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Abstract: Istanbul’s urban transition into the 20" century was marked by a Master Plan for the
historic peninsula, site of the main thrust of the city’s Byzantine- and Ottoman-period heritage.
The French architect and urbanist Henri Prost was asked to prepare the Plan, which was approved
in 1939 and aimed at revitalizing the city through a distinctive modernist vocabulary. Within
the Plan, two extended Archaeological Parks, one along the Byzantine-period Land Walls and a
second in the Sultanahmet Camii area, stand out as an attempt to incorporate the city’s heritage
within the projected modernist urban transformation. These vast spaces maintained a central
role in the city’s urban discourse during the decades following approval of Prost’s Master Plan,
with revolving outcomes that epitomize the alternating fortunes of Byzantine-period archaeologi-
cal heritage in the city of Istanbul.

Prost was also responsible for crafting a Master Plan for the Asian side of the city, which made
some provisions for expected urban growth east across the Bosphorus, but did not take into ac-
count heritage or archaeology. The middle Byzantine remains at Kigiikyali, located well beyond
the boundaries of Prost’s Plan, currently represent one of the largest surviving archaeological
areas on the Asian side of the city. Ongoing experience and negotiation of heritage representa-
tion at the site of Kiigtikyali exemplify one current approach towards Byzantine heritage in the
contemporary city of Istanbul.

When taken together, these study cases, Prost’s plan and Kictkyal prompt reflection on the
city’s public urban policies with regard to archaeological areas in general and, more specifically, to
the representation of its Byzantine heritage.

* The written version of this paper, presented at the  * Baglami I¢inde Miras Konferansi'nda sunulan bu yaz,

Heritage in Context Conference, draws on the continu-
ation of a research-in-progress project on interpreta-
tion of Byzantine heritage in Istanbul. I am therefore
extremely grateful to the organizers of the Heritage
in Context Conference, Cigdem Maner in particular,
for having included research-in-the-making on the
program; to all who took place in a highly participa-
tory Conference; to Martin Bachmann for his patient
work on the publication; to Lucienne Thys-Senocak for
initial comments on the presentation; and to Pierre
Pinon for having generously shared with me his work

Istanbul'daki Bizans mirasinin yorumlanmas: iistiine
devam eden bir projenin devamina dayanir. Bu yiizden,
devam eden aragtirmay: programa dahil eden Baglami
icinde Miras Konferansi'na, 6zellikle Cigdem Maner’e;
cok katilimc1 Konferans’ta yer alan herkese; yayindaki
sabirli caligmasi i¢in Martin Bachmann’a; sunum hak-
kindaki ilk yorumlar: i¢cin Lucienne Thys-$enocak’a;
ve Henri Prost hakkindaki ¢aligmalarini ve diigiince-
lerini comertce paylasan Pierre Pinon’a son derece
mitesekkirim. 2012’de gri ve yagmurlu bir Kasim bagi
giintinde Taksim bélgesinde tanidik bir kentsel peyzaj
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Introduction

In the 1930s, while Istanbul acquired a new
identity as a nearly vacant, post-imperial city,
survival of the grand visual narrative represent-
ed by its Byzantine- and Ottoman-period heri-
tage was challenged by the precarious condi-
tions of its urban fabric. Although monumental
architecture still filled the former capital’s ur-
ban landscape, the vast majority of these struc-
tures had ceased to exist as functional spaces,
and sat empty in largely abandoned neighbor-
hoods'. While the appeal of Istanbul’s transi-
tion into the 20th century has resided largely
in the analysis of its urban transformations and
the Young Turkish Republic’s own adoption of a
modernist architectural vocabulary, interpreta-
tion of the city’s Byzantine archaeological her-

itage has rarely permeated the discourse’. What

and thoughts on Henri Prost. Reflections about the
first half of this paper took a different turn when, on a
grey and rainy early November day in 2012, while mov-
ing through a familiar segment of urban landscape in
the Taksim area, freshly appointed fences signaled the
beginning of a new urban project. Research for this pa-
per was conducted at the NIT (Nederlands Instituut in
Turkije), which provided me with a safe haven in Istan-
bul; further work was conducted at Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection, within the framework
of a Summer 2013 Harvard University — Ko¢ University
Visiting Scholar Program at the Center for Middle East-
ern Studies, and at Princeton University’s libraries. I am
grateful to all institutions for their generous and wel-
coming hospitality. Completion of this paper owes much
to Elvira Biasin, Christoph Ganzoni, and others in the
same corner of the world. All misreadings remain within
the boundaries of the author’s human limitations.

1 E. J. Zircher, Turkey. A Modern History (London 2004)
165-168; Ankara was made the new capital of Turkey on
October 13, 1923, shortly before the Turkish Republic
was proclaimed on October 29.

S. Bozdogan, Modernism and Nation Building. Turk-
ish Architectural Culture in the Early Republic (Seattle
- London 2001); Z. Celik, Empire, Architecture and the
City: French-Ottoman Encounters 1830-1914 (Seattle
2008); Z. Bahrani - Z. Celik - E. Eldem (eds.), Scram-
ble for the Past. A Story of Archaeology in the Ottoman
Empire, 1753-1914 (Istanbul 2011). On this period’s
architectural preservation the comprehensive study by,
N. Altinyildiz, The Cultural Heritage of Istanbul and the
Ideology of Preservation, Muqarnas 24, 2007, 281-304.
On the preservation of Byzantine architectural herit-
age in Istanbul, C. Tamer, Istanbul Bizans Anitlar1 ve
Onarimlar: (Istanbul 2003).
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istanbul, hemen hemen terkedilmis bir impa-
ratorluk sonras: kenti olarak, 1930’larda yeni
bir kimlik elde etmekteyken, Bizans ve Osmanl
Dénemi’'nin hayatta kalabilmis buytik mima-
ri gorsel hikayesi, i¢cinde bulundugu kentsel
yapinin givenilmez ortamina meydan oku-
maktayda.

Anitsal mimari hila kentsel peyzaji dol-
duruyordu, ancak bunlarin pek cogu iglevsel
mekanlar olmaktan ¢ikmigt: ve biyiik oran-
da terk edilmis mahallelerde bulunuyordu®.
Istanbul’'un 20. yiizyila gecisinin cazibesi biiyiik
oranda kentsel déntgtumlerinin ve geng Tiirki-
ye Cumhuriyeti'nin modernist bir cumhuriyet
mimarisi dagarcigi edinmesinin ¢é6ztimlenme-
sinde yer aliyorken, sehrin Bizans arkeolojik
mirasinin yorumlanmasi, séyleme nadiren nii-
fuz ediyordu®. Agagida, Bizans Dénemi arkeo-
lojik alanlarinin segilmis 6rneklerinin yorum-

lanmas1 hakkinda bazi goriislerle, Istanbul'un

parcasindan gecerken yeni konulan ¢itler yeni bir kent-
sel projenin baslangicinin sinyalini verdiginde, bu yazi-
nin ilk yaris1 hakkindaki diistinceler yeni bir yon aldi. Bu
yazinin arastirmast bana Istanbul'da giivenli bir barmak
saglayan NIT’de (Nederlands Instituut in Turkije) yii-
ritiildi; ayrica Dumberton Oaks Research Library and
Collection’da, Yaz 2013 Harvard Universitesi — Ko¢ Uni-
versitesi Ziyaret¢i Akademisyen Aragtirmaci Programi
cercevesinde Center for Middle Eastern Studies’de ve
Princeton Universitesi kitiiphanelerinde ¢aligma yiirii-
tildi. Cémert misafirperverlikleri icin biitiin kurumla-
ra mitesekkirim. Bu yazinin tamamlanmasinda Elvira
Biasin, Christoph Ganzoni, ve ayni yerdeki digerlerinin
katkas1 ¢oktur. Biitiin yanls okumalar yazarin insani s1-
nirlar icinde kalmaktadar.

1 E. J. Ziircher, Turkey. A Modern History (London 2004)
165-168; Ankara, Tiirk Cumhuriyeti'nin 29 Ekim’'deki
ilanindan kisa siire 6nce, 13 Ekim 1923’te yeni bagkent
ilan edilmigtir.

S. Bozdogan, Modernism and Nation Building. Turkish
Architectural Culture in the Early Republic (Seattle -
London 2001); Z. Celik, Empire, Architecture and the
City. French-Ottoman Encounters 1830-1914 (Seattle
2008); Z. Bahrani - Z. Celik - E. Eldem (eds.), Scramble
for the Past. A Story of Archaeology in the Ottoman Em-
pire, 1753-1914 (Istanbul 2011). Bu dénemin mimari
korumasi hakkinda kapsamh ¢alisma, N. Altinyildiz, The
Cultural Heritage of Istanbul and the Ideology of Preser-
vation, Muqarnas 24, 2007, 281-304. Istanbul’daki Bi-
zans mimari mirasi hakkinda, C. Tamer, Istanbul Bizans
Anitlar1 ve Onarimlari (Istanbul 2003).
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follows is an initial and necessarily brief contri-
bution to the larger account of Istanbul’s transi-
tion into the 20th century, with remarks on the
interpretation of selected examples of the city’s
Byzantine-period archaeological areas. The pur-
pose is to explore how archaeology and some of
the monumental architecture of the Byzantine
period did or did not become synonymous with
heritage in terms of the city’s public urban poli-
cies of the 1930s and subsequent years. More-
over, ambivalence toward Byzantium may have
determined interpretation of the city’s Byzan-
tine heritage, and ultimately its conservation
and integration, as incorporated in the modern
image of Istanbul®. The second and final sec-
tion of this paper will summarize the ongoing
experience and negotiation of heritage repre-
sentation now taking place at a relatively small-
sized and self-contained Byzantine-period ar-
chaeological area on the Asian side of modern

Istanbul, the site at Kugitkyali®.

About Heritage Interpretation

Already in the 1950s, Freeman Tilden’s writ-
ings on heritage interpretation resonated
with tones of »empathic heritage«>. The trans-
fer of empathy to heritage was seen to shape
information about the latter as a form of rev-

elation rather than as »mere« interpretation.

w

Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292 concludes that: »Republi-
can administrators neither undertook extensive repairs
of the Byzantine and Ottoman monuments nor em-
barked on outright demolitions«.

While the interpretation of Byzantine-period heritage in
contemporary Istanbul cannot be restricted to a single
case, the focus of the Heritage in Context Conference
was to give voice to each speaker’s direct experience.
Therefore, the second section of this presentation draws
from the author’s personal fieldwork. For other contri-
butions on heritage interpretation in Istanbul, see in
this volume, F. Cellini.

9]

F. Tilden, Interpreting Our Heritage: Principles and Prac-
tices for Visitor Services in Parks, Museums and Historic
Places (Chapel Hill 1957); the recently published fourth
edition of Tilden’s work aso includes later interpretative
studies not previously published, F. Tilden, Interpreting
our Heritage 4 (Chapel Hill 2007).
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20. yuzyila geg¢isinin genel hikayesine ilk ve
olmazsa olmaz katkis1 bulunuyor. Amag, seh-
rin Bizans Dénemi arkeolojisinin ve bazi anit-
sal mimarisinin, 1930’lar ve takip eden yillarda
kamusal kentsel politikalar agisindan mirasla
nasil es anlamli hale gelip gelmedigini aragtir-
mak. Ayrica, Byzantium’a yonelik maphemlik,
[stanbul'un modern imaji icine katilmis Bizans
mirasinin yorumlanmasini ve nihayetinde ko-
runmasini ve gehirle biitiinlegtirilmesini belir-
lemisg olabilir®. Bu yazinin ikinci ve son béli-
miinde, modern Istanbul’'un Asya yakasinda,
Kigiikyali'da, gorece kiigiik boyutlu ve kendi
halinde bir Bizans Dénemi arkeolojik alaninda
bugiin yer alan mirasin temsilinin siiregelen de-

neyimi ve muzakereleri 6zetlenecek®.

Mirasin Yorumlanmas: Hakkinda

Heniiz 1950’lerde, Freeman Tilden’in miras
yorumlanmas: hakkindaki yazilari »empatik
miras« tonlariyla tinliyordu®. Mirasa aktarilan
empati, miras hakkindaki bilgilerin »sirf« yo-
rumdan ziyade, bir esinlenme bi¢imi olarak ge-
kil almas: olarak goriliiyordu. Tilden’in modeli
kaginilmaz meydan okumalarla kargilagsa da,
longue durée’si, bagarisinin ve mirasa evrensel

yaklagiminin tanigidir®. Tilden’in ¢agindan beri

3 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292 »Cumhuriyet yoneticileri
Bizans ve Osmanli anitlarinin ne biiyiik ¢apli onarimla-
rina girigmis, ne de dogrudan yikimlarina kalkigmigtir«
sonucuna varir.

Cagdas Istanbul'daki Bizans Dénemi miras1 yorumlan-
masi tek bir duruma indirgenemezken, Heritage in Con-
text Konferansinin odagi, her bir konusmacinin dogru-
dan dogruya tecriibesine ses vermesiydi. Bu ytizden, bu
sunumun ikinci béliimiinde yazarin kisisel saha ¢aligma-
sina deginilecektir. [stanbul'daki miras yorumlamalarina
diger katkalar icin, bu ciltte bkz. F. Cellini.

E. Tilden, Interpreting Our Heritage: Principles and
Practices for Visitor Services in Parks, Museums and
Historic Places (Chapel Hill 1957); Tilden’in ¢aligmasi-
nin son zamanlarda yayinlanan dérdiincii baskisinda,
yayinlanmamisg olan sonraki yorumsal ¢calismalar da yer
alir, F. Tilden, Interpreting our Heritage 4 (Chapel Hill
2007).

6 G. E. Machlis - D. R. Field, On Interpretation: Sociol-
ogy for Interpreters of Natural and Cultural History
(Corvallis 1992); D. L. Uzzell (ed.), Heritage Interpre-
tation, 2 Vols. (London — New York 1984); A. Hems -
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Although Tilden’s model has come under inevi-
table challenges, its longue durée is a testimony
to its success and to his universal approach to-
wards heritage’. The passage of time since Til-
den’s era has proven that interpretation will not
always be as successful as the intuitive frame-
work of his principles might indicate; that soci-
etal contradictions reverberate within heritage
interpretation; that ecology now plays a greater
part in interpretation than in the past; and that
heritage interpreters are more and more often
represented by non-privileged experts’. Lastly,
as Uzzell pointed out more than a decade ago,
a discourse on the interpretation of heritage
relies on a cognitive system that sees affective
and behavioral elements as an inevitable com-
ponent of the process. Emotions and behaviors
affect the interpretation of heritage, and when
the absence of an affective component emerges
in interpretation - as, for example, during con-
flicts and wars — Uzzell concludes that the in-
terpretation of an otherwise highly emotional
subject becomes sterile and emotionally neu-
tral®. Abrupt historical caesuras also bear a be-
havioral and emotional impact, as do, in some
cases, rapid ideological transformations that
inevitably permeate the discourse on heritage,
its survival, and shifting attitudes towards its
representation. The following considerations
on the interpretation of Byzantine heritage in
20th- and 21st-century Istanbul will consider
the emotive impact that Byzantium did or did

not bear on its interpreters.

6 G. E. Machlis - D. R. Field, On Interpretation: Sociol-
ogy for Interpreters of Natural and Cultural History
(Corvallis 1992); D. L. Uzzell (ed.), Heritage Interpre-
tation, 2 Vols. (London — New York 1984); A. Hems —
M. Blockely (eds.), Heritage Interpretation (London -
New York 2006).

7 E. Waterton — L. Smith, There Is No Such Thing as Herit-
age, in: E. Waterton — L. Smith (eds.), Taking Archaeol-
ogy out of Heritage (Newcastle upon Tyne 2009) 9-11.

8 D. L. Uzzell, Interpreting Our Heritage: A Theoretical
Interpretation, in: D. L. Uzzell — R. Ballantyne (eds.),
Contemporary Issues in Heritage and Environmental In-
terpretation: Problems and Prospects (London 1998) 2.

gecen zaman, yorumlamanin her zaman ilkele-
rinin igaret ettigi sezgisel cerceve kadar bagarili
olamayacagini; toplumsal celigkilerin miras yo-
rumlanmasi i¢inde yankilanacagini; ekolojinin
yorumlamada artik ge¢misge gore daha biiyiik
bir rol oynadigini; ve miras yorumcularinin ay-
ricalikli olmayan uzmanlarca giderek daha faz-
la temsil edildigini kanitlamigtir”. Son olarak,
Uzzell'in on yili agkin bir siire 6nce belirttigi
gibi, mirasin yorumlanmasina dair bir séylem,
etkisel ve davranigsal 6geleri sirecin kaginil-
maz bir bileseni olarak géren kavramsal bir
sisteme dayanir. Duygu ve davraniglar mirasin
yorumlanmasin etkiler ve yorumda — érnegin
catisma ve savag sirasinda oldugu gibi — duygu-
sal bir bilesenin yoklugu ortaya ¢iktiginda Uz-
zell, yorumun bagka a¢ilardan son derece duy-
gusal olan bir konuda kisir ve duygusal olarak
notr hale geldigi sonucuna varir®. Ani tarihsel
duraklar da davranigsal ve duygusal etki tagir,
ornegin kimi durumlarda, miras, mirasin ha-
yatta kalmasi ve temsiline dair degisen tutum-
lar hakkindaki séyleme kacinilmaz olarak sira-
yet eden hizli ideolojik dénigimlerin tagidig:
gibi. 20. ve 21. yiizyil Istanbul’'unda Bizans mi-
rasinin yorumu ustine agagidaki digtinceler,
Byzantium’un, yorumcular iistinde biraktig:

ve birakmadig: duygusal etkiyi ele alacak.

Erken Cumhuriyet Dénemi
Istanbul’u, Prost'un Nazim Plani

ve Arkeoloji Parklar:

Albert Gabriel, Institut Francais d’Archéologie
de Istanbul’'un direktérii olarak atanmasindan
kisa bir siire sonra, 1947-1948 arasinda, gehir-
deki uygulamasi belirsiz gériinen bir arkeoloji

M. Blockely (eds.), Heritage Interpretation (London —
New York 2006).

7 E. Waterton - L. Smith, There Is No Such Thing as Herit-
age, in: E. Waterton - L. Smith (eds.), Taking Archaeol-
ogy out of Heritage (Newcastle upon Tyne 2009) 9-11.

8 D. L. Uzzell, Interpreting Our Heritage: A Theoretical
Interpretation, in: D. L. Uzzell - R. Ballantyne (eds.),
Contemporary Issues in Heritage and Environmental In-
terpretation: Problems and Prospects (London 1998) 2.
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Fig. / Res. 1 Archaeological Park Project, Henri Prost 1938.
The plan indicates the extension of the park; areas reserved for
archaeological investigations; and areas affected by the fires
(From: (Euvre de Henri Prost 1960, 201)

Arkeoloji Parki Projesi, Henri Prost 1938. Plan, parkin genisletilmesini
gosteriyor; arkeolojik incelemeler i¢in ayrilan alanlar ve yanginlarin
etkiledigi alanlar (Kaynak: CEuvre de Henri Prost 1960, 201)

Early Republican Istanbul,

Prost’s Master Plan and
Archaeological Parks

Between 1947 and 1948, soon after his ap-
pointment as director of the Institut Francais
d’Archéologie de Istanbul, Albert Gabriel cor-
responded with UNESCO about an archaeo-
logical park in the city whose execution seemed
uncertain®. In the letters, recently rediscovered
by Pierre Pinon, Gabriel describes the prospec-
tive park as an area covering some 240,000

square meters, including what were at the

9 Correspondence between Gabriel, UNESCO, and others
on the subject between 1947 and 1959 with excerpts in
P. Pinon, Le project de parc archeologique d’Istanbul de
Henri Prost et sa tentative de mise en ceuvre par Albert
Gabriel, Anatolia Antiqua 16, 2008, 181-205. On the
Institut Francais, J. Thobie, Aux origines de I'Institut
francais d etudes anatoliennes d’Istanbul. La correspon-
dance commentée Marx-Gabriel (Istanbul 2006).
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parkayla ilgili UNESCO ile yazigt1®. Son zaman-
larda Pierre Pinon’un tekrar kesfettigi mek-
tuplarda Gabriel, yapilacak parki, Marmara
sahilinden yukariya dogru, Sultanahmet Camii
mahallesine kadar yayilan yesil alanlar dahil
olmak tizere 240,000 metrekare kaplayan bir
alan olarak tarif eder (Res. 1). Burada, Sulta-
nahmet Camii, Ayasofya, Hipodrom Meydan:
ve Topkap1 Sarayr’'nin giiney ucu gibi mekanlar
ve merkezi anitlar, 1912-1913 ve 1933 yangin-
larinin sonucu gekillenen bog arsalarla birlikte,
Gabriel’in arkeolojik aragtirmalarin yani sira
acilen ihtiya¢ duyulan uluslararasi uzmanlarin
miidahalesine konu olmasini tavsiye ettigi bir
karigim yaratiyordu'®

Midahale ¢agrisi iki yonlia gériintuyordu. Bir
yandan Gabriel Bizans Dénemi imparatorluk
bolgelerindeki kalintilar: incelemenin gerekli-
ligini tanimasi i¢cin UNESCQO’ya bastiriyordu ki
bu, direktériintin buyik kegifler ortaya koyma-
s1 kesin olan bir arkeolojik prestij projesi olarak
sundugu birseydi. Bu iyimserlik, Anglo-isko¢
Walker Trust'in yakin bir zamanda Geg Antik ve
Bizans Dénemleri'nin imparatorluk bolgeleri-
nin bir kesimindeki Imparatorluk Saray1 peristil
mozaikleri olarak tanimlanan, iyi korunmus in
situ mozaikler ortaya ¢ikarmig olmasina daya-

niyordu'!. Gabriel, Bizans dénemi kalintilarinin

9 Gabriel, UNESCO, ve digerleri arasindaki konu hakkin-
da 1947 ile 1959 yazigmalar, alintilarla birlikte, P. Pi-
non, Le project de parc archeologique d’Istanbul de
Henri Prost et sa tentative de mise en ceuvre par Albert
Gabriel, Anatolia Antiqua 16, 2008, 181-205 icinde.
Institut Francais hakkinda, J. Thobie, Aux origines de
I'Institut francais d etudes anatoliennes d’Istanbul. La
correspondance commentée Marx-Gabriel (Istanbul
2006).

10 Yerin kisitli olmasi: bu degisimlerin derinlemesine
analizine izin vermiyor, fakat ilgili kisi ve kurumlarin
Istanbul’'un b1 bélgesindeki Bizans mirasinin korunma-
sindaki basarisizlikta etkisi oldugu agiktir. Bu, Pinon'un
sttt kapali imalarini iceren aragtirmasinda desteklenir,
Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 200-205. Daha fazla arsive ulagila-
bilir olundugunda Istanbul sehrinde Bizans mirasinin
korunmasinda uluslararasi bilim insanlarinin oynadig:
rol hakkinda ¢aligmalar yiiriitillecegi umulmaktadar.

11 Gabriel devam eden imparatorluk Saray: incelemelerine

atifta bulunur, G. Brett, The Great Palace of the Byzan-
tine Emperors: Being a first Report on the Excavations
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time green spaces along the Marmara sea-
shore that extended uphill to the Sultanahmet
Camii neighborhood (Fig. 1). There, centerpiece
monuments and spaces such as the Sultanah-
met Camii itself, the Hagia Sophia, the Hippo-
drome square, and the southern edges of the
Topkap: Palace, together with empty plots of
land shaped in consequence of the 1912-1913
and 1933 fires, created a mélange that Gabriel
recommended be the object of archaeological
investigations as well the urgently needed in-
tervention by international specialists™.

The call for intervention appeared twofold.
On the one hand Gabriel was pressing UNESCO
to recognize the necessity of investigating the
vestiges of the Byzantine-period imperial quar-
ters, something the director represented as a
prestige archaeological project bound to yield
major discoveries. This optimism relied on the
recent unraveling by the Anglo-Scottish Walker
Trust of significant portions of well-preserved
in situ mosaics that were subsequently iden-
tified as the Imperial Palace peristyle mosa-
ics, part of the imperial quarters of the Late
Antique and Byzantine periods'. Gabriel,
while encouraging urgent excavations of the
Byzantine-period vestiges, added a further el-
ement of significance to the archaeological

excavation by emphasizing the potential for

10 $pace limitations do not allow for in-depth analysis of
the implications of these exchanges, but it is clear that
the individuals and institutions involved had an im-
pact on the failed conservation of Byzantine heritage
in this area of Istanbul. This is supported by Pinon’s
research, which contains implicit suggestions, Pinon
loc. cit. (n. 9) 200-205. It is hoped that, as additional
archives become available, further work will be carried
out on the role played by international scholars on the
conservation of Byzantine heritage at large in the city
of Istanbul.

11 Gabriel refers to the ongoing Imperial Palace inves-

tigations, G. Brett, The Great Palace of the Byzantine
Emperors: Being a First Report on the Excavations
Carried Out in Istanbul on Behalf of the Walker Trust
(University of St. Andrews) 1935-1938 (London 1947);
D. Talbot Rice (ed.), The Great Palace of the Byzantine
Emperors, Second Report (Edinburgh 1958).

acilen kazilmasini tegvik ederken, Bizans sehri
seviyelerinin altinda yapilacak diyakronik ince-
leme potansiyelini vurgulayarak, arkeolojik ka-
zilara daha fazla 6nem ekledi'®

Net bir kaz stratejisi Sultanahmet Arkeoloji
Parki projesinin esas amaglarindan birini temsil
ederken, Gabriel ayni zamanda yanginlar so-
nucu ortaya ¢ikan genis bog alanlar ele gecire-
cek modern ingaatlar1 da énlemeyi umuyordu.
Arkeoloji Parki 6ztinde, Istanbul’'un kentlesme
projesinin, bagta turistlerin ve bilim insanlari-
nin ¢ikarlarina hizmet etmek i¢in anitlarin ve
arkeolojik alanlarin bazilarina deger katma ni-
yeti giiden bir parcas: olarak disinilayordu;
mahallenin tekrar iskdn edilmesi bir 6ncelik
olusturmuyordu'®. Sonunda bu buyik élcekli
projeyi, ge¢migin kalintilarinin bagtan ¢ikarial
bir sergisini — yesil ve kamusal alanlarla cerce-
velenen »yasayan anitlar« yaninda, peyzaji ya-
pilmis bahceler i¢inde kazis1 yapilmig harabeler
- yaratma 6zlemi birada™.

Proje, bolgenin arkeolojik kesiflerle iyilesen
statiikosunun korunmasina bir katk: olarak ka-
rakterize edilmisti, hepsi »sehrin en gtizel tarih-

sel ortamlarindan birini« teghir etmek i¢indi®.

Carried Out in Istanbul on Behalf of the Walker Trust
(University of St. Andrews) 1935-1938 (Londra 1947);
D. Talbot Rice (der.), The Great Palace of the Byzantine
Emperors, Second Report (Edinburgh 1958).

12 pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 186.

13 By, P. Pinon’un, Prost’un Nazim Plan'ndan énce yapi-

lan, hepsi de goriinir tarihi ge¢migleri olan énemli Av-
rupa sehirlerinin ¢agdas imgeleri dogrultusunda sehrin
bu bélgesinde turizm ve arkeolojiyle ugragan bilim in-
sanlarina yonelik kentsel bir fiziksel mekinin yapilma-
sin1 6neren tekliflerin analizinde ortaya ¢ikar, P. Pinon,
The Archaeological Park, F. C. Bilsel - P. Pinon (der.),
From the Imperial Capital to the Republican Modern
City i¢inde. Henri Prost’s Planning of Istanbul (1936-
1951). Exhibition Catalogue (istanbul 2010) 289-302.

14 »Yagayan anit« terimi burada, 1930’larda 1940’larda
birkag Avrupa sehrinde baskin gériinen bir uygulama
olan »kullanimda olan anit« anlaminda kullanilmigtir,
K. Emerick, Use, Value and Significance in Heritage
Management, R. Layton — P. G. Stone - J. Thomas
(der.), Destruction and Conservation of Cultural Prop-
erty i¢inde (Londra — New York 2001) 276-285.

15 Gabriel'in mektubu, Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 186 icinde.
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diachronic investigations underneath layers of
the Byzantine city'.

While an articulate strategy for excavations
represented one of the essential purposes of
the Sultanahmet Archaeological Park project,
Gabriel also hoped to prevent modern con-
structions that would overtake the vast empty
spaces that had resulted from the fires. In es-
sence, the Archaeological Park was conceived as
part of a larger project of urbanization for the
city of Istanbul, with the intent of adding value
to some of its monuments and archaeological
areas in order to primarily serve the interests
of tourists and scholars, with repopulation of
the neighborhood not representing a prior-
ity'. Ultimately, this large-scale project was
pervaded by the aspiration to create a seductive
display of past vestiges — excavated ruins amid
landscaped gardens, along with »living monu-
ments« framed by green and public spaces.
The project was characterized as a contribution
towards the conservation of the area’s status
quo enhanced by archaeological discoveries, all
in order to display »one of the most beautiful
historical settings of the city«*".

The source of such display resided in a pro-
ject for the area prepared some years earlier by

Henri Prost that was part of the official Master

12 pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 186.

13 This emerges in P. Pinon’s analysis of the proposals for
this area of the city that preceded Prost’s Master Plan,
all of which suggested for this area the construction
of an urban physical space that would have catered to
tourism and scholars of archaeology, in line with con-
temporary images of important European cities with
visible historical pasts, P. Pinon, The Archaeological
Park, in: F. C. Bilsel - P. Pinon (eds.), From the Imperial
Capital to the Republican Modern City: Henri Prost’s
Planning of Istanbul (1936-1951). Exhibition Cata-
logue (Istanbul 2010) 289-302.

14 The term »living monument« here is used as a »monu-

ment in use«, an application that appeared dominant
in the 1930s and 1940s in several European countries,
K. Emerick, Use, Value and Significance in Heritage
Management, in: R. Layton - P. G. Stone - J. Thomas
(eds.), Destruction and Conservation of Cultural Prop-
erty (London — New York 2001) 276-285.

15 Letter by Gabriel, in: Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 186.
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Fig. / Res. 2 Master Plan for the Historical Peninsula of Istanbul,
Henri Prost 1937 (From: Bilsel — Pinon 2010, 271)

Istanbul, Tarihi Yarimada'nin Nazim Plani, Henri Prost 1937
(Kaynak: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 271)

Bu teghirin kaynagi, Henri Prost’un yillar
once bolge icin hazirladig: ve 1937’de tamam-
lanarak 1939°da onaylanan, sehrin Avrupa
yakasinin resmi Nazim Plani’nin bir parcasi
olan bir projede yatiyordu (Res. 2)*. 1935’te
Turk hitkkimetinin resmi davetiye ile, Henri
Prost’tan, baskentin Ankara’ya tasinmasiyla
eski bagkent olan sehrin Nazim Plani'ni hazir-

lamasi istenmigti'’. O dénemde Prost, Fransiz

16 H. prost, istanbul’'un Avrupa Kisminin Nazim Plam
(istanbul 1950), baghgina ragmen Tarihi Yarimada di-
sindaki alanlar1 da kapsar. Prost’unki dahil, Istanbul
i¢in yapilan nazim planlarinin kapsaml bir katalogu
icin, S. Ozer (der.), Cumhuriyet Dénemi Istanbul Plan-
lama Raporlar1 1934-1995 (Istanbul 2007). On Henri
Prost, Académie d’architecture (der.), Loeuvre de Henri
Prost. Architecture et urbanisme (Paris 1960); Diinden
Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 285-287 s. v.
Prost, Henri (M. Rifat Akbulut); Bilsel - Pinon loc. cit.
(n. 13), daha énceki referanslarla birlikte.

17 Prost’un 1933 istanbul kentsel planlama yarigmasi-

na katilmasi istenmisti. O sirada, Bilsel'in yuriittugi
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Plan, or Nazim Plani, for the European side of
the city, completed in 1937 and approved soon
after in 1939 (Fig. 2)'¢. In 1935, Henri Prost, re-
portedly at the formal invitation of the Turkish
government and the relocation of the capital to
Ankara, was asked to prepare the former capi-
tal’s Master Plan'’. At the time, Prost was re-
garded as one of the leading architect-urbanists
of the francophone world, with a commendable
record of works carried out in cities in France
and in the French Protectorate of Morocco.
Prost worked in Istanbul as the consultant to
Istanbul’s Municipality Directory of Urban De-
velopment until 1951, with additional respon-
sibility for contributing towards the designs of
Master Plans for the Asian side (1939) and the
Bosphorus (1936-1948), as well as some area-
specific projects such as boulevards, squares,
and promenades®®.

Prost’s Master Plan for the historic peninsu-
la continues to be the object of great interest as
well as a variety of conflicting interpretations
about his vision for and assimilation of Istanbul
into the new Turkish republican urban modern-
ism, within the context of his background as

a European francophone urbanist. Although a

16 H. Prost, Istanbul $ehrinin. Avrupa Kisminin Nazim
Plani (Istanbul 1950), despite the title, also includes
areas outside the historic peninsula. For a comprehen-
sive catalogue of Master Plans for the city of Istanbul,
including Prost’s, $. Ozer (ed.), Cumhuriyet Dénemi Is-
tanbul Planlama Raporlar1 1934-1995 (Istanbul 2007).
On Henri Prost Académie d’architecture (ed.), Loeuvre
de Henri Prost. Architecture et urbanisme (Paris 1960);
Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 285-
287 s. v. Prost, Henri (M. Rifat Akbulut); Bilsel - Pinon
loc. cit. (n. 13) with earlier references.

17 Prost had already been asked to participate in Istan-

bul’s urban planning competition of 1933. At the time,
according to research conducted by Bilsel, he was oc-
cupied with Paris’s Master Plan and declined the invi-
tation, F. C. Bilsel, »Les Transformations d’Istanbul«:
Henri Prost’s Planning of Istanbul (1936-1951), ITU
AZ 8,1, 2011, 100-116, which expands on the exhi-
bition catalogue, E. C. Bilsel, Henri Prost’s Planning
Works in Istanbul (1936-1951): Transforming the
Structure of a City through Master Plans and Urban
Operations, in: Bilsel - Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 101-166.

18 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 115-136.

sehirlerinde ve manda altindaki Fas’ta évgi-
ye deger ¢calismalar: olan, frankofon diinyanin
onde gelen mimar-kent plancilarindan biri ola-
rak goriiliiyordu. Prost, 1951’ kadar Istanbul
Belediyesi Kentsel Gelisim Mudurligii'nde da-
nigman olarak caligsacak, Asya yakasinin (1939)
ve Bogazicinin (1936-1948) Nazim planlarinin
yaninda bulvarlar, meydanlar ve gezi yollar: gibi
bolgesel projelerin tasarimlarina katkida bulun-
ma sorumlulugunu alacakt:1®®.

Prost’un Tarihi Yarimada’nin Nazim Planr’-
na buytk ilginin yam sira, Avrupali frankofon
bir kent tasarimcisi olarak arka plan bagla-
mi icinde Istanbul i¢in vizyonu ve yeni Tiirk
Cumhuriyeti’nin kentsel modernizmine asi-
milasyonu hakkinda celigen ¢esitli yorumla-
rin konusu olmaya devam etmektedir. Geng
Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin — aralarinda kentsel
tasarimcilar, Osmanlicilar ve tarihc¢iler olan
— genis yelpazedeki bilim insanlari, Prost’'un
eserlerinde ve kismi uygulamasinda bir sehrin
sinsi bir kentsel agmaza varan yeniden canlan-
dirilmasina yoénelik bir tegvik gorseler de, boyle
bir planin sehre etkisi tamamiyla belirlenmeyi
beklemektedir ve kesin bir konsensusa ulag-
mamugtir'®. Yine de, Gil, Bilsel ve digerlerinin
belirttigi gibi, Prost’un Istanbul’'daki ¢aligmala-
11, Aralik 1950’de gorevinden istifasiyla birlik-
te tatsiz bir sekilde sona erdi®®. Prost’la yerel

yetkililer arasindaki anlagmazliklar genellikle

aragtirmaya gore, Paris’in Nazim Plani’yla megguldii
ve daveti reddetti, F. C. Bilsel, »Les Transformations
d’Istanbul«: Henri Prost’s Planning of Istanbul (1936-
1951), ITU AZ 8, 1, 2011, 100-116, sergi katalogu
istine, F. C. Bilsel, Henri Prost’s Planning Works in
Istanbul (1936-1951): Transforming the Structure of
a City through Master Plans and Urban Operations,
Bilsel - Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 101-166 icinde.

18 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 115-136.

19 Bozdogan loc. cit. (n. 2) 67, Le Corbusier’nin

Istanbul'un planlamas: isini, rakibi Henri Prost’a kap-
tirmasinin anlatimi hakkinda, Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2)
292-293; M. Giil, The Emergence of Modern Istanbul:
Transformation and Modernisation of a City (Londra -
New York 2009) 92-120.

20 Gl loc. cit. (n. 18) 109-112; Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 148-
152.
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wide range of scholars of the young Turkish Re-
public - including urbanists, Ottomanists, and
historians — see in Prost’s work and its partial
implementation an incentive towards the revi-
talization of a city that had reached an insidi-
ous urban stalemate, the impact such plan bore
on the city remains to be fully ascertained and
has not found a definitive consensus®®. Yet, as
Giil, Bilsel, and others have noted, Prost’s work
in Istanbul came to a harsh conclusion with
resignation from his post in December 1950%.
Disagreements between Prost and local au-
thorities centered in general on the absence of
a legislative thrust that would have allowed for
cohesive implementation of the Master Plan,
and specifically on shortcomings represented
by the near absence of land expropriation for
the Archaeological Park as well as heavy, un-
planned urban exploitation on the Asian side of
the city?.

Prost’s projected transformations and func-
tional divisions of the city of Istanbul, however,
represent the main general points of inter-
est and, ultimately, of debate??. These, as Bil-
sel suggested, placed at the forefront a rather

19 Bozdogan loc. cit. (n. 2) 67, on Le Corbusier’s account
of how he lost the commission for the planning of Is-
tanbul to his competitor Henri Prost; Altinyildiz loc.
cit. (n. 2) 292-293; M. Giil, The Emergence of Modern
Istanbul: Transformation and Modernisation of a City
(London - New York 2009) 92-120.

20 Gl loc. cit. (n. 19) 109-112; Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 148
152.

21 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 149-150; Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 111.
118-120. 134-136; Bilsel remarked how political cir-
cumstances during Prost’s sojourn in Istanbul progres-
sively led to aversion towards foreign urbanists. Giil
sees one of the principal causes of Prost’s difficulties
to implement his urban projects in the city as the fact
that the plan was »developed at a time when peasan-
tist ideology was central to the Republican agenda of
retaining the agrarian demographic structure of the
country, Gil loc. cit. (n. 19) 120. Altinyildiz, however,
stressed how Prost’s urban plan was penalized by Turk-
ish colleagues who criticized him for trying to privilege
the heritage of Byzantium, Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2)
292.

22 Functional division of the city included an industrial

zone in the Golden Horn. On commercial, residential,
and recreational zones, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 98.
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NAazim Plani’nin bitincil uygulamasina izin
verecek yasal diizenlemelerin yoklugu, 6zellikle
de Arkeoloji Parki i¢in arazi istimlakinin nere-
deyse hi¢ yapilmamas: ve gehrin Asya yakasin-
daki yogun ve plansiz kentsel kullanimin temsil
ettigi yetersizlikler tistiinde yogunlagmigti®.
Ancak Prost’un 6ngordiigii Istanbul sehri-
nin dénigumi ve iglevsel bolumlenmesi, bag-
lica ilgi ve, nihayetinde, tartigma noktalarin:
temsil eder®. Bilsel'in ileri siirdiigi gibi bunlar,
yikik dokiik ge¢ Osmanl kentsel dokusunun ol-
dukga carpia sekilde tekrar bicimlendirilmesini
one ¢ikardi. Plan, Prost’un agina oldugu Avru-
pal1 benzerleriyle kiyaslanabilir, fakat o dénem-
de Istanbul’a uymayan bir niifus yogunlugunu
tesvik etmeyi hedefliyordu. Aslinda fstanbul’'un
tersine, Prost’un paradigmatik modeli hali ha-
zirda gehirde oturan sakinlerin olugturdugu bir
cekirdege dayaniyordu®. Nazim Plani’'nda 6ne
¢ikan niifus yogunluguyla plan, Osmanl gehri-
nin toplumsal palimsestinin ana ¢ekirdegi olan
eski mahallelerin kalintilarini kesen biyik bul-
varlar dahil olmak tizere, yeni bir toplu tagima
altyapisim takip ediyordu. Hijyen gibi sistema-
tik bir kamusal guzellestirme stireci, planin di-

ger kaygilarini temsil ediyordu. Bu yeni kentsel

21 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 149-150; Giil loc. cit. (n. 18) 111.
118-120. 134-136; Bilsel, Prost'un Istanbul’da oturdu-
gu sirada politik kogullarin giderek nasil yabanci kent
planlamaailara kars: bir tepkiye yol actigr hakkinda yo-
rumda bulunmustur. Gil, Prost’un sehirdeki projelerini
uygulamada kargilastig1 zorluklarin ana nedenlerinden
biri olarak planin »kéyli ideolojisinin, Cumhuriyet’in
ilkenin tarima dayali demografik yapisini koruma
amacinin merkezinde oldugu bir zamanda« geligtiril-
digi gercegi olarak gorur, Gil loc. cit. (n. 19) 120. An-
cak Altinyildiz, Prost’un kent planinin nasil kendisinin
Byzantium mirasini 6ne ¢ikarmasini elestiren Tirk
meslektaglarinca cezalandinldigini vurgular, Altinyildiz
loc. cit. (n. 2) 292.

22 gehrin islevsel bolimlenmesi Hali¢’te bir sanayi bolge-

sini de iceriyordu. Ticari, konutsal ve rekreasyon alan-
lar1 hakkinda, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 98.

23 fstanbul’'un Tarihi Yarimadasinin nifusu 20. yiizyilin

baginda 1,150,000’den 1927'de 690,857’e dustii, Diin-
den Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 108-111
s. v. Nifus, fetihten 1950’ye (Z. Toprak); I. Tekeli, The
Story of Istanbul’s Modernisation, Architectural De-
sign 80, 1, 2010, 32-39.
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drastic reshaping of the otherwise decrepit
late-Ottoman urban fabric. The plan aimed at
encouraging a population density comparable
with the European counterparts Prost was more
familiar with, but which did not correspond to
the Istanbul of the time. In fact, contrary to
Istanbul, Prost’s paradigmatic model rested on
a core of residents that already occupied the
city®®. With population density at the forefront
of the Master Plan, it followed a new public-
transportation infrastructure, including grand
boulevards that would cut through the vestiges
of former mahalle, or neighborhoods, the main
core of the Ottoman city’s social palimpsest.
Hygiene represented another concern of the
plan, as did a systematic process of public beau-
tification. Centerpieces of this new concept of
urban beauty were to be »espaces libres, that
is, broadly defined open spaces whose common
denominator was public accessibility?*. Two of
the most extended »espaces libres« were rep-
resented by Archaeological Parks. These were
envisioned by Prost as open-air museums lo-
cated within the historic peninsula and offering
ample pedestrian access.

The Master Plan, therefore, attributed
to the Archaeological Parks and some of its
»espaces libres« qualities of genuinely public
spaces, with ancient monuments - in other
words, the city’s heritage — serving as back-

drops as well as elements of historical dialogue

23 The population in the historic peninsula of Istanbul
went from 1,150,000 at the beginning of the 20th
century to 690,857 in 1927, Diinden Bugiine Istanbul
Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 108-111 s. v. Niifus, fetihten
1950’ye (Z. Toprak); I. Tekeli, The Story of Istanbul’s
Modernisation, Architectural Design 80, 1, 2010,
32-39.

24 Bilsel suggested that Prost frequently referred to »les

espaces libres« to indicate public parks, promenades,
sport areas, boulevards, panoramic terraces, and what
were defined as vast public, green urban spaces, F.
C. Bilsel, Espaces Libres: Parks, Promenades, Public
Squares..., in: Bilsel - Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 349-366. A
remarkable contrast with the notion of »espaces libres«
is that the legacy of Prost’s plan in the modern fabric of
the city has been boulevards rather than green spaces.

guzelligin merkezinde »espaces libres«, yani
ortak paydas: kamusal erigilebilirlik olan, genis
tanimlanmig acik alanlar olacakti®*. En genig
»espaces libres«lerden ikisini Arkeoloji parklar:
temsil ediyordu. Prost bunlari, tarihi yarima-
dada yer alan, bol yaya erigimi sunan acik hava
muzeleri olarak tahayyul ediyordu.

Dolayisiyla Nazim Plani, arkeoloji parkla-
rina ve bazi »espaces libres«lerine, Tiirkiye'nin
yeni edinilen toplumsal diizenlemesinin ¢agdas
ve modernist yorumuyla tarihsel diyalog 6geleri
ve fonu olarak hizmet eden - diger bir deyisle
sehrin mirasi olan — Antik anitlari ile hakikaten
kamusal mekan nitelikleri atfediyordu. »Espa-
ces libres«, Prost’un éngordiigii »yeni« Istan-
bul imgesini, ayn1 zamanda yeni Istanbul’'un
»onaylayicilari«, kamusal belirleyici olarak iglev
goren yenilikgci bir kamusal erigim bicimi olarak
temsil ediyordu. A¢ik kamusal alanlarin tasari-
m1 yeni Cumhuriyeti onaylarken, sehrin gecmis
anitsal mirasinin bu ¢cok modernist resim i¢in-
de bir arada var olmasinin, Prost’un »espaces
libres«inin ve ézellikle arkeoloji parklarinin
tam olarak gerceklestirilmesinin énundeki bas-

lica engellerden biri oldugu goériilecekti.

Kara Surlar1 Arkeoloji Park:

flk Arkeoloji Parki, Theodosius Surlarindan,
Bayrampasa Deresi'nin, eski Lykus nehir vadisi-
nin topografik hatlar: boyunca sehir merkezine
ilerleyen, béylece sehrin merkezi sirt1 boyunca
derin bir yesil alan dilimi olugturan ¢ok genis
bir alanla temsil ediliyordu (Res. 3. 4)?°. Theo-
dosius Surlari, Tarihi Yarimada boyunca Mar-

mara Denizi'nden Hali¢’e uzanan parkin ana

24 Bilsel Prost’un »kamusal parklar, promenadlarii spor
alanlari, bulvarlar, manzaral teraslar ve genis, yesil
kentsel alanlari« ifade etmek tizere »les espaces libres«e
atifta bulundugu 6nerisini yapmistir, F. C. Bilsel, Es-
paces Libres: Parks, Promenades, Public Squares..., Bil-
sel - Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 349-366 icinde. »espaces lib-
res« kavramiyla kaydadeger bir tezat, Prost’un planinin
sehrin modern dokusunda mirasinin yesil alanlardan
¢ok bulvarlar olmasidir, bakiniz agagida.

25 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350-352.
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Fig. / Res. 3

Master Plan for the
historical peninsula of
Istanbul and vicinities
with details of green
spaces and new urban
infrastructure such as
roads and squares
(From: CEuvre de
Henri Prost 1960,
193)

Istanbul'un Tarihi
Yarimadast ve
cevresinin, yesil
alanlarin ayrintilarini,

yollar ve meydanlardan
olusan yeni kent
altyapisini gosteren
Nazim Plam (Kaynak:
CEuvre de Henri Prost
1960, 193)

”
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Fig. / Res. 4

View of the Land Walls, between towers 91 and 94 looking
south (From: R. Van Nice 1938; Courtesy of Image Collections
and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C.)

Kara Surlar’'min 91. ve 94. kuleler arasindan giineye dogru goriiniisii
(Kaynak: R. Van Nice 1938; Image Collections and Fieldwork Archives,
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, Trustees for
Harvard University, Washington, D.C. izniyle)

st cekirdegini tanimliyordu. Prost, sur hatt:
boyunca gitmesi digtntlen ve tizerinde yapi-
lagma olmayan, giiclii bir koruma alani tahayyiil
ediyordu. Bu koruma alani, bélgeye 6zgu kiigik
boyutlu aile bostanlarindan kaybolan bazilarini
yeniden duzenleme teklifini de iceriyordu. As-
linda, surlar ve Bayrampasa deresi boyundaki
alanlar o sirada belirgin sekilde kentsel meyve

bahgelerinden olugan bir peyzaj ile tanimliydi?.

26 Sebze bostanlar kisa zamanda gehrin, daha dogrusu bi-
reylerin terkedilmis arsalara cevabi haline geldi. Tekrar
canlandirilmalari yerlesmis bir kentsel gelenekle sonug-
lansa da, kisa zamanda cumhuriyet¢i modernistlerin
kotiilemelerinin hedefi oldu. Bu dénemde Istanbul'daki
sebze bostanlarinin kisa bir degerlendirmesi i¢in, Altin-
yildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292 ve dipnot 92. Istanbul’un sebze
bostanlar1 hakkinda, P. J. Kaldjian, Istanbul’s Bostans:
A Millennium of Market Gardens, Geographical Review
94, 3, 2004, 284-304. Kara surlarinin sebze bostanlari,
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Fig. / Res. 5 View from Yedikule towards the Land Walls looking north (From: N. V. Artamonoff 1937; Courtesy of Image Collections
and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C.)

Yedikule'den kuzeye bakigla Kara Surlari’'min goriiniisii (Kaynak: N. V. Artamonoff 1937; Image Collections and Fieldwork Archives,
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C. izniyle)

with a contemporary and modernist interpre-
tation of Turkey’s newly acquired societal or-
ganization. The »espaces libres« represented
Prost’s projected image of the »new« Istanbul,
as an innovative form of public outreach that
at the same time functioned as »validatorsx,
public authenticators of the new Istanbul.
While the design of the open public spaces
validated the new Republic, cohabitation of
the city’s past monumental legacy within this
very modernist rendering of Istanbul would
have proven one of the main impediments to-
wards a fuller accomplishment of Prost’s »es-
paces libres«, and of the Archaeological Parks in
particular.

Boyle bir dizenleme Istanbul'un kentsel miras
geleneklerini takip ederken, ayn1 zamanda »es-
paces libres«’in ve kamusal kent alanlarinin kul-
laniminin, alanin daha genis tarihi ile uyumlu,
belirgin bir yorumunu éneriyordu.

Ozellikle, Prost’un tasarladig: derin yesil
kugak 500 metre genigligindeydi ve igerisinde
hi¢cbir yapilagsma yoktu. Ancak, genel Nazim
Plani’'na ve Yedikule bélgesinin ayrintili uygu-
lama planina daha yakindan bakildiginda, yesil
kusagin, surlarin yalnizca dig tarafim etkile-
yecegi gorilur (Res. 5). Surlarin digi, zerafetle

hakkinda A. Ricci, Istanbul’da Manevi Kiiltiirel Miras:
Kara Surlarinin Bizans Bahceleri, . Memis — F. Sadirh
(der.), 3. Uluslararas: Tarihi Yarimada Sempozyumu
(istanbul 2009) 66-67 icinde.
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The Land Walls Archaeological Park

The first Archaeological Park was represented
by a vast space that, from the Theodosian Land
Walls, moved towards the city center along the
topographical configuration of the Bayrampasa
Creek, the old Lykus river valley, thus forming
a deep wedge or inset of green space through
the city’s central dorsal (Fig. 3. 4)*°. The Theo-
dosian Land Walls defined the main upper core
of the park, extending across the historical pen-
insula from the Sea of Marmara to the Golden
Horn. Prost envisioned a robust protection
area consisting of a no-buildings zone meant
to run along the line of the Land Walls. This
protection area included a proposal to re-ar-
range, where lost, some of the small-sized and
family-run vegetable gardens characteristic of
this area. In fact, spaces along the Land Walls
but also along the Bayrampasa Creek were, at
this time, defined by a distinctive landscape of
urban orchards?. Such an arrangement, while
in keeping within Istanbul’s heritage traditions,
also suggested a more distinctive interpreta-
tion of »espaces libres« and the usage of public
urban spaces, one that would have harmonized
with the broader history of the site.
Specifically, the deep green belt designed
by Prost measured 500 meters and included no
construction within it. However, a close look
at the general Nazim Plan, or Master Plan, and
at the detailed implementation plan for the
Yedikule area reveals that the green belt was

25 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350-352.

26 Vegetable gardens soon became the city’s, or more
correctly individuals’, response to abandoned plots of
land. Although their revitalization resulted in a well-es-
tablished urban tradition, they soon became an object
of denigration by republican modernists. For a brief
discussion of vegetable gardens at this time in Istan-
bul, Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292 and footnote 92. On
Istanbul’s vegetable gardens, P. J. Kaldjian, Istanbul’s
Bostans: A Millennium of Market Gardens, Geographi-
cal Review 94, 3, 2004, 284-304. On the Land Walls
vegetable gardens, A. Ricci, Istanbul'da Manevi Kiiltiirel
Miras. Kara Surlarinin Bizans Bahgeleri, in: §. Memis
- F. Sadirh (eds.), 3. Uluslararasi Tarihi Yarimada Sem-
pozyumu (Istanbul 2009) 66-67.
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yesil i¢ine yerlesmis, sehrin girisini cercevele-
yen hakiki bir mimari arag olarak iglev géren bu
strateji, muhtemelen »biyitk gorsel etki« olarak
diasunilmigken, buna kargit olarak surlarin i¢
tarafi, Yedikule’nin hemen kuzeyi, kiigitk mey-
ve bahgelerinin diigiik gelirli bolge sakinlerine
hizmet ettigi diisik masrafli konut bélgesi ola-
rak tasarlanmigti”’. O dénemde meyve bahcesi
olarak kullanilan, surlara bitigik, uzun, genis
arazi geridi icin Avrupa sehirleri 6rneklerini
izleyen cagdas konutlar disuniilayordu. Prost
ayni zamanda, o dénemde pek ¢ok Avrupa seh-
rinde basarili olan bir modeli izleyerek konut,
peyzaj ve sehir surlarinin biytuk bir kentsel ta-
sarimda kaynastig1 Anvers (Antwerp) kentsel
planlama yarigmasina da katilmigt1®. Ancak,
Istanbul’daki surlar bélgesi modernist bir ka-
musal alanin gerektirecegi peyzaj ve mimari ni-
teliklere pek sahip degildi, dolayisiyla da bu bél-
genin Prost’un kentlegsme programina hizmet
etmek tzere 6nerdigi fiziksel peyzaj doniigim-
leri kabul etmesi olduk¢a gii¢ géruntr. Bu tiur
doéniigumler, parka girisi géstermesi ve sehrin
planlanan ana kentsel arterlerinden biri olan
Vatan Caddesi'ne baglanmas: planlanan ¢cember
bi¢imli anitsal kamusal meydanin eklenmesiyle
daha da giiclendirilecekti®. Giris, ortasinda
surlara erigim saglayarak bir gezi yoluna bagla-
nacak anita uyumsuz bir baglant: sergileyecek,
boéylece hem fiziksel peyzajin, hem de mimari
mirasin tarihi ézgunligunin kamusal algisina

golge diigtirecekti®®. Meydan ve bulvarin, Tarihi

27 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350. 352.
28 Académie d’architecture loc. cit. (n. 16) 35-47.

29 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350-351.

30 Bolgenin Kara Surlar’nin disindaki meydandan etki-

lenen fiziksel peyzaji, bazilar1 Bizans Dénemi’ne kadar
eskiye giden, ¢ok sayida Osmanli Dénemi olmak tizere
duzenlenmis mezarliklara uzaniyordu; Bizans Dénemi
mezarliklar: icin, W. Miiller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur
Topographie Istanbuls. Byzantion, Konstantinopolis,
Istanbul bis zum Beginn des 17. Jahrhunderts (Tibin-
gen 1977) 219-222; Osmanh Dénemi mezarhiklari i¢in,
E. Eldem, Istanbul’da Oliim. Osmanl-islam Kiiltiriin-
de Olim ve Ritielleri (istanbul 2005). Ancak Prost,
Avrupa modellerini yansitacak, hayvanat bahcesi, doga
tarihi ve zooloji vs. sergileri gibi yesil alan tasarimi
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meant to effect only the outer side of the Land
Walls (Fig. 5). While this strategy was probably
intended as a »grand visual effect«, with the
exterior of the Land Walls gracefully embed-
ded in green and functioning as a genuine ar-
chitectural framing device to the entrance into
the city, by contrast the interior of the Land
Walls, to the immediate north of the Yedikule,
was designed as a low-cost housing zone with
small orchards intended to serve the low-in-
come inhabitants?’. A long, wide strip of land
abutting the Land Walls and used at the time
as orchards was intended for contemporary
housing developments, following the model of
European cities. In fact, Prost also competed
for the urban planning of Anvers (Antwerp),
where housing, landscaping, and the tangible
presence of the city defenses were fused in a
grand urban design following a model that had
been widely successful in many European cities
at the time?®. However, the Land Walls area in
Istanbul hardly possessed any of the landscape
and architectural qualities a modernist public
space would have required, and hence Prost’s
proposed transformations of the physical land-
scape to serve the urbanization program appear
rather farfetched. Such transformations were
to be further reinforced by the addition of a
circular monumental public square, intended to
mark the entrance into the park and to connect
with one of the city’s planned main urban arter-
ies, Vatan Caddesi (Motherland Avenue)®. The
entrance would have exhibited an incongruous
connection to the Land Walls by offering access
to the monument at its midpoint, linking it to
an esplanade and thus compromising public
perception of the historical authenticity of both

physical landscape and architectural heritage®.

27 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350. 352.
28 Académie d’architecture loc. cit. (n. 16) 35-47.

29 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 350-351.

30 The physical landscape of the area affected by the pub-

lic square outside the Land Walls extended into land-
scaped cemeteries, some of which date as early as the
Byzantine period, with larger numbers of Ottoman-

Fig. / Res. 6 Fenari Isa Camii, formerly the Byzantine
monastery of Constantine Lips, Henri Prost photo archive
(From: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 207 Fig. 9)

Fenari Isa Camii, eski Bizans Constantine Lips Manastiri, Henri
Prost’un fotograf arsivi (Kaynak: Bilsel — Pinon 2010, 207 Res. 9)

Yarimada'nin genis bir kismini modernize et-
mesi disuniliiyordu; burada surlara ek olarak,
yikik eski Bizans Dénemi Constantine Lips ma-
nastir1 olan Fenari Isa Cami'nin canlandirilmasi
icin de bir plan vard: (Res. 6). Ayrica, Sinan’in
Sultan Selim Medresesi ile ilgili bir projenin
doga tarihi koleksiyonu sergisine ev sahipligi
yapmasi planlaniyordu®.

Daha sonra 1950’1erde, surlar: degisik nok-
talarda keserek Aksaray meydaninda birlegen
Vatan Caddesi ve Millet Caddesi, o dénem-
de kentin ana eksenlerini temsil ediyordu.
Prost’un planladig: diger bir buyik cadde, (ya-
rimaday: Hali¢’ten Marmara Denizi'ne dogru
kesen) Atatiirk Caddesi, Aksaray’da Vatan Cad-
desi ve Millet Caddesi’yle kesisecekti®*’. Vatan

yonunde kayda deger caba gosterdi, Bilsel loc. cit. (n.
17) 350-351. Ekolojinin devami ve toplumun kendi bi-
linci ile tasarladig1 peyzaj yanhsi karg: goriis hakkinda,
S. Schama, Landscape and Memory (New York 1995).

31 Buna, Prost’un sehirde dolagirken ve Nazim Planr’mi

hazirlarken topladig: genis fotograf arsivindeki imge-
lerin 6n ve arkalarinda aldig: notlarda isaret edilir, V.
Filon - H. Raveloarisoa, Istanbul in Photographs — »Ar-
chive within Archive, Bilsel — Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13)
201-207 iginde.

32 Atatiirk Caddesi'nin insaat evrelerinin bir degerlendir-

mesi i¢in, Giil loc. cit. (n. 18) 112-115. 153-157; Y. A.
Akpinar, The Making of a Modern Pay-1 Taht in Istan-
bul: Menderes’ Executions after Prost’s Plan, Bilsel —
Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 167-199 icinde.
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Fig. / Res. 7 An aerial view of Vatan Caddesi passing through the Land Walls, possibly late 1960s.
(From: Istanbul Belediyesi fotograf servisi, D-DAI-IST-R22770)

Kara Surlari'm gecen Vatan Caddesi'nin kusbakisi goriintiisii, muhtemelen 1960’larin sonu
(Istanbul B iiyiiksehir Belediyesi fotograf servisinden, D-DAI-IST-R22770)

The square and boulevard were intended to
modernize a vast section of the historic penin-
sula, which in addition to the Land Walls was
to include a plan for the revitalization of the
dilapidated Fenari Isa Cami, the former Byz-
antine-period monastery of Constantine Lips

(Fig. 6). In addition, a project for the Sultan

period ones; for Byzantine-period cemeteries,
W. Miller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Is-
tanbuls. Byzantion, Konstantinopolis, Istanbul bis
zum Beginn des 17. Jahrhunderts (Tubingen 1977)
219-222; for Ottoman-period cemeteries, E. Eldem,
Istanbul‘da Olim. Osmali-Islam Kiiltiirande Oliim ve
Ritiielleri (Istanbul 2005). However, Prost also exert-
ed notable effort towards the design of a green space
that would reflect European models, including a zoo,
displays of natural history and zoology, etc., Bilsel loc.
cit. (n. 16) 350-351. On a counter-view favoring the
endurance of ecology and landscape as self-consciously
designed by the community, S. Schama, Landscape and
Memory (New York 1995).

Caddesi ancak 1957'de, projelerin sehirdeki
uygulamalarini sahsen denetleyen bagbakan
Adnan Menderes zamaninda acilabilecekti®.
60 metrelik Millet Caddesi tamamlandiginda
Tiirkiye’de yapilmis en genis cadde idi; Vatan
Caddesi ise 50 metrelik genigligiyle biraz daha
dards. Tki caddenin eklenebilmesi i¢in surlarmn
biiytik kismi yikildi, bu da yeni sehrin kentsel
dontugtimuni ve surlarin temsil ettigi eski tari-
hi kent sinirlarinin 6tesine bityiiyebilmesi icin
anitin buyiik kisimlarinin tahrip edilmesini gi-
derek megrulagtirdi. Prost’'un plani, mirasi, yeni

bir yol aginin yesil alanlarla kesigerek etkilesim

33 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 371-
372 s. v. Vatan Caddesi (R. Akbulut); Giil loc. cit. (n.
19) 140-179; D. Kuban, Istanbul, an Urban History.
Byzantion, Constantinopolis, Istanbul (istanbul 2010)
509-523.
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Selim Madrasa by Sinan was intended to house
a display of collections on natural history®'.
Later on, in the 1950s Vatan Caddesi to-
gether with Millet Caddesi (Avenue of the
Nation) represented the main urban axes that,
cutting through different points of the Land
Walls, converged at the square at Aksaray.
Another large avenue planned by Prost, the
Atatiirk Caddesi (which traverses the peninsula
from the Golden Horn to the Sea of Marmara),
would have intersected with Vatan Caddesi and
Millet Caddesi at Aksaray®. Vatan Caddesi was
to be inaugurated only in 1957, under Prime
Minister Adnan Menderes, who personally
oversaw execution of projects in the city*®. The
Millet Caddesi was, at the time of its comple-
tion, the widest avenue built in Turkey, span-
ning 60 meters, with Vatan Caddesi only slight-
ly narrower, measuring 50 meters in width. To
accommodate the insertion of the two avenues,
substantial portions of the Land Walls were
torn down, legitimizing the progressive de-
struction of great stretches of the monument,
to cater to urban transformation of the new
city and its growth beyond the former histor-
ic urban limits represented by the city walls.
Prost’s plan attempted to interpret heritage
within a modernist setting in which a new road
network would intersect and dialogue with

green spaces; however, the massive financial

31 This is suggested by annotations made on the front and
reverse of images from a vast photo archive of the city
that Prost assembled while walking around the city and
preparing the Master Plan, V. Filon - H. Raveloarisoa,
Istanbul in Photographs — »Archive within Archives, in:
Bilsel — Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 201-207.

32 For a discussion of the construction phases of Atatiirk

Caddesi, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 112-115. 153-157; Y. A.
Akpinar, The Making of a Modern Pay-1 Taht in Istan-
bul: Menderes’ Executions after Prost’s Plan, in: Bilsel
- Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 167-199.

33 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VI (1994) 371-
372 s. v. Vatan Caddesi (R. Akbulut); Giil loc. cit. (n.
19) 140-179; D. Kuban, Istanbul, an Urban History:
Byzantion, Constantinopolis, Istanbul (Istanbul 2010)
509-523.

icine girecegi modernist bir anlayis i¢cinde yo-
rumlamaya kalkiyordu, ancak 1950’lerde Men-
deres zamanindaki buytk finansal yatirimlar,
anitsal kent arterlerine diger kentsel projelere
gore oncelik verdiginden, planin ancak secici
uygulamasina taniklik etti*. Millet Caddesi'nin
1960’larin bagindan kalan bir fotografi, Bizans
surlarinin icinden modern yol gegerken, iki ta-
rafinda restore edilen ya da kismen tekrar ya-
pilan kare planli birer Bizans Dénemi kuleyle
sehir kapisi gorintiisu verecek bigimde yikil-
digin: gosterir (Res. 7). Bu caddelerin yapimi
ayni zamanda Osmanli Dénemi anitlarinin da
yikilmasiyla sonug¢lansa da, Menderes dénemi
boyunca, yani 1950’lerde surlarin yorumunun
dikkatle hesaplanmisg, fethedilmis bir miras ol-
dugu bellidir. Bu durum, surlarin Millet Cad-
desi ile delindigi alanin Osmanli askerlerinin
1453’te sehri fethettigi 6ne sturillen Topkap:
kapisiyla ¢akigmasiyla vurgulaniyordu®. Surlar
kesen caddeler kisa siirede yeni bir kentsel hi-
yerarsinin, yeni bir morfolojinin, Menderes’in
yeni cumhuriyet sehrinin 6zellikle zafer gegitle-
riyle teshir edilen belirgin isaretleri haline gel-
di%*. Prost’un Surlar Arkeoloji Parki, Bizans mi-
rasint dogrudan ele alir gibi gozitkmese de, yine
de Bizans mirasinin — mutlaka yabanca olmasa
da - »bilinenc, ancak bir hikaye konusundan
cok, bir cerceve olarak kullanilan ve temsil edi-

len bir ge¢mis oldugu izlemini verir. Menderes

34 Menderes yillarinin, Istanbul’'un kentsel dokusu
ustiindeki etkisi, Gill loc. cit. (n. 19) 140-179'de
degerlendirilmistir; Gill'in Menderes yillarina ayirdig:
bolimiin acilisi Bagbakan'dan bir alintiyla isaretlenir:
»Istanbul’'un tekrar gelistirilmesi bir zafer gecidi hika-
yesidir. Istanbul’u bir kez daha fethedecegiz. Yalnizca
Istanbul’u degil, Ankara’y1 ve biitin diger sehirleri de
tekrar fethedecegiz«, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 140.

35 Miller-Wiener loc. cit. (n. 30) 294-295, daha énce-
ki calismalarla birlikte; M. Philippides - W. K. Hanak,
The Siege and Fall of Constantinople in 1453: Histo-
riography, Topography and Military Studies (Aldershot
2011); M. Angold, The Fall of Constantinople to the
Ottomans: Context and Consequences (Harlow — New
York 2012); Gl loc. cit. (n. 19) 153-154.

36 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi V (1994) 462
463 s. v. Millet Caddesi (Istanbul).
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investment of Menderes’s decade in the 1950s
saw only selective implementation of the plan,
as it prioritized monumental urban arteries at
the expense of other urban projects®. An early
1960s image of Millet Caddesi shows that de-
struction of the Byzantine walls was designed
so that, as the modern road passed through
the walls, it would have been flanked on each
side by an adequately restored or partly recon-
structed Byzantine-period square-in-plan tow-
er, in the guise of a city gate (Fig. 7). Although
construction of these avenues also resulted
in the destruction of Ottoman-period monu-
ments, it is apparent that throughout the era
of Menderes, that is, the decade of the 1950s,
the interpretation of the Land Walls was that
of a carefully calculated, conquered heritage.
This was emphasized by the fact that the area
of the Land Walls pierced by Millet Caddesi cor-
responded with the Topkap: Gate, where Otto-
man troops presumably conquered the city in
1453%. The avenues cutting through the Land
Walls soon became distinctive markers of a new
urban hierarchy, a new morphology, the new
republican city of Menderes as displayed par-
ticularly through triumphal parades®. While
Prost’s Master Plan for the Land Walls Archae-
ological Park did not seem to engage directly

in an interpretation of the Byzantine heritage,

34 The impact of the Menderes years on the urban fabric
of Istanbul is discussed in, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 140-179;
the opening of the chapter that Giil devotes to the
Menderes years is marked by a quotation from the
prime minister: »Istanbul’s redevelopment is a story of
a triumphal parade. We will conquer Istanbul one more
time. Not only Istanbul, we will also reconquer Ankara
and all other cities«, Giil loc. cit. (n. 19) 140. For his-
torical background on the Menderes years, Ziircher loc.
cit. (n. 1) 221-240.

35 Miiller-Wiener loc. cit. (n. 30) 294-295, with preceding
studies; M. Philippides — W. K. Hanak, The Siege
and Fall of Constantinople in 1453: Historiography,
Topography and Military Studies (Aldershot 2011); M.
Angold, The Fall of Constantinople to the Ottomans:
Context and Consequences (Harlow — New York 2012);
Gil loc. cit. (n. 19) 153-154.

36 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi V (1994) 462-
463 s. v. Millet Caddesi (Istanbul).

349

yillariyla birlikte surlarin yorumu, fethedilen

kutlu bir zafer haline geldi.

Sultanahmet Arkeoloji Park:

Prost’un tasarladig: ikinci park, Surlar Park:
gibi genis bir yiizeyi kaplamas: tahayyl edilen
Sultanahmet Arkeoloji Parki: idi (Res. 1). Tari-
hi Yarimada’nin bu kismi, Bizans ve Osmanh
sehrinin merkezini kapsar ve bu dénemlere
ait, Ayasofya, Hipodrom Meydani, Sultanah-
met Camii ve Topkap: Saray: gibi hala kentsel
peyzaj1 belirleyen sembolik anitlarin ¢ekirdegi-
ni icerir®.

Prost, 1905 kadar erken bir tarihte Prix de
Rome sahibi olarak Istanbul’a gelerek Ayasofya’-
nin ve Bizans imparatorlarina ait sarayin ¢izim-
leri Gizerine ¢aligtigindan, sehrin bu kismina
ozellikle aginaydi®. Istanbul’daki ¢aligmala-
r1, 1911’de Fransa’da Académie des Beaux-
Arts’in resmi sergisi Salon de Paris’te Médaille
d’honneur ile 6dillendirilmisti®®. Prost,
caligmalarinda 6. yuzyil Konstantinopolis’inin
merkezi ¢ekirdeginin canlandirilmasina, daha
dogrusu idealize edilmesine odaklanan etkili
bir gorsel hikaye sunar. Prost’un ¢izim ve re-
konstriiksiyonlarinda Ayasofya, Hipodrom ve
Imparatorluk Saray1 bélgesi bir baslarina degil,
sik1 dokunmus bir kentsel ortamla diyalog i¢in-
de durur. Ote yandan, Hipodrom’un dogusun-

daki Imparatorluk Sarayi, ¢izimlerde kismen

37 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 289-304, daha énceki referans-
larla birlikte. Bolgenin topografyasi hakkinda, Miiller-
Wiener loc. cit. (n. 30) 51. 64-71. 84-96. 122-125.
225-237.248-249. 329.

38 Bazi cizimler: P. Pinon, Le project de parc archeologi-

que d’Istanbul de Henri Prost et sa tentative de mise en
ceuvre par Albert Gabriel, Anatolia Antiqua 16, 2008,
res. 2. 3; J. Ebersolt — A. Thiers, Les ruines et les sub-
structions du Grand Palais des empereurs byzantins,
CRAI57,1,1913, 31-39.

39 Charles Diehlin J. Zeiller, Spalato. Le Palais de
Dioclétien (Paris 1912) V'in giriginde; daha erken
Beaux-Arts egitimi almig bir mimar tarafindan Hipo-
drom icin gelistirilmis bir éneri, Z. Celik, Bouvard's
Boule Beaux-Arts Planning in Istanbul, The Journal
of the Society of Architecture Historians 43, 4 1984,
341-355.
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Fig. / Res. 8 Byzantium in the 6th century: the Imperial Palace, Hagia Sophia, and vicinities, drawing by Henri Prost, ca. 1905
(From: Pinon 2008, 188 Fig. 2).

6. yiizyilda Byzantium: Imparatorluk Sarayi, Ayasofya ve ¢evresi, Henri Prost’un ¢izimi, yaklasik 1905 (Kaynak: Pinon 2008, 188 Res. 2).

it nonetheless gives the pervading impression
of the Byzantine heritage as a »known« past —
though not necessarily foreign — yet one used
and represented more as a framing device than
as a narrative subject. With the Menderes years
the interpretation of the Land Walls became

one of a celebratory conquered triumph.

The Sultanahmet Archaeological
Park

The second park that Prost designed was the
Sultanahmet Archaeological Park, which, like
the Land Walls Park, was envisioned to cover a
vast surface (Fig. 1). This portion of the historic
peninsula encompasses the center of the
Byzantine and Ottoman city and holds a core
of symbolic monuments from those periods,
monuments that still mark the urban landscape
of the city, including the Hagia Sophia, the

Bogazin agzina dogru inerek deniz surlarinin
temsil ettigi dig mazrufta sona eren genis impa-
ratorluk bahceleriyle cevrili gosterilir. Prost’'un
saray cizimleri, Bizans imparatorluk konutu-
nun fiziksel mirasini Split’teki daha iyi bilinen
ve daha iyi korunmus eski Diocletian Saray ile
yakin baglant: i¢cinde tahayyul ettigini ortaya
koyar (Res. 8). Mekénlar simetrik olarak dii-
zenlenmis, i¢ avlular ve bahgeler, — Split’teki
Diocletian Sarayrnin planinin temsillerinde
aksettirilen — Augusteon’a dogru sarayin giri-
sini gosteren masif koge kuleleriyle tanimla-
nan dig duvarlarla cercevelenmigtir®’. Diocleti-
an Saray1 1764’te Ingiliz mimar Robert Adam
tarafindan tekrar kegfedilmigtir; Adam’in kat

40 g CurCi¢, Architecture in the Balkans: From Diocletian
to Stleyman the Magnificent (New Haven - Londra
2010) 22-37.
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Hippodrome square, the Sultanahmet Camii,
and the Topkap1 Palace, to name but a few®’.
Prost was particularly familiar with this sec-
tion of the city, as he had come to Istanbul as
early as 1905 when, as a recipient of a Prix de
Rome, he produced drawings of the Hagia So-
phia and worked on reconstructions of the im-
perial palace of the Byzantine emperors®. His
work in Istanbul was rewarded in France with
the Médaille d’honneur at the 1911 Salon de
Paris, the official art exhibition of the Acadé-
mie des Beaux-Arts®. In his work, Prost dis-
plays an eloquent visual narrative centered on
the re-enactment, or more precisely idealiza-
tion, of 6th-century Constantinople’s central
core. Through Prost’s drawings and reconstruc-
tions, the Hagia Sophia, the Hippodrome, and
the area of the imperial palace do not stand
in isolation but rather dialogue with a tightly
woven urban setting. By contrast, to the east
of the hippodrome the Imperial Palace area is
shown in his drawings as partly encircled by ex-
pansive imperial gardens that descend towards
the mouth of the Bosphorus terminating at an
external enclosure represented by the seawalls.
Prost’s palace drawings reveal that he imagined
the physical heritage of the Byzantine impe-
rial residence in close connection with the bet-
ter known and better preserved example of the

earlier palace of Diocletian at Split (Fig. 8). The

37 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 289-304, with earlier references.
On the topography of the area, Miiller-Wiener loc. cit.
(n. 30) 51. 64-71. 84-96. 122-125. 225-237. 248-
249. 329.

38 Some of the drawings in, P. Pinon, Le project de parc

archéologique d’Istanbul de Henri Prost et sa tentative
de mise en ceuvre par Albert Gabriel, Anatolia Antiqua
16, 2008, fig. 2. 3; J. Ebersolt — A. Thiers, Les ruines
et les substructions du Grand Palais des empereurs
byzantins, CRAI 57, 1, 1913, 31-39.

39 Charles Diehl in his introduction to, J. Zeiller, Spalato.
Le Palais de Dioclétien (Paris 1912) V; for an earlier
Beaux-Arts trained architect’s proposal for the Hip-
podrome, Z. Celik, Zeynep, Bouvard’s Boulevards:
Beaux-Arts Planning in Istanbul, The Journal of
the Society of Architecture Historians 43, 4 1984,
341-355.
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planlari, cephe ve 6éneri ¢izimleri Fransa’da
Zeiller’in yazdig1 metinleri iceren kitaba ek-
lenmigtir*’. 1912’de yayinlanan bu caligma,
Split’teki sarayin, aralarinda Adam’in ¢aligmala-
rinin da bulundugu ¢izim, cephe ve rekonstriik-
siyonlarinin 6zenli bir koleksiyonuydu. Kitapta
yer alan Charles Diehl'in uzun 6nsézi, ¢aligma-
nin ig birlik¢i yéntemini vurguluyor, Bizans Dé-
nemi binalarinin benzer projelere konu olmas:
gerektigi énerisini yapiyordu. Diehl, Prost'un
Ayasofya tzerine yuruttugi ¢aligmay: da ge-
lecek aragtirmalara model olarak éviiyordu®?.
Prost’un Bizans Konstantinopolis’inin resmet-
tigi bu kisim, Split'ten ve Roma mimarisi bil-
gisinden yararlanan, Beaux-Arts tonlarini ha-
tirlatan biiyik Roma imparatorluk ge¢misinin
anilariyla yankilanan ¢alisma, Istanbul'daki Bi-
zans Sarayr'ni ¢aligan uluslararas: uzmanlar icin
basglica referans kaynaklarindan birini temsil
eder. Prost’un Istanbul'da kalisindan ancak bir-
kag yil sonra, Fransiz arkeolog Jean Ebersolt,
Bizans imparatorluk konutu tizerine olan ¢a-
lismasinda Split’teki Diocletian Sarayr’nin mo-
del olarak islev goérdiigii 6nerisini yapmigtir®®.
Prost’un Istanbul’daki eski calismalari, sehri
ilk ziyaretinden sonraki yillarda Byzantium uz-
manlar: arasinda kendisine belli bir yer kazan-
dirirken, bir kent planlamacis: olarak iint ken-
disini tekrar bu gehre getirmistir. Ancak, tam
da Prost’un caligmalarinda temsil edilen Bizans
mirasi, kendisine ve Nazim Plani’na Turkiye'de-

ki cagdaglar1 ve takipcilerinin elegtirilerinin

41 Robert Adam Biiyitk Turu sirasinda, bélge Venedik
kontroliindeyken Split’i ziyaret etmistir, R. Adam, The
Ruins of the Palace of the Emperor Diocletian at Spal-
atro in Dalmatia (Londra 1764); caligmanin yeni bir ba-
simi icin, M. Navarra (der.), Ruins of the Palace of the
Emperor Diocletian (Cannitello 2001); Zeiller loc. cit.
(n. 39).

42 Diehl loc. cit. (n. 39) V.

43 J. Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le

Livre de Cérémoines (Paris 1910). Ebersolt ve istan-
bul'daki saray i¢in, R. Ousterhout, The Rediscovery
of Constantinople and the Beginnings of Byzantine
Archaeology: A Historiographic Survey, Bahrani — Celik
- Eldem loc. cit. (n. 2) 203-204 i¢inde.
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spaces are arranged symmetrically, with inter-
nal courtyards and gardens all framed by ex-
ternal walls that are defined by massive corner
towers marking the main entrance of the palace
towards the Augusteon — mirrored in represen-
tations of the layout of the palace of Diocletian
at Split®. The latter was rediscovered in 1764
by the English architect Robert Adam, whose
work from floor plans, elevations, and evoca-
tive drawings was added to a study in France
with texts by Zeiller*!. Published in 1912, this
was a painstaking collection of drawings, eleva-
tions, and reconstructions of the palace at Split,
including some of Adam’s earlier work. In it, a
long introduction by Charles Diehl emphasized
the collaborative method of the study, sug-
gesting that buildings of the Byzantine period
should become the object of similar projects.
Diehl also praised work conducted on the Hagia
Sophia by Prost as a model for future research®.
While Prost’s rendition of this section of Byzan-
tine Constantinople resonates with memories
of a grand Roman imperial past, drawn from
Split as well as knowledge of Roman architec-
ture and evoking Beaux-Arts tones, it appears
that his work represented an essential point of
reference for international scholars studying
the subsequent Byzantine palace in Istanbul.
It was only a few years after Prost’s sojourn in
Istanbul that the French archaeologist Jean Eb-
ersolt, in his study of the Byzantine imperial
residence, suggested that Diocletian’s palace at
Split functioned as its model*®. While Prost’s

40 5. Curtie¢, Architecture in the Balkans: From Diocletian
to Silleyman the Magnificent (New Haven — London
2010) 22-37.

41 Robert Adam visited Split during his Grand Tour,
when the area was under Venetian Control, R. Adam,
The Ruins of the Palace of the Emperor Diocletian
at Spalatro in Dalmatia (London 1764); for a recent
edition of the work, M. Navarra (ed.), Ruins of the
Palace of the Emperor Diocletian (Cannitello 2001);
Zeiller loc. cit. (n. 39).

42 Diehl loc. cit. (n. 39) V.

43 J. Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le

Livre de Cérémoines (Paris 1910). For Ebersolt and

hedefi olmus, bu da bagka etkenlerle birlikte
nihayetinde Arkeolojik Parklar gibi araziye 6zgu
kentsel projelerinin ¢cogunun uygulanmasini
baltalamigtir*.

Prost’'un 1937’de dondugu bu sehir, en ki-
cugu, baskent olarak dnceliginin kayb: gibi,
6nemli dénigumlerden ge¢misti. Ayasofya cev-
resindeki kentsel alan ve gehrin cegitli bagka
kesimlerinde ani degisimler olmustu. Felaket
getiren yanginlardan, bunun sonucu olarak
buradaki ve bagka alanlardaki keskin niifus
kaybina kadar Istanbul, ancak yasayan, biyiik
oranda yikintiya dénen ve artik cevresine bagh
olmayan anitlarin gehri haline gelmigti. Mahal-
leler sakinleriyle birlikte yok olmustu. Cokiis
imgesi sehrin biyik kismini ve anitlarini ele
gecirmigken, ilk Koruma Kurulu kamuoyuna
resmen artik simdiye ait gériinmeyen ge¢mis
sehrin, ya da eski Osmanli bagkentinin kiiltiirel
miras1 hakkinda umutsuz endigelerini dile geti-
riyordu®. Istanbul’'un kentsel mekan1 sahipsiz
bir alan olarak algilaniyor, ulusal-kiltiirel kim-
ligin artik sehirle baglantisini kurma 6zlemi du-
yulmuyordu. Prost, ge¢mis mirasin yorumunun
kamuoyu kaygilarinda 6ne ckmadig: bir gehre
dénmiistii (Res. 9).

Bu genel bozulma ve nifus kayb: kogul-
larinda ve sehrin anitsal mirasinin bakimi
icin finansal kaynaklarin yoklugunda kayit-
lar, tamirlerin 1925’te Ayasofya’nin kubbe-
siyle, ardindan Sultanahmet Camii'nin resto-
rasyonuyla sinirli oldugunu gésterir®®. Ancak
1930’lardan itibaren gehrin anitsal mirasi ile
ilgili resmi bildirilerde Bizans ile »Tiirk« mira-
st arasinda bir ayrimin hakim oldugu gorilir.
Bu ayrim, belli bir dénemin, »Tark« déneminin
mirasinin sehrin daha kararlilikla ve gayretle
korunmas: gereken sahici mirasi olarak tarih-

sel 6nemine gittik¢e daha giiclit vurgu yapan

44 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292.
45 Altmyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 287-292.

46 Bu tamir ve restorasyonlarin ayrintili degerlendirmesi
i¢in, Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 288.
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Fig. / Res. 9 Aerial view of the area between the Sultanahmet Camii and the Sea of Marmara showing destruction caused
by the 1912-1913 fires, ca. 1930 (From: Pinon 2008, 195 Fig. 7)

Sultanahmet Camii ile Marmara Denizi arasindaki alamn havadan goriiniisii, 1912-1913 yanginlarimn yol agtigi tahribati gosteriyor,
yaklasik 1930 (Kaynak: Pinon 2008, 195 Res. 7)

earlier work in Istanbul earned him a certain
standing among scholars of Byzantium in the
years after his first visit, it was his reputation
as an urban planner that brought him back to
the city. However, it is the very Byzantine lega-
cy represented in Prost’s works that would earn
him and his Master Plan criticism among his
contemporaries and followers in Turkey, and
that would, along with other factors, ultimately
undermine implementation of most of his site-
specific urban projects, such as the Archaeologi-
cal Parks*.

The city Prost returned to in 1937 had un-
dergone substantial transformations, the least
of which was the loss of its primacy as a capital.
The urban space around the Hagia Sophia and

various other sections of the city had undergone

the palace at Istanbul, R. Ousterhout, The Rediscovery
of Constantinople and the Beginnings of Byzantine
Archaeology: A Historiographic Survey, in: Bahrani —
Celik - Eldem loc. cit. (n. 2) 203-204.

44 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 292.

bir retorik séylemle ortaya ¢ikiyordu®’. Yine de
Byzantium’un mirasi, aralarinda Osmanl Dé-
nemi’'ndeki uzun émiirleri ile yenilenmis bir
kentsel kimlige katkida bulunan Surlar ve Aya-
sofya gibi anitlar yoluyla sehirde canl bir sekil-
de bulunuyordu. Bizzat bu anitlar, Osmanli’'nin
sahip olmasi, daha dogrusu fethi is1g1nda artik
»Tiirk« mirasinin bir 6gesi olarak gériiliyordu.

Osmanli mirasi, Konstantinopolis’in, dikkatle

47 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 291-292; »Turk« dénemin
birincil belgelerinde tekrar eden, sehrin Bizans son-
ras1 anitlarina atfeden bir terimdir; burada Osmanh
Dénemi mirasina atifta bulundugu i¢in tirnak igin-
de kullanilmigtir. Bu kullanim biiyiik oranda Tiirki-
ye Cumhuriyeti’'nin kéklerini Anadolu kiiltiirlerinde
bulmaya yénelik ¢calisan Tirk Tarih Arastirmalar
Dernegi'nin tanimladig: ilkelere dayanir. Bunun arke-
olojiye etkisi i¢in, T. Tanyeri Erdemir, Archaeology as
a Source of National Pride in the Early Years of the
Republic, JFieldA 31, 2006, 381-393; C. Atakuman,
Cradle or Crucible: Anatolia and Archaeology in the
Early Years of the Turkish Republic (1923-1938), Jour-
nal of Social Archaeology 8, 2, 2008, 214-135. Tarihle
miras arasindaki iligkinin ve bunun él¢isizlugunin
modern bir okumasi i¢in, D. Lowenthal, The Heritage
Crusade and the Spoils of History (Cambridge 1998).
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abrupt alterations. From the devastating fires
to the consequent sharp depopulation of this
and other areas, Istanbul had become a city of
barely living monuments, largely in decay and
no longer bound to neighborhoods. The latter
had vanished together with their inhabitants.
A pervasive image of ruinous decadence took
over entire sections of the city and monuments,
with members of the first Preservation Council
publicly and officially voicing hopeless concern
about the cultural heritage of the past city, or
former Ottoman capital, that no longer seemed
to belong to the present®. The urban space of
Istanbul was perceived as an unclaimed terri-
tory, with a national-cultural identity no longer
aspiring to establish links with the city. Prost
returned to a city in which interpretation of its
past heritage was not at the forefront of public
concern (Fig. 9).

Within this general condition of decay and
depopulation, as well as a lack of financial re-
sources to maintain the city’s monumental her-
itage, records indicate that repairs were limited
to the Hagia Sophia’s dome in 1925, followed
by restoration of the Sultanahmet Camii*.
From the 1930s onwards, however, a distinc-
tion between the Byzantine and »Turkish« heri-
tage seemed to prevail in official declarations
about the monumental legacy of the city. This
distinction was manifested through a rhetori-
cal discourse that progressively placed stronger
emphasis on the historical value of the heritage
of a specific period, the »Turkish« one, as the
authentic legacy of the city, whose conservation
had to be fostered with stronger determination

and vigor®’. Yet, the heritage of Byzantium was

45 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 287-292.

46 These repairs and restorations are discussed in detail
in, Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 288.

47 Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 291-292; Turkish is the recur-
ring term in primary documents of the period, making
reference to the city’s post-Byzantine monuments, and
is here used in quotation marks as it refers to Otto-
man-period heritage. This usage is based largely on the
principles defined by the Turkish Historical Research

Alessandra Ricci

Fig. / Res. 10 Detail of northern tympanum at the Hagia Sophia,
removal of plaster of lunette mosaics, 1939
(From: T. Whittemore collection; Courtesy of Image Collections
and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C.)

Ayasofya'da kuzey tympanum detay:, hilal sekilli mozaiklerinin
astarimn gikarilmasi, 1939 (Kaynak: T. Whittemore collection;
Image Collections and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University,
Washington, D.C. izniyle)

muzakere edilerek erken Osmanl gehrinin kim-
ligini tanimlayan tekrar yapilanmasindan ¢ok,
Byzantium'un fethi ¢abalarina dayanan siyasal
degerlerin ifadesi yoluyla dénemin miras: iisti-
ne séylemlerde belirlenmistir*®.

Prost’un Istanbul’a gelmesinden ve Sultan-
ahmet Arkeoloji Park: caligmalarindan énce
iki olay gerceklesmisti; bunlarin ilki, Turk
yetkililerinin Thomas Whittemore ve Bizans
Enstitisi'ne 1931-1932’de Ayasofya’daki mo-
zaiklerin ilk temizlik ve restorasyonu ¢aligma-

larini yuritmeye izin vermesiydi (Res. 10)*.

48 Erken Osmanli istanbul'u hakkinda, ¢. Kafescioglu,
Constantinopolis/Istanbul: Cultural Encounter, Impe-
rial Vision, and the Construction of the Ottoman Capi-
tal (University Park 2009).

49 R. Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 1850-1950. Holy Wisdom
Modern Monument (Chicago 2004) 177; Bizans Ensti-
tiisti icin, Nelson loc. cit. 173-175; Bizans Enstitiisii ve
Aya Sofya icin, N. Teteriatnikov, Mosaics of Hagia So-
phia, Istanbul: The Fossati Restorations and the Work
of the Byzantine Institute (Washington, D.C. 1998).
Whittemore’un Istanbul'daki diger projeleri hakkinda,
H. A. Klein - R. G. Ousterhout (der.), Restoring Byzan-
tium: The Kariye Camii in Istanbul and the Byzantine
Institute Restoration (New York 2004); H. A. Klein,
Tarifi Zor Bay Whittemore: Erken Dénem, 1871-1916
— The Elusive Mr. Whittemore. The Early Years, 1871-
1916, H. A. Klein — R. G. Ousterhout - B. Pitarakis
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vividly present in the city through monuments,
including the Land Walls and the Hagia Sophia,
whose long life in Ottoman times contributed
to a renewed urban identity. These very monu-
ments are now regarded as an element of the
»Turkish« heritage in light of their Ottoman re-
appropriation, or more appropriately conquest.
The Ottoman legacy is rendered in discourses
on heritage of the time through the expression
of political values that rest more on the struggle
for the conquest of Byzantium than on that
carefully negotiated remaking of Constantino-
ple that defined the identity of the early Otto-
man city®.

Prost’s arrival in Istanbul and work on the
Sultanahmet Archaeological Park was preceded
by two relevant events, the first being the con-
cession from Turkish authorities in 1931-1932
to undertake the first cleaning and restoration
campaign of the mosaics in the Hagia Sophia, by
Thomas Whittemore and the Byzantine Insti-
tute (Fig. 10)*. Whittemore skillfully managed

Society, which worked towards finding the roots of the
Turkish Republic in Anatolian cultures. For the impact
of this in archaeology, T. Tanyeri Erdemir, Archaeol-
ogy as a Source of National Pride in the Early Years of
the Republic, JFieldA 31, 2006, 381-393; C. Ataku-
man, Cradle or Crucible: Anatolia and Archaeology in
the Early Years of the Turkish Republic (1923-1938),
Journal of Social Archaeology 8, 2, 2008, 214-135. For
a modern reading of the relationship between history
and heritage as well as its range of excesses, D. Lowen-
thal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History
(Cambridge 1998).

48 On early Ottoman Istanbul, C. Kafescioglu, Constanti-
nopolis/Istanbul: Cultural Encounter, Imperial Vision,
and the Construction of the Ottoman Capital (Univer-
sity Park 2009).

49 R. Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 1850-1950. Holy Wisdom
Modern Monument (Chicago 2004) 177; for the Byz-
antine Institute, Nelson loc. cit. 173-175; for the
Byzantine Institute and Hagia Sophia, N. Teteriat-
nikov, Mosaics of Hagia Sophia, Istanbul: The Fossati
Restorations and the Work of the Byzantine Institute
(Washington, D.C. 1998). On Whittemore and his
projects in Istanbul, H. A. Klein - R. G. Ousterhout
(eds.), Restoring Byzantium: The Kariye Camii
in Istanbul and the Byzantine Institute Restora-
tion (New York 2004); H. A. Klein, Tarifi Zor Bay
Whittemore. Erken Dénem, 1871-1916 — The Elusive
Mr. Whittemore: The Early Years, 1871-1916, in: H. A.
Klein - R. G. Ousterhout - B. Pitarakis (eds.), The
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Whittemore, anitin gorsel goruntisini kesin
bicimde déniistiirecek bir projenin baglang:-
cina gotiren, geng Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti ile
baglantilarla finansal kaynaklardan bir destek
agini basariyla olusturdu. Bundan birkag yil
sonra, 1 Subat 1935’te Ayasofya, mozaiklarin
birkag: teghire agikken ve konservasyonu hala
devam ederken bir milli miize olarak acildi®°.
Whittemore ve Bizans Enstitiisi'nin mozaik-
ler ustindeki ¢caligmalar: gelecek yillarda de-
vam edecekti; anitin gecmis yanginlarin felaket
durumda biraktig1 dig alanlarinin tekrar iskan
edilmektense, artik anitin ziyaretcilerini agirla-
yan »yagayan alanlar« haline gelmesi daha muh-
temeldi®®.

fkinci olay, yeni bir dizi dontisimden gecen
Topkap1 Sarayr’yla ilgiliydi. Aya Irini'nin eski
bazilikasi, Ge¢ Osmanli Dénemi’'nde, apsisine
konulan ve II. Mehmet’in oldugu 6ne siirtilen
kilicin odaginda bulundugu askeri silah kolek-
siyonun da sergilendigi imparatorluga ait eski
eserlerin yuvasi olarak hizmet etmigti. 19. yiiz-
yilin sonunda biriken, kazisi yapilan eski eser-
ler, o zaman Cinili Kogk’te bulunan Imparator-

luk Miizesi'nde sergileniyordu®?. Nihayetinde

(der.), The Kariye Camii Reconsidered (Istanbul 2011)
451-480 icinde.

50 Nelson loc. cit. (n. 49) 175-181.

51 Bildigim kadariyla Whittemore ve Bizans Enstitiisi

Ayasofya civarindaki alanda arkeolojik etkinlikler tst-
lenmeyi diiginmediler. Ancak 1940’larin ortalarinda
Whittemore ve digerleri »iilkedeki Alman ilgisinin ta-
mamen ya da kismen kaybolmasinin yol acacag: boslu-
gu doldurmak ve Tirkiye’deki mikemmel kiitiiphane-
si olan Enstitiilerini alma ihtimalini diisiinmek i¢in«
fstanbul’da American School of Archaeology’nin ku-
rulmas: tstiine digtinmeye bagladilar, Whittemoreun
Bizans Enstitisii sekreteri Seth Giano’ya bir mektu-
bundan, 1945, Whittemore ile Giano’nun yazigmalari,
1945-1948, (MS.BZ.004-01-01-022), The Byzantine
Institute and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records
and Papers, ca. 1920s-2000s, Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Lib-
rary and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University,
Washington, D.C’nin izniyle. Fieldwork Archives’da-
ki aragtirmam sirasindaki degerli yardimlar icin Fani
Gargova'ya miitesekkirim.

52 W, M. K. Shaw, Possessors and Possessed: Museums,

Archaeology, and the Visualizations of History in the
Late Ottoman Empire (Berkeley — Los Angeles 2003)
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to weave together a network of support, con-
tacts within the young Turkish Republic, and fi-
nancial resources that led to the beginning of a
project that would have decisively transformed
the visual appearance of the monument. A few
years later, on February 1, 1935, the Hagia So-
phia opened as a national museum with few
of the mosaics exposed and its conservation
still ongoing®. While work on the mosaics by
Whittemore and the Byzantine Institute was to
have continued in the years to come, exterior
areas of the monument that had been left in
ruinous condition by the earlier fires were now
more likely to become »living areas« catering to
visitors to the monument, rather than being re-
populated®'.

The second event concerns the Topkap: Pal-
ace, which had undergone a number of recent
metamorphoses. Within it, the former basilica
of the Hagia Irene, located in the first court-
yard, had served in the late-Ottoman times as a
container of imperial antiquities, with pervasive
displays of military collections of weapons cen-
tered on the alleged sword of Mehmet the Sec-
ond, placed in the apse of the former Byzantine
church. Excavated antiquities amassed at the

end of the 19th century were now displayed in

Kariye Camii Reconsidered (Istanbul 2011) 451-480.

50 Nelson loc. cit. (n. 49) 175-181.

51 To my knowledge, Whittemore and the Byzantine In-

stitute did not consider undertaking archaeological
activities in the areas around Hagia Sophia. It was not
until the mid-1940s that Whittemore and others be-
gan reflecting on the establishment of the American
School of Archaeology in Istanbul, »to fill the vacancy
which will be caused by the total or partial disappear-
ance of the German interests in the country and to
consider the possibility of acquiring their Institute in
Turkey with its excellent libraryc, a letter from Whit-
temore to Seth Giano, secretary of the Byzantine Insti-
tute, 1945, correspondence between Whittemore and
Giano, 1945-1948 (MS.BZ.004-01-01-022), The Byz-
antine Institute and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Re-
cords and Papers, ca. 1920s-2000s, Courtesy of Image
Collections and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection, Trustees for Harvard
University, Washington, D.C. I am grateful to Fani Gar-
gova for her invaluable help during my research at the
Fieldwork Archives.
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Fig. / Res. 11 The Gate of Salutation, or Bab-iis Selam, at the
Topkap: Palace soon after its opening as a museum, 1936 (From:
N. V. Artamonoff; Courtesy of Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection,
Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C.)

Topkapt Sarayi'nda Bab-iis Selam, sarayin miize olarak agilmasindan
hemen sonra, 1936 (Kaynak: N. V. Artamonoff; Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection,

Trustees for Harvard University, Washington, D.C. izniyle)

1927°de butin saray mizeye ¢evrildi, bu nok-
tada resmen kapilarini acarak harap ve sarayin
ciplak bir kompleks haline gelmig birka¢ kismi
kamuya gosterildi (Res. 11). Topkap: Sarayr'nin
restorasyonu resmi a¢ilisgindan sonra onyillarca
devam edecek olsa da, tarihi yarimadanin kap-
sadig1 buyiik kismi, birkag yiizyillik kisith eri-
simin ardindan kamusal bir alan olarak tekrar
tanimlands. Yillar gectikce, Topkap: Sarayr’nin
imgesi, giderek sehrin buiytik Osmanli gegmisini
daha giincel kiltir politikalariyla uzlagtirmay:
hedefleyen bir miras hikayesinin yeniligini ice-

recek bicimde iglendi®®.

31-53.149-160; W. M. K Shaw, Museums and Narra-
tives of Display from the Late Ottoman Empire to the
Turkish Republic, Muqgarnas 24, 2007, 253-280.

53 D. Goktiirk — L. Sosyal — I. Tiireli, Re-Orienting Istan-
bul: Cultural Capital of Europe? (Londra — New York
2010). For the Topkap: Palace, G. Necipoglu, Architec-
ture Ceremonial and Power: The Topkap: Palace in the
Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, MA -
London 1991).
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the Imperial Museum, then located in the Cinili
Kogk*. Ultimately, the whole palace was turned
into a museum in 1927, at which point it offi-
cially opened its doors to reveal to the public a
very few sections of what had become a dilapi-
dated and bare complex (Fig. 11). Although res-
toration of the Topkap: Palace was to continue
for several decades following its formal opening,
the vast section of the historic peninsula’s tip it
covered was, after several centuries of restricted
accessibility, redefined as a public space. With
the passing of decades, the image of the Topkap:
Palace would have been crafted to progressive-
ly include the novelty of a heritage narrative
aimed at reconciling the city’s grand Ottoman
past with more current cultural politics®.

Vast spaces void of constructions did, how-
ever, mark other sections of Prost’s envisioned
Archaeological Park. They came into being fol-
lowing the fires of 1912-1913 and 1933, which
displaced most if not all the neighborhood’s in-
habitants and, in a paradox apparently typical
of archaeology, provided a unique opportunity
for systematic investigations, particularly of
the Byzantine remains. Prost’s boundaries of
archaeological investigations in the Sultanah-
met area rested largely on spaces left empty by
the fires and, according to Pinon, were clearly
drawn in his 1937 Master Plan (Fig. 1)*. Prost’s
urbanistic approach relied on the principle of
»no-construction« above the areas burned by
the 1933 fire, including plots of land allegedly
within the extension of the Byzantine Imperial

52 W. M. K. Shaw, Possessors and Possessed: Museums,
Archaeology, and the Visualizations of History in the
Late Ottoman Empire (Berkeley — Los Angeles 2003)
31-53. 149-160; W. M. K Shaw, Museums and Narra-
tives of Display from the Late Ottoman Empire to the
Turkish Republic, Muqarnas 24, 2007, 253-280.

53 D. Goktiirk — L. Sosyal - I. Tiireli, Re-Orienting Istan-
bul: Cultural Capital of Europe? (London - New York
2010). For the Topkapi Palace, G. Necipoglu, Architec-
ture Ceremonial and Power: The Topkap: Palace in the
Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, MA -
London 1991).

54 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 289-293; Altinyildiz loc. cit.
(n. 2) 284.
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Ote yandan, yapilasmamis genis alanlar
Prost’un tahayyiil ettigi Arkeoloji Parki’nin bas-
ka kisimlarini belirledi. Bu alanlar mahalle sa-
kinlerinin hepsini degilse de ¢ogunu yerinden
eden ve arkeolojide tipik olan bir paradoksla
ozellikle Bizans kalintilarinin sistematik ince-
lemelerine benzersiz bir firsat saglayan 1912-
1913 ve 1933 yanginlarinin ardindan ortaya
ciktilar. Prost’'un Sultanahmet bolgesindeki ar-
keolojik incelemelerinin sinirlar: biytik oranda
yanginlarin bogalttig1 alanlardaydi ve Pinon’a
gore 1937 Nazim Plani’'nda net bir gekilde ¢i-
zilmigti®®. Prost’un gehirci yaklagimi, 1935’te
Walker Trust'in baglattig: arkeolojik inceleme-
leri devam ettirmek amaciyla 1933 yangininin
yaktigi, Bizans Imparatorluk Sarayr'nin uzandi-
g1 6ne surilen arsalarin dahil oldugu alanlarda
syapilasmamac ilkesine dayaniyordu®. Bunlarin
yaninda, biri Aya Sofya'nin varsayilan atriumu,
digeri SS Sergius ve Bacchus (Kigitk Ayasofya
Camii)'nin kuzeydogusundaki »arkeolojik aras-
tirmacilarin kazilarina ayrilan iki bolge, plan-
lanan kazilarin biytuk kismini olugturuyordu®.

Walker Trust merkezli Ingiliz-Isko¢ gru-
bu »Quest«, Biyiik Saray alaninda arkeolojik
kazilar i¢in firsat aradi. 1935’te Prost’un Tari-
hi Yarimada’nin Nazim Plani iistiine ¢caligma-
ya baglamasindan iki yil énce Quest, Bizans
Imparatorluk Sarayi alani icinde yanginlarin
ardindan iskan edilmeden yikintilar icinde kal-
misg, o sirada yer astiindeki kalintilarin ve yer
altindaki yapilarin haritalanmasina baglamisg

olan arkeolojik aragtirmalara konu olan bir

54 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 289-293; Altinyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2)
284.

55 1912-1913’ten sonra Bizans Dénemi yapilari bu alan-
da daha goruniir hale geldi; Ebersolt ve Thiers’in anit-
sal kule yapisindaki ilk caligmalari, Ebersolt — Thiers
loc. cit. (n. 38) 31-39, ardindan Bizans Dénemi sara-
yinin yeralt: yapilarinin arkeolojik incelemeleri geldi,
T. Wiegand, Archéologische Gesellschaft zu Berlin,
Juni-Sitzung 1914, Sitzung vom 9. Juni 1914, JdI 29,
1914, 101-106 icinde; K. Wultzinger, Byzantinische
Substruktionsbauten Konstantinopels, JdI 28, 1913,
383-390.

56 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 296-297.
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Palace, with the aim to expropriate and continue
the archaeological investigation begun by the
Walker Trust in 1935°°. Alongside, »two zones
reserved for the excavations of archaeological
researchers, one in the presumed atrium of the
Hagia Sophia and the second to the northeast of
SS Sergius and Bacchus (Kiigiik Ayasofya Camii),
formed the bulk of projected excavations®.

The opportunity for archaeological exca-
vation in the Great Palace area was sought by
the »Questg, the Anglo-Scottish group centered
around the Walker Trust. In 1935, two years
before Prost began working on the Master Plan
for the historic peninsula, the Quest succeeded
in obtaining an excavation concession for an
area within the Byzantine Imperial Palace area
that had been left uninhabited and in ruins fol-
lowing the recent fires, and by then an object of
archaeological surveys that had begun mapping
remains above the ground as well as substruc-
tures®’. However, the team’s primary objective
at this time was to gather resources and exper-
tise in anticipation of unraveling Emperor Jus-
tinian’s manuscripts library, allegedly preserved
in subterranean passages near the House of

Justinian®®. James Houston Baxter, professor

55 After the 1912-1913 Byzantine-period structures
emerged more visibly in this area, with initial work
carried out by Ebersolt and Thiers on a monumen-
tal tower structure, Ebersolt — Thiers loc. cit. (n. 38)
31-39; followed by further archaeological investiga-
tions on the substructures of the Byzantine-period
palace, T. Wiegand in: Archiologische Gesellschaft zu
Berlin, Juni-Sitzung 1914, Sitzung vom 9. Juni 1914,
JdI 29, 1914, 101-106; K. Wultzinger, Byzantinische
Substruktionsbauten Konstantinopels, JdI 28, 1913,
383-390.

56 Pinon loc. cit. (n. 9) 296-297.

57 A year earlier, results of the most comprehensive sur-

vey of the Palace area were published, E. Mamboury
- T. Wiegand, Die Kaiserpaldste von Konstantinopel
(Berlin 1934).

58 For a detailed discussion of the »Quest«, M. Whitby,
The Great Palace Dig: The Scottish Perspective, in:
R. Cormack - E. Jeffreys (eds.), Through the Look-
ing Glass: Byzantium through British Eyes: Papers
from the Twenty-Ninth Spring Symposium of Byzan-
tine Studies, London, March 1995 (Aldershot 2000)
44-56. Papers of Sir David Russel, in: Special Col-

alanda kazi izni almay1 bagardi®’. Ancak bu
sirada ekibin ana amaci, imparator Justinyen'in
Evi yakinindaki yeralt: gecitlerinde korundugu
one siirtlen el yazmasi kitiiphanesini ortaya ¢1-
karma beklentisiyle kaynak toplamak ve dene-
yim elde etmekti®®. St Andrews Universitesinde
din tarihi profeséri olan James Houston Bax-
ter, David Russell'in hayirsever destegiyle ve
Walker Trust himayesinde, Sultanahmet Camii
yakininda buytk oranda in situ Bizans Dénemi
taban mozaikleri kalintilarinin ortaya ¢ikaril-
dig1 yerde kazilara bagladi. Jiistinyen’in yeralt1
gecitlerindeki el yazmasi hazinesi efsane olarak
ve arkeolojik saflik ruhu icinde kalsa da, 1951
ve 1955 arasinda Russell'in destegiyle Walker
Trust Imparatorluk Sarayr'nin peristilinin ka-
lintilarini ortaya ¢ikarmaya ve mozaiklerinin
konservasyonuna devam etti*®. Bu énemli kegif
Trust'in kaygilarini Juastinyen el yazmalarin-
dan, kazilar sirasinda bulunan mozaiklerin kon-
servasyon c¢aligmalarini yogunlagtirmaya kay-
dirdi. Ancak, kazilar ilerledik¢e sehrin bu kismi
giderek konutlarla tekrar iskan ediliyor, kazila-
rin umulan bicimde genisletilmesine kaginilmaz
sinirlamalar getiriyor ve arkeologlarin ¢aligma-
larinmi garantilemek icin gereken arsa istimlak-
larinda zorluklara yol aciyordu. Turk yetkililer-
den finansal destek yoklugu, Walker Trust’'in
kaynaklarinin ¢ekilmesi de Davies’in 6zlem-

lerinin éntundeki engeller olarak goériilebilir®.

57 Bir yil 6nce, Saray alaninin en kapsamli arastirmasinin
sonuglar: yayinlanmigti, E. Mamboury - T. Wiegand,
Die Kaiserpalaste von Konstantinopel (Berlin 1934).

58 ,Quest«’in ayrintil bir degerlendirmesi icin, M.
Whitby, The Great Palace Dig: The Scottish Perspec-
tive, R. Cormack - E. Jeffreys (der.), Through the
Looking Glass: Byzantium through British Eyes: Papers
from the Twenty-Ninth Spring Symposium of Byzan-
tine Studies, London, March 1995 (Aldershot 2000)
44-56 icinde. Papers of Sir David Russel, in: Special
Collections, ms 38156 (1916-1959), University of St
Andrews.

59 Caligmalar David Talbot Rice’in yénetimindeydi ve

Whitby’nin isaret ettigi gibi, Whitby loc. cit. (n. 58) 551
iceriyordu.

60 Russell'a yazdigi 27 Mart 1945 tarihli bir mektubunda
Davies mozaiklerin restorasyonu i¢in dugik biitceli bir
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of ecclesiastical history at the University of St
Andrews, with the philanthropic support of
Sir David Russell and the expertise of Davies
and under the auspices of the Walker Trust,
began excavating not too far from the Sulta-
nahmet Camii, where the remains of largely in
situ Byzantine-period floor mosaics were dis-
covered. Justinian’s manuscript treasures in an
underground passageway would have remained
within the confines of legend and a spirit of
archaeological naiveté, but between 1951 and
1955 the Walker Trust, with the support of
Russell, continued unraveling remains of one
of the Imperial Palace’s peristyles and conserv-
ing its mosaics®. This important discovery led
the Trust to shift its concerns from Justinianic
manuscripts to intensifying efforts to conserve
the mosaics discovered during the excavation
campaigns. However, as the excavation pro-
gressed, this section of the city was being pro-
gressively reoccupied by housing, with inevi-
table limitations on the hoped-for extension of
the excavations and with consequent difficul-
ties in the expropriation of plots of land needed
to guarantee the archaeologists’ work. A lack of
financial support from the Turkish authorities,
together with a perceptible drain of resources
at the Walker Trust, may be seen as further

impediments to Davies’ aspirations®. By the

lections, ms 38156 (1916-1959), University of St
Andrews.

59 The campaigns were under the direction of David Tal-

bot Rice and, as pointed out by Whitby, included work
at the House of Justinian with Russell, who continued
to be the main supporter of the project, Whitby loc. cit.
(n. 58) 55. For a summary of excavations by the Walker
Trust at the Great Palace, J. Bardill, The Great Palace of
the Byzantine Emperors and the Walker Trust Excava-
tions, JRA 12, 1999, 216-230.

60 In aletter to Russell dated March 27, 1945, Davies ex-
presses difficulties to prepare a low-budget estimate
for preliminary restoration of the mosaics and contin-
ues with considerations on the Turkish government
and its tendency to »spend money on Islamic monu-
ments and to let the Byzantine remains go to ruing,
Correspondence to British Council, March-July 1945
(MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute and
Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers, ca.
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1940’larin ortalarina gelindiginde, kazilan ala-
nin genel gérinimi ve bulunan mozaiklerin
kaderi hakkindaki kaygilar arkeolojide ve bolge-
de Ingiliz prestijinin potansiyel kaybina bagla-
niyordu®’. Russell, Steven Runciman ve Davies
kazi alanini genigletme firsatina hala iyimser-
likle bakarken 1945’teki yazigsmalari, Tirk yet-
kililerin 1953’te Cumhuriyet’in Kurulusu'nun
yil déniimi vesilesiyle Belediye’ye ait, Ayasof-
ya'dan, Sultanahmet Camii ve denize uzanan,
»onaylanan hafirlere izin verecek« bir »Eski
Eserler Bolgesi« hazirladiklarini gosterir®?.
1945’ gelindiginde Istanbul'dan yazan Davies,
»Eski Eserler Bolgesi«’nin yaratilmasi hakkin-
da kaygilarini ifade etmeye bagliyordu, ¢cinki
— Istanbul'da oturan Davies’in gayet farkinda
oldugu gibi — Tiirk yetkililer son on yilda ¢ok sa-
yida kiginin saray alaninda yerlegerek ev yapma-

larina izin verildigini yazili olarak tasdiklemisti.

tahmin hazirlamanin zorluklarim ifade ediyor ve Turk
hitkiimeti ile »Islami anitlara para harcama ve Bizans
kalintilarini harabeye dénmeye birakmaya« egilimi hak-
kinda dustincelerle devam ediyordu, Correspondence
to British Council, March-July 1945 (MS.BZ.004-01-
01-021), The Byzantine Institute and Dumbarton Oaks
Fieldwork Records and Papers, ca. 1920s-2000s, Image
Collections and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection, Trustees for Harvard
University, Washington, D.C. izniyle.

61 Runciman’in Russell'a 27 Mart 1945 tarihli mektubu:
»Ancak bakim konusu acil. Alanin simdiki durumu ye-
tersiz ve Ingiliz arkeolojisinin prestijine olumsuz yan-
siyor«, Correspondence to British Council, March-July
1945 (MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute
and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers,
ca. 1920s-2000s, Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Col-
lection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington,
D.C. izniyle. Bu, A.M. Schneider'in Hipodrom meyda-
ninda yirattagi, 1942’de Hagia Euphemia kilisesinin
kalintilarini ortaya ¢ikarmaya baglayan kazilarin di-
zenliligiyle tezat olusturur, A. M. Scheneider, Grabung
im Berich des Euphemia-Martyrions zu Konstantino-
pel, AA 1943, 255-289.

62 Runciman’in Russell’a 27 Mart 1945 tarihli mektubu:
Correspondence to British Council, March-July 1945
(MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute
and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers,
ca. 1920s-2000s, Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Col-
lection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washington,
D.C. izniyle.



360 Alessandra Ricci

mid-1940s concerns about the general appear-
ance of the excavated area and the fate of the
discovered mosaics were linked to a potential
loss of British prestige in archaeology and in
the region®. While Russell, Steven Runciman,
and Davies still looked favorably at the oppor-
tunity to extend the excavation area, their cor-
respondence in 1945 indicates that Turkish au-
thorities were preparing, on the occasion of the
1953 Jubilee of the Turkish Republic, an »An-
tiquities Zone« to be owned by the Municipality
itself, extending from Hagia Sophia, Sultanah-
met Camii, and the sea and that would »grant
concessions to approved excavators«®?. By June
1945, writing from Istanbul, Davies began ex-
pressing concerns about the creation of the
»Antiquities Zoneg, since Turkish authorities
had confirmed in writing that over the past ten
years a large number of people had been allowed
to settle and build homes above the palace area
— as Davies, a resident of Istanbul, was well
aware. Davies understood, and represented to

his colleagues, the communication by Turkish

1920s-2000s, Courtesy of Image Collections and Field-
work Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washing-
ton, D.C.

61 Letter from Runciman to Russell, dated March 27,
1945: »The question of maintenance is however urgent.
The present condition of the site is unsatisfactory and
reflects badly on the prestige of British archaeology,
Correspondence to British Council, March-July 1945
(MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute and
Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers, ca.
1920s-2000s, Courtesy of Image Collections and Field-
work Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washing-
ton, D.C. This contrasts with the orderliness of the
German excavations conducted by A. M. Schneider
across the Hippodrome square, which in 1942 began
revealing the remains of the Hagia Euphemia church,
A. M. Scheneider, Grabung im Berich des Euphemia-
Martyrions zu Konstantinopel, AA 1943, 255-289.

62 Letter by Runciman to Russell, March 27, 1945: Cor-
respondence to British Council, March-July 1945
(MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute
and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers,
ca. 1920s-2000s, Courtesy of Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Li-
brary and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University,
Washington, D.C.

Davies, Tiirk yetkililerle iletisimini alanda bir
koruma bolgesi uygulamasi giivencesinin yok-
lugu olarak anlamigs ve meslektaglarina iletmis-
ti; Davies ayni zamanda, sehrin arkeolojik mira-
sinin Ustindeki yeni yerlesimlerin gercekligi ve
sonunda yasalligini da resmen kabul ediyordu®.
Sonunda Davies’in kaygilar teyit edildi.

Bu arada, 1930’lu yillardaki yangindan
sonraki senelerde Sultanahmet bélgesinde-
ki yerlesimler eski tarihi Istanbul mahallesi-
nin 6zgunliginin tekrar tretilmesine katk:
saglamadi. Tersine, go¢men mahallelerinin,
sphendone ya da hipodromun kavisli giiney ucu
etrafinda yayilan egreti ahsap binalarin yani
sira inorganik kentsel buytimenin éntuna ag-
tilar - tim bunlar Istanbul’'un deneyimledigi
derin kentsel krizin somut bir yankisini temsil
ediyordu (Res. 12)%4. Sonraki onyillarda bizzat
bu yerlesimler, tarihi ve mimari degerlerinin
olmamasindan dolay: yikim ve uyumsuz yeni-
den yapim ve restorasyon yoluyla yeni bir ma-
halle bi¢imine, Sultanahmet’in turistik bolge-
sine yonelik amansiz bir soylulagtirmaya konu
oldu®. 1950’lerin baslarina gelindiginde, Sul-
tanahmet’teki Arkeoloji Parki’'nin uygulamas:
tamamen artik yeni kentsel gerceklikler miiza-
kere eden Istanbul’daki yerel yetkililere teslim
edilmisti. Ayn1 zamanda bélge, baglica ilgileri
Bizans mirasinin temsilinden ¢ok, kesfi ve or-

taya ¢itkarilmasi olan bir grup uluslararas: bilim

63 Davies’in Bizans Enstitiisi’ne mektubu, Haziran
1945. Dumberton Oaks’taki arsivler Turk yetkilile-
rin Davies’e yazdig1 mektubu icermese de, Davies’in
Haziran 1945’te British Institute’a yazdig: uzun mek-
tup Turk yetkililerin resmi mektubunun icerigine acik
atiflarda bulunur, Correspondence to British Council,
March-July 1945 (MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzan-
tine Institute and Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records
and Papers, ca. 1920s-2000s, Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library
and Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Wash-
ington, D.C. izniyle.

64 Altiyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 284 fig. 4. 6.

65 Paradoksal bicimde, yanginlar sonras1 yerlesimlerle bii-

yiiyen simdiki Sultanahmet alani gehrin en ¢ok ziyaret
edilen alan1 olmasina ragmen pek otantik kentsel nite-
lik sergilemez.



Interpreting Heritage / Miras1 Yorumlamak

authorities as a lack of assurance towards the

implementation of a protected zone for the
area, and the same communication received by
Davies also officially recognized the reality and
eventual legality of the new settlements above
the city’s archaeological heritage®. In the end,
Davies’ worries were confirmed.

Meanwhile, settlements in the Sultanahmet
area some years after the 1930s fire did not
contribute towards reproducing the authentic-
ity of the former historic Istanbul mahalle. To
the contrary, they paved the way for quarters
of immigrants, makeshift timber buildings

such as those extending around the sphendone,

63 Letter from Davies to Byzantine Institute, June 1945.
Although archives at Dumbarton Oaks do not preserve
the letter written by Turkish authorities to Davies, the
long letter written by Davies to the British Institute,
June 1945, makes rather explicit references to the
content of the official letter by Turkish authorities,
Correspondence to British Council, March-July 1945
(MS.BZ.004-01-01-021), The Byzantine Institute and
Dumbarton Oaks Fieldwork Records and Papers, ca.
1920s-2000s, Courtesy of Image Collections and Field-
work Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for Harvard University, Washing-
ton, D.C.
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Fig. / Res. 12

The Hippodrome’s
Sphendone, 1935

(From: N. V. Artamonoff;
Courtesy of Image
Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton
Oaks Research Library
and Collection, Trustees
for Harvard University,
Washington, D.C.)

Hipodrom, Sphendone, 1935
(Kaynak: N. V. Artamonoff;
Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives,
Dumbarton Oaks

Research Library and
Collection, Trustees for
Harvard University,
Washington, D.C. izniyle)

insani ve uzmanin tutarsiz politika ve hareket-
lerine konu oldu.

Imparatorluk Saray: alaninin karsisinda-
ki Antik Hipodrom Meydani ve ¢evresi de
1927-1928’de, yine Ingiliz arkeologlarin,
Stanley Casson, David Talbot Rice ve diger-
lerinin kisith kazilarina konu oldu®®. 1905’te
Istanbul'da ilk ikamet ettiginde 6. ytizyil Hi-
podromu ustiine caligan Prost’un, kazilardan
gelen verilere erigimi olmaliydi. Fransiz kent
planc, Hipodromun, baskin topografik konu-
munun ve hipodromu ¢erceveleyen binalarin
isaretledigi genis fakat taniml alanda Nazim
Plani'nda goriildiigi gibi kentsel bir denge hissi
ile, fakat ayn1 zamanda Istanbul'un Cumhuriyet

66 Proje sphendone’da kesifleri de iceriyordu, British Acad-
emy, Preliminary Report upon the Excavations Carried
Out in the Hippodrome of Constantinople in 1928 on
Behalf of the British Academy (Londra 1928); Second
Report upon the Excavations Carried Out in and Near
the Hippodrome of Constantinople in 1928 on Be-
half of the British Academy (Londra 1929); hipodrom
ve cevresindeki kazilarin yeni bir 6zeti i¢in, J. Bardill,
Archaeologists and Excavations in the Hippodrome,
B. Pitarakis (der.), Hipodrom/Atmeydani. Istanbul'un
Tarih Sahnesi I (Istanbul 2010) 83-90 icinde.
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Fig. / Res. 13 Plan for the Republican Square in Sultanahmet, Henri Prost 1940 (From: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 355)
Sultanahmet Cumhuriyet Meydani plani, Henri Prost 1940 (Kaynak: Bilsel — Pinon 2010, 355)

or the hippodrome’s southern curvilinear end,
as well as general, inorganic urban growth -
all of this representing a tangible echo of the
deep urban seizure Istanbul was experiencing
(Fig. 12)%*. In the following decades these very
settlements, due to their lack of historical and
architectural value, easily became the object of
relentless gentrification through demolition
and incongruous rebuilding and restoration ca-
tering to a new form of mahalle, the touristic
district of Sultanahmet®. By the early 1950s,
implementation of the Archaeological Park in
Sultanahmet was entrusted solely to local au-
thorities in Istanbul who were then negotiat-
ing new urban realities. At the same time, the
area was the object of inconsistent policies and
actions by an international group of scholars

and specialists whose core interests seemed to

64 Altiyildiz loc. cit. (n. 2) 284 fig. 4. 6.

65 Paradoxically, the current district of Sultanahmet,
which grew out of the post-fires resettlements, dis-
plays hardly any authentic urban qualities despite be-
ing the most visited area of the city.

Meydani’nin konumu olarak onaylanacak tar-
tismasiz bir térensel bir potansiyel gérda (Res.
13)%7. Cumhuriyet’in 1936 yili kutlamalar: Be-
yazit Meydani'nda yer aldi; Prost izleyici olarak
askeri gosteris ve gecitlere hayran kalds, fakat
»bu ihtiyaca hizmet etmek tizere tasarlanma-
mis« olan meydanin mimari ortamindan etki-
lenmemisti ve bu ytzden »téren gérkemli bir
etki yaratamamigti« (Res. 14)%. Eski Hipodrom
Meydani, Prost’un hayal ettigi gérkemli etkiye
Tarihi Yarimada'daki diger yerlerden daha ¢ok
katkida bulunurdu. Hipodromdaki Cumhuri-
yet Meydani'nda yiiksek bir Cumhuriyet anit1
bulunacak, meydan askeri gegitlere ev sahip-
ligi yaparken Arkeoloji Park: ve kazis1 yapila-
cak olan Bizans imparatorlarinin imparatorluk
Sarayr'nin restore edilen kalintilariyla baglanti

icinde kalacakti. Meydanin giineydogu arka

67 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 354-356, ézellikle res. 3 ve mey-
danin proje plani ile 355.

68 Prost’un Beyazit Meydam hakkinda kendi yorumlari,
Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 354 i¢inde.
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reside more in discovery and recovery than on
the representation of Byzantine heritage.
Across from the area of the Imperial Palace,
the ancient Hippodrome square and its im-
mediate vicinities had also been the object of
measured excavations, again by British archae-
ologists, Stanley Casson, David Talbot Rice, and
others in 1927-1928°%. Data from the excava-
tions was presumably available to Prost, who
had worked on the 6th-century hippodrome
during his first sojourn in Istanbul in 1905. In
the vast yet confined space marked by the hip-
podrome, its dominant topographical position,
and the buildings framing it, the French ur-
banist saw, as manifested in his Master Plan,
a sense of urban balance but also undisputed
ceremonial potential that would validate

the location as Istanbul’s Republican Square

66 The project included explorations of the sphendone,
British Academy, Preliminary Report upon the Excava-
tions Carried Out in the Hippodrome of Constantino-
ple in 1928 on Behalf of the British Academy (London
1928); Second Report upon the Excavations Carried
Out in and Near the Hippodrome of Constantinople in
1928 on Behalf of the British Academy (London 1929);
for a recent summary of excavations in the hippodrome
and its vicinities, J. Bardill, Archaeologists and Excava-
tions in the Hippodrome, in: B. Pitarakis (eds.), Hippo-
drom/Atmeydani. Istanbul’un Tarih Sahnesi I (Istanbul
2010) 83-90.
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Fig. / Res. 14

The portal at Istanbul
University during Republic
celebrations at Beyazit, 1938
(From: N. V. Artamonoff;
Courtesy of Image Collections
and Fieldwork Archives,
Dumbarton Oaks Research
Library and Collection,
Trustees for Harvard
University, Washington, D.C.)

Beyazit'taki Cumhuriyet
kutlamalar1 sirasinda Istanbul
Universitesi'nin kapisi, 1938
(Kaynak: N. V. Artamonoff;
Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection,
Trustees for Harvard University,
Washington, D.C. izniyle)

plani, Sultanahmet Camii ve Ayasofya ile temsil
edilecekti. Ayasofya daha yeni milli muize olarak
acilmigt: ve yakin gorig alan icindeydi. Bu iki
anit, meydanin kargi kenarinda yeni yapilan bi-
yitk Adalet Saray: ile cercevelenecekti.

Ancak, 1950’de Adalet Sarayr’'nin ingaat ¢a-
lismalar1 sirasinda Ge¢ Antik Dénem yapilari-
nin gosterigli kalintilari, Alman arkeologlarin
1942'de kesfettigi Hagia Euphemia kilisesinin
Bizans freskleriyle birlikte sehrin arkeolojik
mirasinin tam da arkeolojiyi kamusal teghirde
6ne koymay1 hedefleyen bu kentsel projelere
entegrasyonu hakkinda yeni bir tartigmay: bag-
latt1%®. Arkeoloji, anitsal miras ve kamusal yesil
alanlarin kaynagmasini savunanlar, kendilerini
sonunda Istanbul’da kent arkeolojisi hakkin-
daki tartigmalari, 6zellikle kentsel geligimin
ve Cumhuriyet Meydani gibi énceden tanimla-
nan bir projenin ihtiya¢larinin Bizans sehrinin
baglica kisimlarinin kegfinin ardindan 6ncelik
olarak kalip kalmamas: gerektigi tartigmasini
tanimlayan a¢gmazda buldular. Nihayetinde
Prost, Sultanahmet Arkeoloji Parki’'nin genis
alanlarinin arkeolojik kazilarinin yapilmasini

savunmustu; bu, projenin prestijine katkida

69 Hagia Euphemia’daki Alman kazilar1 i¢in bakiniz
dipnot 60; Miuller-Wiener loc. cit. (n. 30) 122-125.
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(Fig. 13)%". The 1936 celebrations of the Republic
had taken place in Beyazit square with Prost as
a spectator, fascinated by its military pomp and
parades but unimpressed by the architectural
setting of the square, which was »not designed
to serve this need«, and thus »the ceremony fell
short of creating a grandiose effect« (Fig. 14)%.
The former Hippodrome square would have
contributed more effectively to the grandiose
effect Prost imagined than other locations in
the historic peninsula. The Republican Square
at the Hippodrome would have been equipped
with a tall Republican monument, and would
have hosted military parades while remaining
closely connected to the Archaeological Park and
the restored ruins of the Imperial Palace of the
Byzantine emperors, yet to be excavated. The
southeastern backdrop of the square would have
been represented by the Sultanahmet Camii and
the Hagia Sophia. The latter had newly opened
as a national museum and would have been wit-
hin close visual range. These two monuments
would have been framed, on the square’s opposi-
te side, by a massive, newly built Palace of Justi-
ce, or Adliye Saray.

During construction works for the Palace of
Justice in 1950, however, conspicuous remains
of Late Antique structures, along with the Byz-
antine frescoes of the church of the Hagia Eu-
phemia already discovered by German archae-
ologists in 1942, prompted a new debate about
integration of the city’s archaeological heritage
within those very same urban projects aimed at
placing archaeology at the forefront of public
display®. The same promoters of an infusion of
archaeology, monumental heritage, and public
green spaces found themselves in the conun-

drum that would subsequently define the debate

67 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 354-356, in particular fig. 3 and
355 with the square’s project plan.

68 Prost’s own comments on Beyazit square, in Bilsel loc.

cit. (n. 17) 354.

69 For German excavations of the Hagia Euphemia, see

footnote 60; Miiller-Wiener loc. cit. (n. 30) 122-125.
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bulunacak birgeydi. Aralarinda, bazi Tiirk med-
yasinca, kalintilarin yok edilmesine kararlilikla
kars1 olunmasi da bulunan farkh fikirler, sonun-
da Adliye Sarayr’'nin biraz daha farkh bir yerde
yapilmasina ve ortaya ¢ikan kalintilarin ancak
bazi kisimlarinin kurtarilmasina yol a¢t1”’. An-
cak, Adalet Saray1 ingaatindan kurtulan arke-
olojik kalintilar, hele kamusal erigilebilirlikleri
bahis konusu bile degildi, hi¢bir zaman bir mi-
ras yorumlama konusu olmadi. 1960’larin bag-
larinda Adalet Saray1 tamamlanmisg, arkeolojik
kalintilar kilitlenmis ve saray alani biinyesinde
erigilemez hale gelmigti.

Néazim Plani'nin tamamlanmasindan iki yil
sonra ve onaylandig: 1939 yilinda Prost, cog-
rafi olarak Tarihi Yarimada’dan ve Sultanah-
met Arkeoloji Parki’'nin tarihi ve anitsal zemi-
ninden ayri, yeni bir Cumhuriyet Meydani'nin
¢izimlerini yapti. Bilsel, »Cumhuriyet Gunu
kutlamalari i¢in Taksim’de Hirriyet Aniti’'nin
etrafinda bagka bir sehir meydani yaratma fikri,
1930’larin sonuna dogru ortaya ¢ikmis olmali«
fikrini 6ne siirer’’. O alan, Taksim Cumhuriyet
Meydani ve inéni Gezisi, meydana bakan ve
hafif yukseltilmis bir teras olusturan teatral,
genis merdivenlerle Prost’un téren meydani
icin gerceklestirmeyi umdugu gérkemli etki-
yi barindiriyordu ve ayni zamanda kamusal
bir rekreasyon alani olarak da hizmet edecekti
(Res. 15. 16).

Yeni Istanbul'un Taksim Meydan ile iligkili
Gezi yoluna tekabiil eden kismu fiilen, Prost’'un
Tarihi Yarimada’daki diger Arkeoloji Parklar:
icin tahayyil ettigi niteliklere sahip, fakat ar-
keolojik varlig: ya da bunun sonucu bir hika-

yesi olmayan »espace libres«lerinden biri oldu.

70 P. Pinon, Atmeydani (Hippodrome), or »The Great
Republican Square« and the Palace of Justice, Bilsel —
Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 279-286 icinde.

71 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 356-357, Taksim Cumbhuriyet
Meydan: ile Inonii gezisinin Kasim-Aralik 1939 tarih-
li ¢cizimleriyle. Meydanin en yeni kentsel okumasi ve
Prost’un etkisi icin, O. Esen, Istanbul’a Merkez Diigle-
mek/Istanbul’u Merkezinden Diislemek. Taksim, Top-
lumsal ve Tarih 235, 2013, 16-18.
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about urban archaeology in Istanbul: specifical-
ly, whether the needs of urban development and
a pre-defined project, as in the case of the Re-
publican Square, should have remained priori-
ties following the discovery of major portions of
the Byzantine city. After all, Prost had advocated
archaeological excavations for vast areas of the
Sultanahmet Archaeological Park, something
that would have added to the prestige of the
project. A range of different opinions, including
some of the Turkish media’s firm opposition to
the destruction of the remains, eventually led to
the construction of the Adliye Saray: in a slight-
ly different location, sparing only some sections
of the revealed remains”. However, the archaeo-
logical remains that had survived construction
of the Palace of Justice never became the object
of heritage interpretation, not to mention pub-
lic accessibility. By the time the Palace of Justice
saw completion in the early 1960s, the archae-
ological remains were locked and inaccessible
within the palace’s premises.

Two years following the completion of the
Master Plan, and in the same year of its ap-
proval in 1939, Prost also produced drawings
for a new Republican Square, geographically
removed from the historic peninsula and from
the historical and monumental backdrops of the
Sultanahmet Archaeological Park. Bilsel sug-
gested that the idea of »creating another city
square for Republic Day celebrations in Tak-
sim, around the monument of Independence,
must have emerged towards the end of the
1930s«™. There, Taksim Republican Square
and the Inoni esplanade, or inoni Gezisi, with

the theatrical, vast ramp of stairs overlook-

70 P Pinon, Atmeydani (Hippodrome), or »The Great Re-
publican Square« and the Palace of Justice, in: Bilsel —
Pinon loc. cit. (n. 13) 279-286.

71 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 356-357, with drawings of the
Taksim Republican Square and Inénii esplanade dated
to November-December 1939. For the most recent
urbanistic reading of the square and Prost’s impact
on it, O. Esen, istanbul’a Merkez Diislemek/istanbul’u
Merkezinden Diiglemek. Taksim, Toplumsal ve Tarih
235,2013, 16-18.
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Fig. / Res. 15 Axonometric drawing of the Inénii-Gezi
Esplande with landscaping, by G. Grange, 1942
(From: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 378 Fig. 33)
Inénii-Gezi'nin peyzajiyla birlikte aksonometrik ¢izimi,

G. Grange, 1942 (Kaynak: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 378 Res. 33)

Fig. / Res. 16 Sunday strollers at the In6nii-Gezi Esplande, 1944
(From: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 361 Fig. 8)

Inénii-Gezi'de pazar giinii dolasanlar, 1944
(Kaynak: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 361 Res. 8)

Sehrin 6ngoriilen estetik dontugimunin baglica
ozelligi - yani, gezi yollari, yesillik ve terash
alanlar — Taksim’de In6nii Gezisinde gercekles-
ti. Orada Gezi Parki, gezi yolunda dolasanlar:
gosteren Kasim 1944 tarihli resimlerde gorii-
lebilecegi gibi, Turkiye Cumhuriyeti'nin yeni

toplumsal diizeninin gercek bir »onaylayicisi«
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ing the square and forming a slightly elevated
terrace, had the grandiose effect Prost hoped
to achieve for a ceremonial square that would
have also served as a public place of recreation
(Fig. 15. 16).

In effect, this section of the newer Istanbul,
corresponding to Taksim Square with the asso-
ciated Gezi Promenade, became one of Prost’s
»espace libres«, with the very qualities he had
envisioned for other Archaeological Parks in the
historic peninsula but lacking any archaeological
presence or consequent historical narrative as-
sociated with archaeology. The primary aspect
of the city’s projected aesthetic transformation
— that is, promenades, greenery, and terraced
areas — became reality at the Inont Esplanade,
or Inénit Gezisi, in Taksim. There, Gezi Park
became a genuine »validator« of the Turkish
Republic’s new social organization, as can be
observed in images dating to November 1944,
showing strollers at the esplanade™. This section
of the city afforded a historical heritage with
substantially different qualities from the one in
the historic peninsula. Here, in order to accom-
modate the square and Esplanade-Park project,
along with a constellation of cultural spaces to
the north of the area, several buildings were de-
molished, among them the late-Ottoman Tak-
sim Barracks, or Taksim Kiglasi, on whose area

the Gazi Esplanade, or Park, was landscaped™.

72 Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 16) 361 fig. 8; 362 fig. 9. For early
Republican societal transformations, H. Yilmaz, Be-
coming Turkish: Nationalist Reforms and Cultural
Negotiations in Early Republican Turkey 1923-1945
(Syracuse 2013).

73 The Taksim Military Barracks, known also as the Halil

Pagsa Artillery Barracks, were built in 1806. During
the 31 March Incident, the Barracks were damaged,
with their vast internal courtyard serving in 1921 as
the first football stadium in the city of Istanbul. For a
history of the Barracks and vicinities, Diinden Bugiine
Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VII (1994) 197-198 s. v. Tak-
sim Gezisi (F. Yaltirik); VII (1994) 198-199. 200 s. v.
Taksim Meydani (C. Gilersoy); N. Yildirim, Taksim
Topgular Hastanesi, Toplumsal ve Tarih 235, 2013, 44—
49. For a more recent reading on the Gezi Park Proj-
ect, Th. de Monchaux, The Mixed-Up Files of Taksim
Square Architecture, New Republic, June 2013: <http:

oldu”. Sehrin bu kismi, Tarihi Yarimada’'da-
kinden farkli nitelikleri olan bir tarihi miras
sagliyordu. Burada, meydani ve Gezi-Park pro-
jesi ile alanin kuzeyinde bir kiiltirel mekanlar
setine yer vermek i¢in, aralarinda, arsasinda
Gezi Parki’nin diizenlendigi Ge¢ Osmanl D6-
nemi Taksim Kiglas: da olan, birka¢ bina y1-
kildi”®. Ancak Gezi, Tarihi Yarimada'nin miras
palimpsestini olugturan genis kalintilar, arke-
oloji ve ge¢mis anitsal mimari sistemi bulun-
durmadigindan, Arkeoloji Parklarindan énemli
derecede farkliydi. Prost'un Cumhuriyet Istan-
bul’'unun ilk kamusal Arkeoloji Parklar1 olarak
belirledigi iki alan, farkl fiziksel ortamlar, fark-
l1 mimari ve tarihi anitsalliklar ve farkli cagdas
gerceklikler gosterirken, ortak bir kaderi payla-
sirlar. Tkisi de Arkeoloji Parki haline gelemeye-

cekti. En azindan bugtine kadar.

Istanbul’'un Anadolu Yakasinda,
Kugtkyal: Alaninda Bizans
Arkeolojik Mirasinin
Yorumlanmasinin Miizakeresi:

Bir Ogrenme Siireci

Istanbul yarimadasinda miras1 tanimlayan kap-
samli tarihi diakronizm tarihi yarimadadan
ziyade sehrin Antik banliy6lerinde bulunmak-
taysa da, sehrin banliyélerini belirleyen tarihi
palimpsest mirasin uygulamalarinda ve yorum-

lamalarinda hesaba katilmaz.

72 Erken Cumhuriyet dénemi toplumsal yap1 déniisiimleri
i¢in, H. Yilmaz, Becoming Turkish: Nationalist Reforms
and Cultural Negotiations in Early Republican Turkey
1923-1945 (Syracuse 2013).

73 Halil Paga Top¢u Kiglas1 olarak da bilinen Taksim Kig-

las1 1806’da insa edildi. 31 Mat Vakas: sirasinda Kigla
tahrip oldu; biiyik i¢c avlusu 1921’de Istanbul sehrinin
ilk futbol stadyumu olarak hizmet verdi. Kiglanin ta-
rihi i¢in, Dtinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi VII
(1994) 197-198 s. v. Taksim Gezisi (F. Yaltirik); VII
(1994) 198-199. 200 s. v. Taksim Meydani (C. Guler-
soy); N. Yildirim, Taksim Topgular Hastanesi, Toplum-
sal ve Tarih 235, 2013, 44-49. Gezi Parki: projesi hak-
kinda daha yeni bir okuma i¢in, Th. de Monchaux, The
Mixed-Up Files of Taksim Square Architecture, New
Republic, June 2013: <http://www.newrepublic.com/
article/113410/taksim-square-protests-over-new-
building> (21.10.2013).
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.. @9 Ve des Mes des Princes

However, the Esplanade differed substantially
from the Archaeological Parks as it lacked the
widespread system of ruins, archaeology, and
past monumental architectures that comprised
the historic peninsula’s Byzantine - and Otto-
man - heritage palimpsest. While the two areas
designated by Prost as the first public Archaeo-
logical Parks of Republican Istanbul displayed
different physical settings, different architectur-
al and historical monumentalities, and different
contemporary realities, they share a common
destiny. Neither of them was ever to become an
Archaeological Park. At least until today.

Prost’s Master Plan for the Asian
Side and Its Cultural Heritage

The elaborate historical diachronies defining
heritage in Istanbul’s peninsula are present in
its ancient suburbs although, more than in the
historical peninsula, the historical palimpsest
comprising the city’s suburbs has hardly been
taken into account in practices and policies of

heritage interpretation.

//www.newrepublic.com/article/113410/taksim-
square-protests-over-new-building> (21.10.2013).
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Fig. / Res. 17

The Asian seashore
seen from Biiyiikada,
by Vassilaki
Kargopoulo,

ca. 1880 (From:
Oztuncay 2007, 2,
673111 679)

Biiytikada'dan Asya
yakast sahilinin
gortniisi, Vassilaki
Kargopoulo, yaklagik
1880 (Kaynak:
Oztuncay 2007, 2,
673111679)

Antik Dénem’de Istanbul her tarafinda
zengin, genis ve dokulu bir hinterlantla ¢ev-
riliydi”. Kisa bir siire 6ncesine kadar sehrin
kirsalinin belirgin isaretleri arasinda, Osmanh
Dénemi'nde iglenen bir fiziksel cevreyle ¢evrili
Gec¢ Antik ve Bizans Dénemleri'nin arkeolojik
kalintilar1 da vardi”. Toplam sonug, sehrin ban-
liyo sakinlerince ¢ok seyrek olarak iskin edilmig
peyzajlar icinde kayda deger kiltarel hafiza ton-
larinda yuvalanmig daginik harabe adalarindan
olusuyordu. Yuzyillar boyunca insan cografya-

s1 ¢evreyi, sehrin kentsel ortamina goére daha

74 Bizans Dénemi'nde banliylerin topografyas: tistine
caligmalar halen oldukga yetersiz, R. Janin, Constan-
tinople Byzantine. Dévelopment urbain et répertoire
topographique (Paris 1964); R. Janin, Les églises et
les monastéres des grands centres byzantins. Bithynie,
Hellespont, Latros, Galésios, Tréizonde, Athénes, Thes-
salonique, (Paris 1975); E. Ozbayoglu, Hikimdarin
Adas1 Buyiitkada. Eskicag ve Bizans Dénemi (Ankara
2006); J. Crow - J. Bardill - R. Bayliss, The Water
Supply of Byzantine Constantinople (Londra 2008).
Uskiidar'daki kurtarma kazilari i¢in, A. Karamani Pekin
- S. Kangal, Istanbul: 8000 Years Brought to Daylight:
Marmaray, Metro, Sultanahmet Excavations. Exhi-
bition Catalogue, Istanbul Archaeological Museums
2007-2010 (Istanbul 2011).

75 Bu, surada tespit edilmistir: B. Harrell, Mini Tours

Around Istanbul, 2 Vols. (istanbul 1975).
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Istanbul in antiquity was surrounded on
all its sides by a rich, extended, and textured
hinterland’™. Just a few decades ago, distinc-
tive markers of the city’s countryside included
the archaeological remains of the Late Antique
and Byzantine periods, surrounded by a physi-
cal environment that continued to be crafted
well into Ottoman times”™. Oftentimes this re-
sulted in scattered islands of ruins, embedded
in notable shades of cultural memory within
landscapes scarcely populated, in contrast with
the more populous historic peninsula. Over the
centuries, human geography had played a key
role in shaping these landscapes through a dia-
lectical exchange that more carefully considered
the environment than the urban setting of the
city (Fig. 17). Interpretation of Istanbul’s sub-
urbs should bear in mind not only the physical
landscapes and the ecology of the area but also
the traces of past human geographies’. Yet,
the rapid and irreversible urbanization that,
from the second half of the twentieth centu-
ry, affected the Asian side of modern Istanbul
brought a traumatic end to those very dialectical
exchanges that previously defined the suburban

cultural landscapes of the largest megalopolis

74 Studies on the topography of the suburbs in the Byzan-
tine period are still rather exiguous, R. Janin, Constan-
tinople Byzantine. Dévelopment urbain et répertoire
topographique (Paris 1964); R. Janin, Les églises et
les monastéres des grands centres byzantins. Bithynie,
Hellespont, Latros, Galésios, Tréizonde, Athénes, Thes-
salonique (Paris 1975); E. Ozbayoglu, Hikiimdarin
Adas: Biiyitkada. Eskicag ve Bizans Dénemi (Ankara
2006); J. Crow - J. Bardill - R. Bayliss, The Water Sup-
ply of Byzantine Constantinople (London 2008). For
rescue excavations in Uskiidar, A. Karamani Pekin —
S. Kangal, Istanbul: 8000 Years Brought to Daylight:
Marmaray, Metro, Sultanahmet Excavations. Exhi-
bition Catalogue, Istanbul Archaeological Museums
2007-2010 (Istanbul 2011).

75 This was captured in, B. Harrell, Mini Tours Around Is-

tanbul, 2 Vols. (Istanbul 1975).

76 In line with the approach suggested by, J. M.

Rubenstein, The Cultural Landscape: An Introduction
to Human Geography (Upper Saddle River 2011); P.
Meusburger — M. Heffernan — E. Wunder (eds.), Cul-
tural Memories: The Geographical Point of View (Lon-
don 2011).

ozenli digiinen diyalektik bir takasla bu peyzaj-
lar1 bigimlendirmekte anahtar bir rol oynamigt:
(Res. 17). Istanbul’un banliydlerinin yorumu,
yalnizca bélgenin fiziksel peyzajini ve ekoloji-
sini degil, ge¢mis insan cografyalarinin izlerini
de goz 6ntine almalidir. Yine de, 20. yiizyilin
ikinci yarisindan itibaren modern Istanbul'un
Anadolu yakasini etkileyen hizh ve geri déniile-
mez kentlegsme, tam da énceden Bizans ve Os-
manli Dénemleri'nin en buyitk megalopolisinin
banliyélerinin kiltiirel peyzajlarini tanimlayan
bu diyalektik takaslara travmatik bir son verdi.
Insanin varligiyla fiziksel peyzaj arasindaki go-
rinmez kadim bag, son yillarda sistematik bir
kentlegme stireciyle etkisiz kilinmisg, bu da kil-
tirel hafizanin erozyonu, hafiza mahallerinin
kayb1 ve kullanicilarinin haklarinin ellerinden
alinmasiyla sonuglanmigtir”.

Daha 6nce belirtildigi gibi, Prost’un Istanbul
N4zim Plani’n1 1939 yili baginda sehrin Anadolu
yakasi i¢in hazirlanan bir Nazim Plani takip etti.
Kentsel bityiime éngérilerine ragmen, ikinci
plan hem cografi olarak sinirli, hem de sehrin,
Bogaz'in dogusunda genislemesine hizmet eden
altyapisina da yer vermek tizere tasarlanmigti.
Sehrin hinterlandinin miras: ve fiziksel peyza-
j1, yalnizca ti¢ bolgeyi, Uskiidar, Kadikoy-Moda
ve Haydarpasa’y: temsil eden Nazim Plani'nin
¢izilmesinde bir referans noktasi olusturmuyor-

du (Res. 18)™. Bu ii¢ bélge, Asya kitasinin bati

76 Surada onerilen yaklasim dogrultusunda: J. M.
Rubenstein, The Cultural Landscape: An Introduc-
tion to Human Geography (Upper Saddle River 2011);
P. Meusburger — M. Heffernan - E. Wunder (der.), Cul-
tural Memories: The Geographical Point of View (Lon-
dra 2011).

77 istanbul'da daha yakin dénemin kiiltiirel hafizas: icin,

A. Mills, Narratives in City Landscapes: Cultural Iden-
tity in Istanbul, Geographical Review 95, 3, 2005, 441-
462. On recent urban transformations, I. Dingler, The
Impact of Neoliberal Policies on Historic Urban Spa-
ces: Areas of Urban Renewal in Istanbul, International
Planning Studies 16, 1, 2011, 43-60. On public memo-
ry, E. Ozyiirek (ed.), The Politics of Public Memory in
Turkey (Syracuse 2007) 1-15.

78 Prost loc. cit. (n. 16) 52-76; Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 133
136.
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of the Byzantine and Ottoman eras. The an-
cient indivisible bond between human presence
and physical landscape has been superseded in
recent decades by a systematic process of ur-
banization, resulting in the erosion of cultural
memory, the loss of places of memory, and the
disfranchisement of its users”’.

As noted earlier, Prost’s Master Plan for the
city of Istanbul was followed in early 1939 by
submission of a Master Plan for the Asian side
of the city. Despite projections of urban growth,
the second plan was not only limited geograph-
ically but was also designed to accommodate
road infrastructure catering to the expansion
of the city east of the Bosphorus. The heritage
and physical landscape of the city’s hinterland
did not represent a point of reference in the
drawing of the Master Plan, which included
three districts only, Uskiidar, Kadikéy-Moda,
and Haydarpasa (Fig. 18)"8. All three framed
the western shores of the Asian continent and
were in direct visual contact with the historic
peninsula, but the rural and residential suburbs
along the Marmara seashore and on the hills
and plateaus to the east of these districts were
not included in the plan. However, Prost envi-
sioned not only the Marmara seashore road and
the broad infrastructure of the Bagdat Yolu -
which, together with the train line, symbolically
emphasized Istanbul’s role as a key connection
between the West (London) and the East (Bagh-
dad), and eventually India and China - but also
made provisions for a Bosphorus bridge. These
plans would have paved the way to an endless

as well as drastic urban growth on this side of

77 On cultural memory of more recent times in Istan-
bul, A. Mills, Narratives in City Landscapes: Cultural
Identity in Istanbul, Geographical Review 95, 3, 2005,
441-462. On recent urban transformations, I. Dingler,
The Impact of Neoliberal Policies on Historic Urban
Spaces: Areas of Urban Renewal in Istanbul, Internatio-
nal Planning Studies 16, 1, 2011, 43-60. On public me-
mory, E. Ozyiirek (ed.), The Politics of Public Memory
in Turkey (Syracuse 2007) 1-15.

78 Prost loc. cit. (n. 16) 52-76; Bilsel loc. cit. (n. 17) 133
136.
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Fig. / Res. 18 The Asian side of Istanbul in Prost’s decennial
urban plan, 1943-1953 (From: Bilsel - Pinon 2010, 147 Fig. 23)

Prost’un on yillik kent planimin Asya tarafi, 1943-1953 (Kaynak:
Bilsel — Pinon 2010, 147 Res. 23)

kiyilarini cerceveliyordu ve Tarihi Yarimada ile
dogrudan gorsel iligki icindeydi; fakat Marmara
sahili boyundaki ve bu ti¢ bélgenin dogusunda
bulunan tepelerdeki ve platolardaki kirsal ban-
liyéler plana dahil edilmemisti. Prost, yalnizca
Marmara sahil yolunu ve - tren hattiyla bir-
likte Istanbul’'un Bati (Londra) ile Dogu (Bag-
dat) ve nihayetinde Hindistan ve Cin arasin-
daki anahtar baglant: rolunt sembolik olarak
vurgulayan - Bagdat Yolu'nun genis altyapisin
degil, bir Bogazici képriisiiniin sartlarini da ta-
hayyiil etmigti. Bu planlar, kitanin bu yaninda
sehrin hinterlandini o kadar etkili isaretleyen
hatiralar, kimlik ve mirastan yapilmis o tarih-
sel diyakronileri pahasina, kaybetme ve siddetli
kentsel butyiimenin yolunu acacakti. Dahasi, mi-
ras1 bu banliy6 alanlarinin biitunlagiine ve ben-
zersizligine katki saglayan »Anadolu sehri«nin
biiyiiyen genisleyen kisimlar: i¢cin bir Nazim
Plani olmamasi, tam da, Asya hinterlandinin
kimliginin kaybina yol act.

Kulturel hafiza ve mekin duygusu, kimlik
bi¢imlerine ve »mirasin duygusal dogasi«na

yakindan baglidir”. Kulturel hafizanin bu

79 L. Smith — E. Waterton, »The Envy of the World?«: In-
tangible Heritage in England, L. Smith - N. Akagawa
(der.), Intangible Heritage (New York 2009) 289-302
icinde, miras »kendini, kimligi ve aidiyeti kolaylas-
tirmak i¢in bir ara¢« ve duygularin giicti olan duygu-
sal bir siirecin parcas: olarak tarif edilir; L. Smith -
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Fig. / Res. 19 The archaeological area at Kiicitkyal: as it appeared in 1952 (Courtesy of Architect E. Yal¢in)

Kiigiikyalidaki arkeolojik alamin 1952deki goriiniisii (Kaynak: Mimar E. Yalgin izniyle)

the continent, at the expense of those histori-
cal diachronies made of memories, identity,
and heritage that so eloquently marked the
city’s hinterland. Moreover, absence of a Mas-
ter Plan for the expanded portions of the »Ana-
tolian city«, whose heritage also contributed to
the integrity and uniqueness of these suburban
areas, allowed for a pervasive obliteration of
the very identity of the Asian hinterland.

Negotiating Interpretation of
Byzantine Archaeological

Heritage on the Asian Side of
Istanbul - The Site of Kugiikyali:

A Learning Process

Cultural memory and a sense of place are closely
linked to forms of identity and to what has been
defined as the »emotive nature of heritage«™.

79 L. Smith — E. Waterton, »The Envy of the World?«:
Intangible Heritage in England, in: L. Smith -
N. Akagawa (eds.), Intangible Heritage (New York

sosyal, nadiren elle tutulur boyutu, siklikla
kentsel gelisim tarafindan soyulur ve Istan-
bul sehrinde topluluk gruplarinin farkliliklari,
gecmis ya da yakin zamandaki ani degigimle-
ri ve miilksiizlesmeyi taniyip kabul etmeleri
strecinin temel bir 6zelligini temsil eder. Bu
baglamda farkliliklar, yalnizca Istanbul'un
coklu kiiltiirel hafiza ve miraslarini degil, aym
zamanda son yillarin devasa kentlegsme stre-
cinin sonu¢larinmi da yansitir. Bu farklilikla-
rin taninmasi, Istanbul érneginde sehrin ve
banliydlerinin kiltiirel ve ekolojik mirasinin
surdirilebilir ve katilima bir yorumu i¢in bir
baslangi¢ noktasini temsil edebilir. Nihayetin-
de, kimligin bu duygusal dogasiyla Istanbul'un
Anadolu Yakasi banliyélerinde yeni iskin edi-
len kisimlardaki topluluk gruplar: kendileri-
ni kentlesmenin pasif kurbanlarindan, yeni

E. Waterton, Material Culture, Memory and Identity,
L. Smith - E. Waterton, Heritage: Communities and
Archaeology (Londra 2009) 41-54 icinde.
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This social, oftentimes scarcely palpable dimen-
sion of cultural memory is too often stripped
away by urban development, and represents
in the city of Istanbul a fundamental aspect of
the process through which community groups
may engage in recognizing and accepting differ-
ences, past or more recent abrupt changes, and
dispossession. In this context, differences not
only reflect Istanbul’s multiple cultural memo-
ries and heritages, but also the results of the
massive process of urbanization of the last de-
cades. Recognition of these differences might,
in the case of Istanbul, represent the starting
point for a sustainable and participatory inter-
pretation of the cultural and ecological heritage
of the city and its suburbs. Ultimately, through
this emotive nature of identity, community
groups in the newly settled sections of Istan-
bul’s Asian suburbs can transform themselves
from passive victims of urbanization to inter-
preters as well as custodians of the heritage
of a newly acquired physical urban landscape.
Further, if interpreted as heritage this new ur-
ban landscape may also spark emotional and
behavioral reflections on the individual’s earlier
place, time, and mobility, representing an emo-
tional mechanism of remembrance.

The micro-history of one fragment of Is-
tanbul’s vanished urban cultural landscape, a
fragment that revolves around one of the few
surviving archaeological areas on its Asian side,
is henceforth used to share a work in progress
as a participatory experience of interpretation
of Istanbul’s contemporary megalopolis. The
project presents summary and preliminary re-
sults of archaeological investigations conducted
at one of the sites that prominently marked
the Asian suburbs of Constantinople in Byzan-

tine times, and that represented a distinctive

2009) 289-302 describe heritage as a »tool to facili-
tate self, identity and belonging« and part of an emo-
tive process with the power of emotions; L. Smith - E.
Waterton, Material Culture, Memory and Identity, in:
L. Smith - E. Waterton, Heritage: Communities and
Archaeology (London 2009) 41-54.
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edinilen fiziksel bir kent peyzajinin mirasinin
yorumcu ve koruyucularina déniistirebilir-
ler. Dahasi, bu peyzaj miras olarak yorumla-
nirsa, bireyin daha énceki mekén, zaman ve
hareketliligi tstine duygusal ve davranigsal
dugtnceleri — duygusal bir anma mekanizma-
sin1 temsilen — ategleyebilir. Istanbul'un kay-
bolmus kentsel kiiltiirel peyzajinin bir parca-
sinin, kalan ¢ok az arkeolojik alandan birinin
etrafinda dénen bir parcanin mikro-tarihi,
simdi devam eden bir ¢alismay1 Istanbul’un
cagdas megalopolisinin yorumunun katilima
bir deneyimi olarak paylagsmak i¢in kullanmiyor.
Bunu, Bizans Dénemi'nde Konstantinopolis’in
Asya banliy6lerini belirgin gekilde igsaretleyen
ve Istanbul’'un modern 6ncesi ve modern kir-
salinin belirgin 6gelerinden birini temsil eden
yerlesmelerden birinde, Kiiciikyali mahallesin-
de yer alan komplekste yiriitalen arkeolojik in-
celemelerin 6zetini ve 6n sonuglarini sunarak
yapryor (Res. 19)®. Ancak, yerlesmenin simdiki
ortami, eski goérsel ve mimari 6neminin her-
hangi bir gériintr ipucunu tagimaz. Dolayisiy-
la burada, kentsel harabenin yeni kazanilmisg
kimligine gotiren odak, hem arkeolojik etkin-
liklerin, hem de takip eden kesiflerin temsil
ettigi yeniliktedir®'. Caligmamizin baginda yer-
lesmeyi tanimlayan viran kosullar1 kaydetmek
gerekir. O noktada yorenin gimdiki sakinleri
ne merak, ne de arkeolojik mirasa yonelik ge-

nel farkindalik gésterdi. Ancak, bu ilgisizligin

80 Kiiciikyal: Maltepe Belediyesinde (istanbul Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesi) bir mahalledir; cografi koordinatlar::
Enlem 40.95, Boylam 29.11; modern Kadikéy’e yak-
lasik 11 km mesafededir. Diinden Bugiine Istanbul
Ansiklopedisi V (1994) 281-282 s. v. Maltepe Ilcesi
(A. Aksel).

81 Arkeolojik etkinlikler 1995’te kisa bir 6n saha aragtr-
masi, ardindan 2001-2004 arasinda saha aragtirmalar:
bi¢imindeydi. Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanhg ile Ankara'da-
ki Kiltar Varliklar: ve Miizeler Genel Mudiirlugii'ne
aragtirmayi yiritmek icin izin verdikleri i¢in tegekkiir
ederim. 2008-2010 kazi sezonlar1 Istanbul Arkeoloji
Mizeleri'nin direktérligiinde yuriitilda, eski Mudira
Dr. Ismail Karamut ile simdiki mudiiri saymn Zeynep S.
Kiziltan’a cémert desteklerinden dolay: son derece mii-
tesekkirim.
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feature of the pre-modern and modern coun-
tryside of Istanbul: the complex located in the
neighborhood of Kiigiikyal (Fig. 19)%°. Howev-
er, the present setting of the site does not bear
any visible hints of its former visual and archi-
tectural prominence. The focus here is thus on
the novelty represented by both archaeologi-
cal activities and the discoveries that have fol-
lowed, leading to a newly acquired identity of
the urban ruin®. It is relevant to note the deso-
late conditions that defined the site at the be-
ginning of our work. At that point, current resi-
dents of the area exhibited neither curiosity in
nor general awareness of the site as a space of
archaeological heritage. However, we have seen
the progressive transformation of that indiffer-
ence into broad community participation and
interpretation.

The neighborhood of Kigikyali conserves
the largest known surviving archaeological site
on the Asian side of contemporary Istanbul.
Presently tucked between rows of newly built
apartment complexes, it covers a small area of
roughly 4,000-6,000 square meters (Fig. 20).
In antiquity, the area was surrounded by pas-
tures and green fields, likely extended closer
to the Sea of Marmara, and was visible from
the Princes’ Islands. Ninth-century Constanti-
nople, the time in which the complex was built,
occupied only the region of modern Istanbul’s

historic peninsula; Kiagtkyal: and its monastery

80 Kiiciikyali is a neighborhood within the municipality
of Maltepe (Greater Istanbul Municipality); its
geographical coordinates: Latitude 40.95, Longitude
29.11; at a distance of ca. 11 Km from modern Kadikéy.
Diinden Bugiine istanbul Ansiklopedisi V (1994) 281-
282 s. v. Maltepe Tlcesi (A. Aksel).

81 Archaeological activities took the form of a prelimi-

nary and brief field survey in 1995, followed by field
surveys between 2001-2004. I wish to thank the Turk-
ish Ministry of Culture and Tourism together with the
Kiultur Varliklar: ve Miizeler Genel Mudirluagii in An-
kara for having granted me permission to carry out the
research. Excavation seasons between 2008-2010 were
carried out with the Direction of the Istanbul Archaeo-
logical Museums. I am extremely grateful to its former
Director, Dr. Ismail Karamut, and current Director, Sn.
Zeynep S. Kiziltan, for the generous support.

Fig. / Res. 20 Partial view of the archaeological area at
Kiigtikyali; Cinar Camii and the Marmara seashore, 2010
(From: D. Ventura for KYAP, Kii¢itkyali ArkeoPark Project)
Kiigiikyali'daki arkeolojik alanin kismi goriiniisii; Cinar Camii ve
Marmara sahili, 2010 (Kaynak: D. Ventura, KYAP,
Kiiciikyali ArkeoPark Projesi)

giderek genis ¢apli topluluk katilim: ve yoru-
muna dénistigini gordik.

Ki¢iikyali mahallesi, cagdas Istanbul’un
Anadolu yakasinda bilinen en biytk arkeolo-
jik yerlesmeye ev sahipligi yapmaktadir. Hali
hazirda yeni yapilmisg apartman siralar: ara-
sinda sikigmig yerlesme, yaklagik 4.000-6.000
metrekarelik kiicitk bir alan1 kapsar (Res. 20).
Antik Dénem’de yer alan, otlak ve yesil alanlarla
cevriliydi, Marmara Denizi'ne daha yakindi ve
Prens Adalari’ndan géruntuyordu. Kompleksin
yapildig1 9. yuzyil Konstantinopolis’i yalniz-
ca modern Istanbul'un Tarihi Yarimadasi'ni
kapliyordu; Ki¢iikyal: ve manastir: gehrin yakin
zirai hinterlandindaydi. Daha yakin ge¢miste
ve 19. yuzyil boyunca seyahatnameler ve yerel
sakinlerin anlatilari, mekanlarin, Adetlerin ve
ritiiellerin, kirsali tanimlayan harabe parselle-
riyle etkilesim icinde oldugu dinamik bir ban-
liy6 cevresi portresi ¢izer®?. Tersine, Kigiikya-
Irdaki arkeolojik kalintilar bugiin ancak 30.000
kisilik bir topluluga yesil alan saglar ve sahilden
apartman siralari, tren hatti ve yeni genigletilen

Marmara sahil yoluyla ayrilir.

82 Ornegin, M. A. Walker, Old Tracks and New Land-
marks (Londra 1897) 4, Istanbul’'un Asya yakasinin
Kiigtikyal'dan pek uzak olmayan ve 1857'de kaydedilen
bir tarifiyle.
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lay in the immediate agricultural hinterland of
the city. In more recent times and throughout
the 19th century, travelogues and accounts by
local residents portray a dynamic suburban en-
vironment with places, customs, and rituals in
dialogue with the several islands of ruins that
defined the countryside®. By contrast, the ar-
chaeological remains at Kigiikyal: today form
the only green space for a community of some
30,000 individuals, and are separated from
the seashore by rows of apartment buildings,
a train line, and the newly expanded Marmara
seashore road.

The archaeological area at Kigitkyali was
identified at the end of a survey campaign in
the late 1950s as the first Islamicate palace
built in 9th-century Byzantium, but further on-
site activities were halted for several decades as
surrounding spaces grew into an urban exten-
sion of the city®. While construction progres-
sively obliterated ample but undocumented
portions of the archaeological remains, struc-
tures emerging around an elevated ancient plat-
form were spared by development. The site was
thereafter left in a state of neglect, with con-
tinuous threats posed to its survival due to the
absence of a protection status (Fig. 21)%. Ad-
equate zoning would have taken into account
the existence of the visible architectural heri-

tage, represented by the massive remains of the

82 For example, M. A. Walker, Old Tracks and New Land-
marks (London 1897) 4 with a description of the Asian
side of Istanbul not too far from Kiigiikyali and record-
ed in 1857.

83 S. Eyice, Istanbul'da Abbasi Saraylarmin Benzeri Olarak

Yapilan Bir Bizans Saray, Belleten 23, 1959, 79-114;
S. Eyice, Contributions a I'histoire de 'art byzantine.
Quatre édifices inédits ou mal connus, CArch 10, 1950,
245-250. For earlier interpretations of the site with
the monastery of Satyros, V. Pargoire, Les monastéres
de Saint-Ignace et les cing petit ilots de l'archipel des
Princes, Bulletin de I'Institut archéologique russe de
Constantinople 7, 1901, 62-78; E. Mamboury, Ru-
ines Byzantines de Mara, entre Maltépé et Bostandjik,
Echos d’Orient 19, 1920, 322-330.

84 For example, A. Masaraci, Vandallar. Maltepe’'de

hortladi, Cumhuriyet, March 26, 1996, 13.
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Kigukyali’'daki arkeolojik alan, 1950’lerin
sonundaki bir yiizey aragtirmasinin sonunda,
9. yiizy1l Byzantium’unda yapilan ilk Islami sa-
ray olarak tanimlanmisg, fakat civardaki alan-
lar sehrin kentsel uzantis: olarak buyudikce
yerlesmedeki arkeolojik aragtirmalar yillar
boyunca durdurulmustur®. Insaatlar giderek
arkeolojik kalintilarin bol ve belgelenmemis ki-
simlarini yok ederken, sadece yukseltilmig bir
Antik platform etrafinda ortaya ¢ikan yapilar
kurtulmustur. Yerlesme bundan sonra ihmal
edilmis; koruma statiisit olmadigindan devamh
tehdit altinda kalmigtir (Res. 21)%. Oysa, uygun
bir yapilagma, Antik platformun alt kat diizen-
lemesini tanimlayan Bizans Dénemi sarni¢ ka-
Lintilariyla temsil edilen gériinir mimari mirasi
g6z 6nine almaliyds.

Sistematik arkeolojik etkinliklerin tekrar
baglamasi1 2001’de, toplanan verilerin caligil-
mas1 ve aragtirmalarla birlikte yerlesmenin ta-
nimlanmasinin tekrar degerlendirilmesi teklif
edildigi zaman, ytuzey aragtirmasi bi¢iminde
oldu. Kiciikyali’da kalan kalintilar yeniden
belgelendi ve hadim Patrik ve Bizans impara-
toru Ignatios’un oglunun MS 866 ile 877 yillar1
arasinda yaptirdigy, yazih kaynaklardan patrigi-
nin yaptirdigi en masrafli manastir olarak bili-
nen Satyros Manastir Kompleksi olarak belir-

lendi®. Kalintilarin Bizans Konstantinopolis’i

83 g, Eyice, stanbul'da Abbasi Saraylarinn Benzeri Olarak
Yapilan Bir Bizans Sarayi, Belleten 23, 1959, 79-114;
S. Eyice, Contributions a I'histoire de l'art byzantine.
Quatre édifices inédits ou mal connus, CArch 10, 1950,
245-250. Alanin Satyros manastiri ile birlikte daha
onceki yorumlar: i¢in, V. Pargoire, Les monastéres
de Saint-Ignace et les cing petit ilots de I'archipel des
Princes, Bulletin de I'Institut archéologique russe de
Constantinople 7, 1901, 62-78; E. Mamboury, Ruines
Byzantines de Mara, entre Maltépé et Bostandjik,
Echos d’Orient 19, 1920, 322-330.

84 Ornegin, A. Masaraci, Vandallar. Maltepe’de hortlads,

Cumbhuriyet, 26 Mart 1996, 13.

85 A. Ricci, The Road from Baghdad to Byzantium and the
Case of the Bryas Palace in Istanbul, L. Brubaker (der.),
Byzantium in the Ninth Century. Dead or Alive? Papers
from the Thirtieth Spring Symposium of Byzantine
Studies, Birmingham 1996 (Aldershot 1998) 131-150
icinde; A. Ricci, Palazzo o monastero, islam o occidente.
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Byzantine-period cistern that defined the low-
er-level arrangement of the ancient platform.
It was not until 2001 that systematic ar-
chaeological activities resumed, in the form
of a field survey, when, along with studies of
collected data and research, a reassessment of
the site’s identification was proposed. What
survived along with newly emerged remains at
Kiugciikyal: was newly documented and identi-
fied as the monastic complex of Satyros, built
by the eunuch patriarch and son of the Byzan-
tine emperor Ignatios, between 866 and 877
CE, and known through textual evidence to
have been the most lavish of the monasteries
built by the patriarch®. Despite the importance
the remains carried in the history of Byzantine
Constantinople, at the beginning of the sur-

vey season the site presented itself as an urban

85 A. Ricdi, The Road from Baghdad to Byzantium and the
Case of the Bryas Palace in Istanbul, in: L. Brubaker
(ed.), Byzantium in the Ninth Century. Dead or Alive?
Papers from the Thirtieth Spring Symposium of Byzan-
tine Studies, Birmingham 1996 (Aldershot 1998) 131-
150; A. Ricci, Palazzo o monastero, islam o occidente.
Il complesso mediobizantino a Kiigiikyali (Istanbul),
in: R. Fiorillo - P. Peduto (eds.), Atti del III Congresso
Nazionale di Archaeologia Medievale II (Florence 2003)
515-520.

Fig. / Res. 21

Detail of Byzantine-
period cistern at
Kiigiikyals, ca. 1995
(From: A. Ricci for
KYAP)

Kiigiikyalidaki Bizans
Dénemi sarnicimin detayt,
yaklasik 1995 (Kaynak:
A. Ricci, KYAP)

tarihinde tasidig: 6neme ragmen Kigtkyals,
aragtirma sezonunun baginda sehrin kalia in-
saat alanina dénugtirilmis bir kismi icinde
kalmig bog bir kentsel alandi. Projenin baglan-
gicindan itibaren, tek bagina arkeolojik arag-
tirmanin, projenin énceliklerini temsil edeme-
yecegi acikti. Boylece arkeolojik bilgi ve yorum
ile arkeolojik alanda yapilan farkl etkinlikler,
yerlesmenin yerel halk i¢in miras degerinin ev-
rimine paralel olarak gelisti. Bu deger, giderek
bos araziden, ag¢ik bir tarihi ve kiiltiirel ¢evre-
ye dondiik¢e, alanin erisilebilirligiyle temsil
edilen sosyal deger ve arkeolojik etkinlikler-
le daha gercek kilinan tarihi bir ¢evrede yer
aliyordu®.

2008’den 2010’a kadar Istanbul Arkeolo-
ji Mizeleri Mudurlagi'nin is birligi sayesin-
de Kugciikyali ArkeoPark Projesi etkinliklerine
tam bir arkeolojik kaz1 programi eklenebildi.

Il complesso mediobizantino a Kiigiikyali (Istanbul),
R. Fiorillo - P. Peduto (der.), Atti del III Congresso
Nazionale di Archaeologia Medievale II (Florence 2003)
515-520 i¢inde.

86 A, Ricci, Archeologia urbana ad Istanbul. Il Kiigitkyal:
ArkeoPark/Kent Arkeolojisi, Istanbul: Kiciikyali
ArkeoPark’1, Arkeoloji ve Sanat 139, 2012, 202-216.
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wasteland within a section of the city that had
been transformed into a permanent construc-
tion site. From the outset of the project, it was
apparent that archaeological research alone
could not represent the project’s sole priorities.
Hence, archaeological knowledge and interpre-
tation, and a wide range of on-site activities,
developed in parallel with the evolution of the
site’s heritage value for the local public. Such
value resided in an historic environment made
more real by archaeological activities, combined
with the social value represented by the
accessibility of the area, as it was progressively
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Fig. / Res. 22

Cleaning activities

at the newly revealed
church at Kigiikyali, 2004
(From: A. Ricci for KYAP)
Kiigiikyalida yeni ortaya
¢ikarilan kilisede temizleme
calismalari, 2004 (Kaynak:
A. Ricci, KYAP)

Fig. / Res. 23

The funerary chapel

at the southeastern corner
of the church during
excavation; identified as
the burial of patriarch
Ignatios d. 877, 2004
(From: A. Ricci for KYAP)
Kilisenin giineydogu
kosesindeki mezar sapeli;
Patrik Ignatios'un mezart
olarak belirlenmigtir,

6. 877, 2004 (Kaynak:

A. Ricci, KYAP)

Aragtirmalar, en 6nemlisi 6zenle tasarlanan
ve panoramik bir platform istiine yerlegtirilen
biytk bir katholikonun ya da monastik kilise-
nin kazilmamis dayanaklariyla temsil edilen,
daha énce bilinmeyen ¢ok sayida égesi olan,
oldukga fazla harcama yapilmis bir kompleksin
kalintilarini ortaya ¢ikarmaya bagladi. Platfor-
mun alt seviyesinde, yapildig1 zaman yeraltinda
olmasi gereken, simdi ise batidaki kisa kenar:
tarafindaki modern bir yoldan kismen erigi-
lebilen dikdértgen planh bir su deposu bulu-
nuyordu. Platformun tstinde ve katholikonun
gineybatisinda kiliseye bitigik bir mezar odas1
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turned from wasteland into an open historic
and cultural environment®.

From 2008 to 2010, thanks to a collabora-
tion with the Direction of the Istanbul Archae-
ological Museums, the Kuciikyal: ArkeoPark
Project was able to add to its activities a full-
fledged archaeological excavations program.
Research began revealing the remains of a lav-
ishly built complex with numerous previously
unknown features, the most relevant of which
is represented by the unexcavated remains of a
large church, likely to represent the katholikon,
or monastic church, that was carefully designed
and prominently placed on a panoramic plat-
form. The lower level of the platform was oc-
cupied by a rectangular-in-plan water reservoir
meant to be underground at the time of its
construction, and now partly accessible from
a modern road at its western and shorter end.
On the platform and to the southeast of the
alleged katholikon, a funerary chamber leaning
against the church was excavated®’. Review of
textual evidence has assisted identification of
the chamber’s remains; provided valuable infor-
mation about the deposition of patriarch Igna-
tios at this very funerary chapel after his death
on October 23, 877, followed soon after by his
sanctification; and added details about cult
practices at the site during the Byzantine pe-
riod (Fig. 22. 23). Ignatios was born in the pur-
ple and destined to succeed his father, Michael
Rangabes the First (r. 811-813) to the imperial
throne, but when, in 813, Michael Rangabes
was overthrown, his three male children were
castrated in the Imperial Palace and as eu-

nuchs sent into monastic exile to the Princes’

86 A. Ricci, Archeologia urbana ad Istanbul. II Kiiciikyal
ArkeoPark/Kent Arkelojisi, Istanbul: Kiigitkyals
ArkeoPark’1, Arkeoloji ve Sanat 139, 2012, 202-216.

87 A. Ricci, Left Behind: Small Sized Objects from the Mid-
dle Byzantine Monastic Complex of Satyros (Kii¢tikyals,
Istanbul), in: B. Bshlendorf-Aslan — A. Ricci (eds.), Byz-
antine Small Finds in Archaeological Contexts, Byzas
15 (Istanbul 2012) 147-162.

Alessandra Ricci

kazildi¥’. Yazili kaynaklarin taranmasi, odanin
kalintilarinin tanimlanmasina yardima oldu;
Patrik Ignatios’un 23 Ekim 877’de ¢liminden
sonra bu mezar gapeline konuldugu hakkin-
da degerli bir bilgi saglandi; ayrica Bizans
Dénemi'nde yerlesmedeki kilt pratikleri hak-
kinda ayrintilar eklendi (Res. 22. 23). Ignati-
os soylu olarak dogmustu ve babasi I. Michael
Rangabes’ten (h. 811-813) sonra imparatorluk
tahtina gececekti; fakat 813’te Michael Ranga-
bes devrilince ti¢ erkek ¢cocugu Imparatorluk
Sarayr'nda hadim edilerek Prens Adalarr’'na,
monastik stirgiine génderildi. Ignatios’un yap-
tirdig1 Satyros Manastiri, bagkentin — hadim
patrigin hayatinin bir kismini ge¢irdigi — Prens
Adalarrna bakan kiyilarinda, etrafina hakim,
adalara ya da Konstantinopolis’in dogusuna
yolculuk edenlerin goziine ¢arpan bir manzara
olarak kayda deger bir yerdi. Kompleks, Bizans
Konstantinopolisi'nde pek de iz birakmayan 9.
yuzyil icin yenilik¢i olan mimari ve dekoratif
dgeler sergiliyordu®®.

2009'da arkeolojik kompleks, bir Istanbul
2010 Avrupa Kiultiir Baskenti yerlesmesi oldu,
ardindan Tirkiye'de ve digsarda kendini Kons-
tantinopolis arkeolojisi ve Istanbul sehrinin
¢oklu ge¢misleri hakkinda farkindalik ve bilgi
artirmayi hedefleyen, disiplinler aras1 Bizans
Doénemi kentsel arkeolojisi projesi olarak ta-
nimlayan Kiigiikkyali ArkeoPark Projesi'nin ku-

rulmas: geldi®.

87 A. Ricci, Left Behind: Small Sized Objects from the
Middle Byzantine Monastic Complex of Satyros (Kii-
citkyals, Istanbul), B. Béhlendorf-Aslan — A. Ricci (eds.),
Byzantine Small Finds in Archaeological Contexts, By-
zas 15 (Istanbul 2012) 147-162 icinde.

88 Ayrintili degerlendirme, A. Ricci, Reinterpretation

of the »Palace of Bryas«: A Study in Byzantine Architec-
ture, History and Historiography (Doctora Thesis Prin-
ceton University 2008) 23-106. 130-181. 190-253.

89 H. Ertas, Creating Interfaces for a Sustainable Cultural

Programme: An Interview with Korhan Giimiis, Archi-
tectural Design 80, 1, 2010, 75; M. Eroglu, Kugiikyal'da
bir ArkeoPark, Istanbul 2010 Avrupa Kiiltiir Bagkenti,
Miras 1, 2010, 38-41; City’s Past Down-Scaled, Hirri-
yet Daily News, <http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/english/
domestic/11025381.asp> (07.11.2013).
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Islands. The monastery of Satyros built by Ig-
natios stood as a remarkable landmark in the
outskirts of the capital city, facing the Princes’
Islands, where the eunuch patriarch spent part
of his life. It dominated its surroundings and
represented a notable sight to those traveling
to the islands or east of Constantinople. The
complex displayed architectural and decorative
features that were innovative for a century, the
9th, that has left hardly any surviving traces in
Byzantine Constantinople®.

In 2009, the archaeological complex was
named an Istanbul 2010 European Capital of
Culture site, followed by the establishment of
the Kicikyali ArkeoPark Project, which de-
fines itself, in Turkey and abroad, as an inter-
disciplinary Byzantine-period urban-archaeol-
ogy project aimed at fostering awareness and
broadening knowledge about Constantinopoli-
tan archaeology and the city of Istanbul’s mul-
tiple pasts®.

Archaeological activities at the site - the
moments that mark recovery of ancient memo-
ries and presences, and that contribute towards
crafting an historic environment — continue to
be shared with the local community and others
who are increasingly attracted by the material-
ity of archaeology on the Asian side of Istanbul
in a location traditionally void of such evidence.
An open-door policy with regard to archaeolog-
ical activities in fact encouraged the develop-
ment of a public sense of an historic material
environment (Fig. 24). The site is not closed
within fences, and on a daily basis members

of the international team offer guided tours of

88 Discussed in detail in, A. Ricci, Reinterpretation of the
»Palace of Bryas«: A Study in Byzantine Architecture,
History and Historiography (PhD Dissertation, Princ-
eton University 2008) 23-106. 130-181. 190-253.

89 H. Ertas, Creating Interfaces for a Sustainable Cultural

Programme: An Interview with Korhan Gumis, Archi-
tectural Design 80, 1, 2010, 75; M. Eroglu, Kiciikyali'da
bir ArkeoPark, Istanbul 2010 Avrupa Kiltir Bagkenti,
Miras 1, 2010, 38-41; City’s Past Down-Scaled, Hiirri-
yet Daily News, <http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/english/
domestic/11025381.asp> (07.11.2013).
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Fig. / Res. 24 A guided tour at Kigitkyah as excavations
progress, 2010 (From: D. Ventura for KYAP)

Kiigiikyali'da kazilar devam ederken rehberli tur, 2010
(Kaynak: D. Ventura, KYAP)

Yerlesmedeki arkeolojik etkinlikler — ge¢-
mige ait anilar ve (kiltir) varliklarinin bulu-
nusuna ve tarihsel bir cevrenin olugmasina
taniklik eden anlar - geleneksel olarak boyle
bir kanittan yoksun olan Istanbul’un Anadolu
yakasinda, arkeolojinin maddelegsmesine / ete
kemige birtuntsiine artarak ilgi gésteren yerel
topluluklar ve digerleri ile paylagilmaya devam
ediyor. Aslinda arkeolojik etkinliklerle ilgili
acik kap1 politikasi, kamuda tarihi somut cev-
re hissinin geligsmesini tegvik etmistir (Res. 24).
Yerlesme citle kapatilmamigtir ve uluslararasi
ekibin uyeleri her giin yerlesmedeki gelisme-
lerin rehberli turlarini sunar. Ancak baz: alan-
lar ~koruma laboratuvari, buluntu depolar1 ve
bilgi-islem kiimeleri gibi teknik arkeolojik bilgi
kaynag olabilecek mekanlar — gerekli durum-
larda arkeolojiyle mirasi ayirma amaciyla uz-
manlara ayrilmigtir™.

Her caligma sezonunun baglangic kiigiik
zanaat pazarlari, kitap standlari (mahallede ki-
tap¢1 bulunmuyor) ve eski Bizans Dénemi sar-
nicnda acik hava konserleri gibi halka agik bir
dizi etkinlikle igaretlenir; bu da yerlesmenin bir

birlesme noktasi, tarihi ve kiiltiirel bir ¢cevreyi

90 A. Ricci, Kent icinde Arkeolojiyi Korumak.. Kiiciikyal:
ArkeoPark, Aktiel Arkeoloji 24, 2011, 32-35; Ricci,
loc. cit. (n. 85) 212-215; Projenin resmi Web sitesi,
<www.kucukyaliarkeopark.net>.
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progress being made at the site. Some areas,
though — such as spaces that might be sources
of technical archaeological knowledge, includ-
ing conservation laboratories, deposits of arti-
facts and some of the data-processing clusters
— have been reserved to specialists with the in-
tention of separating, when necessary, archae-
ology from heritage®™.

The beginning of each working season is
marked by a series of community events, rang-
ing from small artisanal markets, book stalls
(the neighborhood does not have a bookstore),
and open-air concerts in the former Byzantine-
period cistern, allowing the site to serve as a
point of aggregation, an identifier of the com-
munity with the added value of representing an
historical and cultural environment (Fig. 25)°".

The ArkeoPark dig house - a large store at
street level repurposed from its archaeological
role — during the winter months serves a com-
munity of elderly women who, through a local
NGO, participate in a literacy program that will
lead to an official elementary school degree. At
the same time, students participating in the
program are introduced to the historical sites
of Istanbul and to areas of the city that have
always felt removed and out of their reach as
women (Fig. 26)%.

In partnership with local elementary
schools, the ArkeoPark has developed programs
of hands-on archaeological exploration and her-
itage awareness. During the 2010-2011 school
year, several thousand elementary school chil-

dren spent time working in the dig house,

90 A, Ricci, Kent icinde Arkeolojiyi Korumak...Kiiciikyal:
ArkeoPark, Aktiiel Arkeoloji 24, 2011, 32-35; Ricdi,
loc. cit. (n. 85) 212-215; the Project’s official Webpage,
<www.kucukyaliarkeopark.net>.

91 In 2010, Yale University’s a capella singing group

Whim ‘N Rhythm offered a free concert to the public at
the archaeological site. The concert’s title was: An a Ca-
pella Tribute to Popular American Song (Saturday, July
3, 2010), Istanbul, US Consulate Webpage, <http://
istanbul.usconsulate.gov/whimnryhthm2010.html>
(07.11.2013).

92 Ricci loc. cit. (n. 85) 213-214.
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Fig. / Res. 25 Yale University’s a capella singers on the
concert’s podium with local residents participating in the
archaeological educational project. The podium is inside the
Byzantine-period cistern formerly occupied by waste, 2010
(From: D. Ventura for KYAP)

Yale Universitesi'nin a capella sarkicilart konser podyumunda,
arkeolojik egitim projesine katilan yerel sakinlerle. Podyum,
daha 6nce atik dolu olan Bizans dénemi sarnmicinin i¢indedir, 2010
(Kaynak: D. Ventura, KYAP)

temsil etmenin getirdigi ek degerle birlikte hal-
kin tanimlayicisi olarak hizmet etmesini saglar
(Res. 25)°.

ArkeoPark kazi evi — arkeolojik roli digin-
da da kullanilan, sokak seviyesinde biiytk bir
dikkan - kis aylarinda yerel bir STK araciligiy-
la ilkokul diplomasiyla bitecek okuma-yazma
programina katilan yagh kadinlara hizmet edi-
yor. Ayn1 zamanda programa katilan égrenciler,
Istanbul’un tarihi yerleriyle ve sehrin kadinlari
olarak hep uzak ve erigilmez hissedilen alanla-
riyla tamigtirthiyor (Res. 26)%%.

Yerel ilkokullar ile is birligiyle ArkeoPark,
uygulamali arkeolojik kesif ve miras farkindalig:
programlar gelistirdi. 2010-2011 okul yilinda
birkag bin ilkokul ¢ocugu kaz evinde ¢aligarak,
kazi alaninda kesifler yaparak ve kazi evinde-
ki kiitiiphanede vakit gecirdi. Ayni okul yilin-

da sehrin gérme engelliler i¢in bazi okullari,

91 2010’da Yale Universitesinin a capella grubu Whim
‘N Rhythm arkeolojik alanda halka tcretsiz bir konser
verdi. Konserin bagligi: Popiiler Amerikan Sarkisina
bir a Capella ngiisii idi (3 Temmuz 2010, Cumartesi),
Istanbul, ABD Konsoloslugu Web sayfasi, <http://
istanbul.usconsulate.gov/whimnryhthm2010.html>
(07.11.2013).

92 Ricci loc. cit. (n. 85) 213-214.
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exploring and discovering the excavation site,
and at the small library inside the dig house.
During the same school year, some of the city’s
schools for the visually impaired were encour-
aged to take their students to the site, where
they were introduced to archaeology through a
one-day sensorial project.

The Kigiikyali ArkeoPark is an urban ar-
chaeological project whose primary and most
visible identity furthers work conducted by
professional archaeologists, but also represents
the only green »lung, the only point of outdoor
public aggregation, for tens of thousands of us-
ers. The green space’s qualities are enhanced
by its heritage connotation. Its community,
or constituency, represents a crucial point of
reference and progressively becomes its inter-
preter in multi-faceted ways. Yet, the process
is challenging, as it rests on the difficulties in
contemporary Istanbul of recognizing Byzan-
tium, which continues to connote the ideologi-
cal thrust, and certain political agendas, of con-
quest and conquered otherness. Recognition,
here, resides more in a memory exercise that
initiates the identification of common grounds
with the conquered, in terms of sociological
and physical traits, and in terms of previously
shared spaces and habits of proximity, while
acknowledging religious differences — Muslim

and Christian®.

93 The ArkeoPark does attract a diversified form of media
attention, which oftentimes represents the reverbera-
tion of specific interests with respect to the site or of
disputes on the interpretations of the archaeology of
the site. Specifically, the reinterpretation of the re-
mains at Kigitkyali with the monastery of Satyros, now
based on the archaeological evidence that was not avail-
able in the mid-1950s when the site was identified for
the first time with the Islamicate palace of Bryas, has
stirred media attention on the site and on the foreign
project’s director. P. Ozcan, Bryas Saray1 Muthemelen
Bostanc Civarinda, Yeni Aktiiel 143, 2010, with inter-
view of project’s director and Semavi Eyice; F. Sabrican,
Kigiikyali’da 1200 Yillik Tarih Ortaya Cikiyor, Ka-
dikoy Life 8, 48, 2012, 36-40 with interview of proj-
ect’s director, Semavi Eyice, and Director of Istanbul
Archaeological Museums. Also, H. Hellenkemper,
Anatolische Riviera. Byzantinische Kaiserpaléste in
Bithynien, in: E. Winter - K. Zimmermann (eds.), Neue
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Fig. / Res. 26 ACEV Foundation’s voluntary
teacher Nezire Kili¢ poses in dig house’s windows
with literacy program students, 2011
(From: A. Ricci for KYAP)

ACEV Vakfrmin goniillii 6gretmeni Nezire Kili¢ kaz1 evinin
caminda okur-yazarlik programi 6grencileriyle poz veriyor, 2011
(Kaynak: A. Ricci, KYAP)

ogrencilerini alana getirmeleri i¢in tegvik edildi;
burada giinliik bir duyusal projeyle arkeolojiyle
tanigtilar.

Kiigukyali ArkeoPark, ana ve en goérinur
kimligi profesyonel arkeologlarin yurittigu
caligmalari ilerleten, fakat ayni zamanda onbin-
lerce kullania i¢in tek yesil »akcigeri«, tek agik
hava kamusal birlesme noktasini temsil eden
bir kentsel arkeolojisi projesidir. Yesgil alanin ni-
telikleri miras ¢agrigimiyla iyilestiriliyor. Alanin
sakinleri, kritik bir referans noktasini temsil
ediyor ve giderek ¢cok farkl bigimlerde yorum-
cusu haline geliyor. Yine de, cagdas Istanbul’un,
otekiligin fethi ve fethedilmisliginin ideolojik
itkisini ve belli politik ajandalarini ima etmeye
devam eden Byzantium’u tanimasindaki gii¢c-
liiklere dayandig: icin stireg zorlu. Burada tani-
ma daha ¢ok, dinsel farkliliklar1 - Misluman ve
Hiristiyan - ifade ederken, fethedilenle sosyo-
lojik ve fiziksel ézellikler, daha énce paylagilan
mekanlar ve yakinlik aligkanliklar: bakimindan
ortak zeminin tanimlanmasini baglatan bir ha-

fiza egzersizinde yer alir®.

93 ArkeoPark, siklikla alandaki belli cikarlarin ya da ala-
nin arkeolojisinin yorumlar hakkinda anlagmazliklarin
yansimalarini temsil eden cesitli bicimlerdeki medya
ilgisini cekmektedir. Ozellikle Satyros Manastir1 ile Kii-
ciikyalr'daki kalintilarin simdi 1950’lerin ortalarinda
alan ilk kez Islami Bryas saray1 olarak tanimlandigin-
da elde olmayan arkeolojik verilere dayanarak tekrar
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The concept of community at Kuctkyali is
not necessarily a consensual one, but rather
one with diversified needs and interests that
can also be driven by current politics and reli-
gious orientations. More than a post-colonial
lesson, Byzantine Kii¢iukyali might be seen as
a piece of heritage colonized or, better, con-
quered by the very community that archaeolo-
gists are asking to interpret it. The encounter
with the community is, as in many other cases,
based on benefits deriving from caring about
the site, the green space®. Although this strat-
egy applies in various ways to several other
archaeological sites around the world, it rarely
if ever finds implementation in Turkish urban
archaeology, particularly in Istanbul.

Bauman, in a rather evocative way, defined
community »like a roof under which we shelter
in heavy rain, like a fireplace at which we warm
our hands on a frosty day«”. Community par-
ticipation has become near-mandatory in ar-
chaeological projects, and it inevitably extends
beyond the limits of our own disciplines and
cultural specificities, as Smith and Waterton
remarked in 2009%. »The right thing to do« or
the intent to »make feel good«, »giving it back
to the people«, with consequent elimination of

negative connotation, is a cleansing act that we

Funde und Forschungen in Bithynien. Festschrift F.
K. Dérner (Bonn 2013) 61-82 where, without discus-
sion of the published archaeological evidence on the
site, Kugitkyali becomes one of the Riviera’s imperial
residences. Counterarguments in, P. Magdalino, Stud-
ies on the History and Topography of Constantinople
(Aldershot 2007) xiii; R. Ousterhout, Master Builders
of Byzantium (Princeton 2008) VII, p. 167. The above
now summarized in S. Polizzi, Progetto di Parco Ar-
cheologico Urbano a Istanbul. Valorizzazione del Sito
di Kigiikyali, Complesso Monastico Bizantino del IX
Secolo, Tesi di Laurea Triennale, Facolta di Lettere e Fi-
losofia, Universita di Roma »La Sapienza« (Rome 2014)

94 Smith — Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 87-89 on decolonis-
ing practices and a lengthy discussion of community
engagement at Catalhoytik.

95 Z. Bauman, Community: Seeking Safety in an Insecure

World (Cambridge 2001) 1; amply discussed in Smith-
Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 21-40.

96 Smith — Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 11-20.

Kig¢ukyali’daki topluluk kavrami muta-
bakatla degil, fakat giincel politika ve dinsel
yonelimler tarafindan da giidiilebilen farkli
ihtiyaclar ve ¢cikarlar icerir. Post-kolonyal bir
dersin 6tesinde, Bizans Dénemi Kiigiikyalr'ss,
arkeologlarin yorumlamalarini, istedikleri top-
luluk tarafindan kolonize edilmis, ya da daha
dogrusu fethedilmis bir miras parcas: olarak
gorulebilir. Toplumla kargilasma pek ¢ok bagka
ornekte oldugu gibi alana, yesil alana deger ver-
mekten gelen faydalara dayaniyor®. Bu strateji
Tiirk kent arkeolojisinde, 6zellikle Istanbul’da
nadiren uygulama alani bulsa da, cesitli bi¢im-
lerde diinyada bagka birkag arkeolojik alanda
gecerlidir.

Bauman, olduk¢a provakatif bicimde, toplu-
lugu, »saganak yagmurda sigindigimiz bir ¢ati
gibi, buz gibi bir ginde ellerimizi 1sittigimiz
somine gibi« diye tanmimlamigtir®. Topluluk
katilimi arkeolojik projelerde neredeyse sart
hale gelmigtir ve Smith ve Waterton'in 2009'da
belirttigi gibi, kacinilmaz olarak kendi disip-

linlerimizin ve kiltiirel 6zelliklerin sinirlarinin

yorumlanmasi, alana ve yabanci projenin direktorii-
ne medyanin ilgisini ¢ekmigtir P. Ozcan, Bryas Saray1
Muhtemelen Bostanci Civarinda, Yeni Aktiiel 143,
2010, proje direktorii Semavi Eyice ile roportajla; F.
Sabrican, Kii¢iikyali'da 1200 Yillik Tarih Ortaya Ciki-
yor, Kadikéy Life 8, 48, 2012, 36-40 proje direktori
Semavi Eyice ve Istanbul Arkeoloji Mizeleri Miidiira
ile roportajlarla birlikte. Ayrica, H. Hellenkemper, Ana-
tolische Riviera. Byzantinische Kaiserpalidste in Bithy-
nien, E. Winter — K. Zimmermann (der.), Neue Funde
und Forschungen in Bithynien. Festschrift F. K. Dér-
ner (Bonn 2013) 61-82 icinde alandaki arkeolojik ve-
rilerin degerlendirmesi olmadan Kiigiikyali, Riviera'nin
imparatorluk konutlarindan biri olur. Kars1 argiiman-
lar i¢in, P. Magdalino, Studies on the History and To-
pography of Constantinople (Aldershot 2007) xiii; R.
Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium ?(Princeton
2008) VII. Yukarida bahsedilen, burada 6zetlenmigtir:
S. Polizzi, Progetto di Parco Archeologico Urbano a
Istanbul: Valorizzazione del Sito di Kig¢iikyali, Comp-
lesso Monastico Bizantino del IX Secolo, Tesi di Laurea
Triennale, Facolta di Lettere e Filosofia, Unia di Roma
»La Sapienza« (Rome 2014).

94 Dekolonilestirme pratikleri ve Gatalhyiik’te topluluk

katilimi hakkinda uzun bir degerlendirme i¢in, Smith -
Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 87-89.

95 Z. Bauman, Community: Seeking Safety in an Insecure

World (Cambridge 2001) 1.
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can oftentimes rather easily transfer into ar-
chaeology, and into community archaeology.
Our micro-history at Kugiikyali has shown
thus far that »community« is a process, a hu-
man process rather than a specific act, such
as listening to a concert, paging books on dis-
play, or reading for the first time the word
»carsamba« (Wednesday) in a makeshift class-
room in the dig house. It is principally a pro-
cess of mutual awareness — by »us and them«
- about our many, oftentimes ideologically
rooted differences. It is also about sharing pow-
er relationships, about shared power®. And it
is about a collective effort to become heritage
interpreters, each of us with different voices

and stories.

97 Smith — Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 138-143.
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dtesine uzanir®. »Yapilmasi dogru olan sey« ya
da »iyi hissettirme« niyeti, »halka geri vermekg,
sonunda olumsuz ¢agrisgimin ortadan kaldiril-
masiyla siklikla ve kolaylikla arkeolojiye ve top-
lumsal arkeolojiye aktarilabilecek bir temizlen-
me eylemidir.

Kugiikyalr'daki mikro-tarihimiz simdiye ka-
dar »toplulugun« bir konser dinlemek, sergide-
ki kitaplara bakmak ya da kazievindeki simifta
ilk defa »Carsamba« kelimesini okumak gibi
belli bir hareketten cok bir siireg, bir insani sii-
re¢ oldugunu gostermistir. Esas olarak — bizim
ve onlarin - pek ¢ok, siklikla ideolojik kékenli
farkliliklarimiz hakkinda kargilikli farkindalik
sturecidir. Ayn1 zamanda gug iligkilerini pay-
lagmakla ilgili, ortak giicle ilgilidir®”. Ve miras
yorumcular: olmak i¢in her birimizin farkl ses-
leri ve hikayeleriyle birlikte ortak bir ¢abayla
ilgilidir.

96 Smith — Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 11-20.
97 Smith — Waterton loc. cit. (n. 79) 138-143.



