmemistir. Aslinda ikinci etapta teslim edilen 10 projenin en fazla
elestirildigi konu Meclis binasi ve anit heykelin birbiriyle yarisiyor olmasidir.

Projenin 1979 yilinda belirlenmesinden sonra iki yillik insa siireci baslar. Anitin
acilist Atatiirk’iin 100. Dogumgilinii kutlamalarina yetistirilmek istenir. Heykelin bronz
modeli Macaristan’da yaptirilir. 1980 yilinda Prof. Afet inan, mimar Behruz Cinici ve
Prof. Enver Ziya Karal Budapeste'ye 1/1 al¢1 modeli kontrole gonderilir. Cahit Karakas
1980 darbesiyle gider. Sonunda Atatiirk heykeli 19 Mayis 1981’de Kenan Evren
tarafindan acgilir. Heykel toren alanina doéniik yiiziiyle, Biiyltik Millet Meclisinin ve
Cumhuriyetinin kurucusu icin bir hatirlama noktasidir. Biiyiik Millet Meclisinin resmi
bayramlardaki devlet torenleri, yabanci devlet konuklar i¢in karsilama toérenleri gibi
bazi resmi ritiiellerin gerceklestirilmesine eslik eder. Bu yoniiyle anit mekanin civic
kalitesini arttirir. Anitin téren alaninin ortasina degil de yanina yerlestirilmesi aykirilik
sergilerken kentsel vista lara ve kalabaliklarin alanda toplanmasina olanak saglar.

Bu c¢alismada Tirkiye Biliyik Millet Meclisinde yer alan Atatiirk anitinin
gerceklesme hikayesi icerdigi farkli aktorler ve catismalar ile anlatilmak istenmistir.
Halk ve gii¢ unsurlari arasindaki baglarin zayifladig1 darbeler gibi siyasal diizensizlikler
sozkonusu oldugunda ya da yeni yonetim kadrolar1 devreye girdiginde sanat yapitlari
milli birligin saglanmasi i¢in ara¢ olabilirler ve halki yatistiran unsurlar olarak
davranabilirler. Bununla beraber yonetim kadrolarinin anitlar ve sanat yapilarin
gerceklestirilmesi icin gerceklestirdigi detayli ve zorlu c¢alismalar elestirilebilir,
cekinceler gelistirilebilir ve siyasal cer¢cevenin degismesi ile beraber bu c¢alismalar icin
harcanan zamana ragmen degersizlesmeleri s6z konusu olabilir. Biitiin bu ag¢ilardan
bakildiginda yaklasik 40 yila varan bir tartisma stlirecinin sonunda dikilen Atatiirk aniti
Turk heykelciligi, politika, sanat ve mimarlig1 acisindan olduk¢a 6zgiin bir 6rnektir.

Millet Meclisi ve Senato’'nun c¢alisma komiteleri tarafinda yiriitillen uzun
tartismalara, Onfikir arastirmalarina, bilim heyeti raporlarina karsin en son yarismada
kolossal, heybetli heykel tiirliniin sec¢ilmesi enteresan bulunmustur. Belki de uzun ve
verimli ancak bir o kadar da netlesemeyen tartismalardan uzak ve giivenilir bir yol
olarak izlenmistir. Vale’e gore fiziksel cevrede yeni kurulan devletler i¢in ulusal

92



ART-SANAT 2014/1

sembolizmin niifuz etmesi zaman alan bir siirectir ki kentin biiylimesine, gelismesine
parallel olarak ve hiikiimet destekli eylemlerin Kisiler ve gruplar tarafindan rededilmesi
ile degisikler yasanabilir. Bu durum Ankara’daki Bakanliklar Kompleksi ya da Yonetim
Mahallesi diye adlandirilan fiziksel ¢evrede gerceklestirilmeyen ve degistirilen
kisimlarda goézlenmistir. Bakanliklar ve parlamento binasi arasindaki halk forumun
ortadan kalkmasi gibi bu reaksiyonlarin bir gdstergesi Meclis binalarinin plan ve
mimarilerinde oldugu kadar icindeki anitlarin kullaniminda da goriilmektedir.
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Fig.1 First variation of the monument as in 1937 submission of Clemens Holzmeister,
Statue of the Roof (Anit heykelin ilk varyasyonu, Clemens Holzmeister, 1937) (Nicolai
1998:170)

Fig. 2 Second variation of the monument as in 1938 submission of Clemens
Holzmeister, Statue on an Obelisk (Anit heykelin ikinci varyasyonu, Clemens Holzmeister,
1938) (Nicolai 1998: 171)
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Fig. 3 First Prize, The submission of Hiiseyin Gezer and
Imran Gezer, model (Birinci 6diil, Hiiseyin Gezer and
Imran Gezer, 1979) (Gezer 1979: 130)

Fig 4. Second Prize, Submission by Mehmet Aksoy, Canan Erselguk , model
(ikinci Odiil, Mehmet Aksoy ve Canan Ersel¢uk, 1979) (Gezer 1979: 131)
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Fig 5. Third Prize, Submission by Sadi Calik, Fatih Gorbon, model (Ugiincii Odiil, Sadi
Calik ve Fatih Gorbon, 1979) (Gezer 1979 : 131)

Fig 6. The site model of the third prize depicting the volumetric monument at the center
of the ceremonial court (Hacimsel anitin téren avlusunda konumlanigi, Uglincii Odiil, 1979)
(Gezer 1979: 131)
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Fig. 7 Atatiirk Monument as placed at the side wall of the Presidency Block
at the ceremonial forecourt in the photographic album of the Atatiirk
Monument (Atatiirk heykeli Senato blogunun yanindaki yerinde, Meclis
Atatiirk Heykeli Albiimiinden)
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Fig. 8 The opening ceremony of the Atatiirk monument in 1981 in the
photographic album of the Atatiirk monument (Atatiirk heykeli agilisi, 19
Mayis 1981, Meclis Atatiirk heykeli Albiimiinden)
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