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ABSTRACT 

 

 

GIS APPLICATIONS AND HERITAGE AWARENESS IN URBAN 

ARCHAEOLOGY: A CASE STUDY ON ULUS, ANKARA 

 

 

¢ELĶK, Ecem Ayĸe 

The Graduate School of Social Sciences, The Department of Settlement Archaeology 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Lale ¥ZGENEL 

 

 

January 2024, 125 pages 

 

The intensive urban construction and urban planning that does not prioritize cultural 

heritage in Turkey, pose a significant threat to the preservation of archaeological 

heritage in urban environments, which indeed requires a comprehensive, 

interdisciplinary and participatory conservation approach. This thesis aims to address 

heritage conservation in the context of urban archaeology and digital public 

archaeology. It discusses the potential of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in 

establishing a digital inventory, conservation of cultural heritage and public outreach 

and concretizes the argument by a pilot study on Ulus, Ankara. By exposing the 

multi-layered character of the city through mapping the archaeological heritage of 

the Phrygian and Roman periods it foremost aims to bring together a digital content 

of both cultural layers, which is articulated to serve as a platform for public 

engagement.  Representing an initial working attempt, this digital inventory is open 

for further elaboration and revision. 

 

Keywords: Geographic Information Systems (GIS), Cultural Heritage, Urban 

Archaeology, Digital Archaeology, Ulus, Ankara 
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¥Z 

 

 

KENT ARKEOLOJĶSĶNDE CBS UYGULAMALARI VE K¦LT¦REL MĶRAS 

FARKINDALIĴI: ULUS, ANKARA ¥RNEĴĶ 

 

 

¢ELĶK, Ecem Ayĸe 

Sosyal Bilimler Enstit¿s¿, Yerleĸim Arkeolojisi Ana Bilim Dalē 

Tez Yºneticisi: Prof. Dr. Lale ¥ZGENEL 

 

 

Ocak 2024, 125 sayfa 

 

 

T¿rkiye'deki yoĵun kentsel yapēlaĸma ve k¿lt¿rel mirasē ºncelemeyen kent 

planlamalarē, kentsel baĵlamlardaki arkeolojik mirasēn korunmasēna yºnelik ºnemli 

bir tehdit oluĸturmakta, ve bu durum kapsamlē, disiplinler arasē ve katēlēmcē bir 

koruma yaklaĸēmē gerektirmektedir. Bu tez, mirasēn korunmasēnē kentsel arkeoloji ve 

dijital toplum arkeolojisi baĵlamēnda ele almayē ama­lamaktadēr. Coĵrafi Bilgi 

Sistemlerinin (CBS) dijital envanter oluĸturma, k¿lt¿rel mirasēn korunmasē ve 

kamusal eriĸimi konularēndaki potansiyelini tartēĸmakta ve Ankara Ulus'ta yapēlan 

bir pilot ­alēĸma ile arg¿manē somutlaĸtērmaktadēr. Frig ve Roma dºnemlerine ait 

arkeolojik mirasēn haritalanmasē yoluyla kentin ­ok katmanlē karakterini ortaya 

koyarak, her iki k¿lt¿rel katmana ait dijital bir i­eriĵi bir araya getirmeyi ve bu 

i­eriĵin kamusal katēlēm i­in bir platform olarak hizmet etmesini ama­lamaktadēr.  

Bir ºnc¿, ilk ­alēĸmayē temsil eden bu dijital envanter, daha fazla detaylandērēlmaya 

ve revizyona a­ēktēr. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Coĵrafi Bilgi Sistemleri (CBS), K¿lt¿rel Miras, Kent Arkeolojisi, 

Dijital Arkeoloji, Ulus, Ankara 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

1.1. Aim 

 

The aggressive construction activities and urban sprawl, as witnessed in Turkey's 

cities for a long time, threaten the existence and protection of archaeological heritage 

in urban environments. Urban renewal, gentrification, and transformation projects 

make it challenging to preserve the city's historical layers and implement sustainable 

conservation practices in urban archaeological sites. This heritage is mainly located 

in a living urban entity, so it is more vulnerable to destruction and deterioration 

caused by poor renovation or conservation policies. Guzman et al. (2014) state two 

major threats to World Heritage cultural properties: management deficiencies and 

aggressive growth. Thus, integrating cultural heritage into urban development 

projects, especially in stratified cities, has become fundamental to urban heritage 

protection. Doing urban archaeology in stratified cities with various cultural layers, 

in addition, is difficult for two main reasons. First, many urban centers have been 

inhabited continuously since very early stages, and as such, a considerable amount of 

information belonging to early layers had already disappeared or destroyed beneath 

the more recent ones; second, today's urban centers are built over earlier settlements, 

which makes research more challenging. Efficient conservation practices in urban 

contexts, then, require disseminating information on a public scale and hence 

integrating public and archaeology. Informing the public about the cultural heritage 

of the context in which they live, thereby developing awareness and interest, stands 

out as a crucial step in urban heritage conservation. Digital tools help in many ways 

to achieve this goal by narrating the heritage in different ways. Digitalization of 

heritage information facilitates the integration of a larger public and enables the 

development of other strategies, like providing navigation to further information 
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through web-based platforms. This is by no means a process to pursue within 

archaeology only; doing digital archaeology in an urban settlement, aiming for public 

integration and outreach requires the integration of various disciplines. 

  

Understanding the historicity of the urban settlement through urban archaeology and 

designing integrative and comprehensive urban decisions is crucial. Urban 

archaeology is a multidisciplinary field and brings together not only archaeologists, 

architects, urban planners, and urban and architectural historians but also decision-

makers, and hence can provide multi-dimensional information about the historical 

development of urban patterns (¢aĵlayan, 1999), and serve to approach urban 

planning and heritage protection strategies in an inclusive and integrated way (Belge, 

2005). By exploring the relationship between a city's past and future, urban 

archaeology can reconcile with urban development policies and projects. It must 

indeed be taken as a crucial aspect of heritage conservation decisions.  

  

Urban history studies must be designed with methods that support a multi-

dimensional and interdisciplinary approach in stratified cities with a multicultural 

heritage. An efficient tool for this kind of work is GIS (Geographic Information 

System). Its ability for the collection, processing and production of a vast amount 

and variety of information and data makes it a strong tool for many uses. GIS is an 

efficient data-collecting and processing system for cities that continuously grow and 

change. Its data processing capacity and competence have made GIS an integral part 

of heritage management in the urban planning processes. It is now effectively used to 

support and plan urban services and efficient cultural heritage management 

(Spiridon et al., 2016). 

  

GIS is a software that compiles geographic information by providing kinetic, spatial, 

and sensory elements of space, integrates diverse data from different sources, 

facilitates collecting and comparing spatial and archaeological data, and makes it 

possible to visualize, integrate, and analyze historical and geographical data, and to 

merge them in a coherent way (Lilley and Porter, 2016; Nicoletti, 2018). It allows to 

work with big data to visualize spatial relationships. It thus helps to assess better the 

historical events, settlements, connective roads, and more complex relationships by 
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giving a holistic view. Furthermore, it enables the upgrade and/or revision of 

digitalized data without facing the risk of data loss, and as such, it facilitates 

planning, decision-making, and public outreach processes. Such processes, in 

addition, could also be done without harming the tangible heritage. GIS gives 

references spatially and shares geospatial information using coordinates, enabling the 

overlay of geographic and topographic maps and archaeological data, thus displaying 

the heritage assets as an inventory. 

 

Additionally, the visualized maps can be imported for use in digital cartography. As 

GIS software combines these tools to create and use extensive spatial data, its usage 

eases to see the historical processes and urban changes in cities. By applying GIS and 

digital mapping, the layers and previously unrecorded gaps of a historical city 

become visible and comprehendible. Therefore, GIS is a convenient method in urban 

archaeology, considering that representing the changes in time and comparing the 

data of different eras in archaeology is a challenging target to achieve (Virevialle, 

2011). It is also a helpful method and medium to properly evaluate and manage the 

preservation of cultural heritage in urban development projects. Integrating digital 

tools, particularly GIS, into conservation and planning processes enables 

consideration of many types of information related to the subject (Lilley and Porter, 

2016).  

  

In an urban context, cultural assets often suffer from damage, connectivity loss, or 

historical continuity interruptions. Representing these assets in geographical data 

allows for better interpretation of finds and identifying connections between heritage 

assets. In addition, the created dataset can be utilized in future archaeological work 

and heritage conservation processes. In urban archaeological areas, therefore, it is 

crucial to work with a detailed digital inventory that includes all the archaeological 

heritage data organized systematically and standardized to ensure information and 

interpretation clarity. It is also essential to conduct spatial analysis to manage 

archaeological fieldwork, make informed decisions, and effectively coordinate them. 

By offering to work with precise locations and accurate information, GIS allows the 

integration of invisible layers into the current urban context without requiring 

lengthy and pricey studies and excavations.  



 

 

4 

In Turkey, GIS-based spatialization of urban archaeological heritage protection is 

limited. The preparation of spatial digital inventories to provide a systematic and 

organized database to be taken into account in the formulation of conservation 

projects and urban plans that prioritize urban archaeological sites, and urban projects 

that consider the integration of heritage with the local community are rather few. The 

illustrative case of this study, Ulus, the historical city center of Ankara; despite its 

historical significance, it lacks a proper heritage protection and conservation policy 

and management. The cultural assets in the area became exposed to damage, 

disintegration, coverage, and illicit excavations, especially following the rapid urban 

change and growth since the 1950s. Neglecting cultural heritage protection as an 

issue in urban policy-making processes resulted in the gradual loss of unrecallable 

heritage and public ignorance of the history of the area and the city. There is a lack 

of public awareness and appreciation of the importance of the cultural heritage in 

Ulus. Applying digital archaeology to urban archaeology in Ankara and similar 

cases, in this sense, becomes even more crucial as this will allow to "explore" the 

currently unseen past urban settlements and, respectively, provide the essential tools 

for public outreach and public integration. As Graham et al. (2020) state: "Digital 

archaeology in the 21st century is necessarily a public archaeology." Public 

archaeology offers the public opportunities to engage in archaeological practices and 

methodologies. Also, it brings valuable insights into the heritage of their 

surroundings. Public archaeology aims to develop research, projects, and methods for 

a better understanding of heritage conservation.
1
 In recent years, the possibilities 

brought by digital technologies for public engagement with archaeology have 

significantly advanced. Alongside these advancements, there has also been a growing 

emphasis on more reproducible archaeological practices and more open, 

participatory approaches to data creation (Kansa et al. 2011; Bevan et al., 2014). 

 

This thesis aims to discuss the role, potential, and contribution of digital archaeology 

and digital mapping in multi-layered urban contexts by problematizing ways of 

integration between urban archaeology, cultural heritage management, heritage 

conservation, and public outreach. The research is designed from the perspective of 

                                                 
1
 For public archaeology see: McGimsey, 1972; Merriman, 2004; Smith and Waterton, 2009; 

McDavid and McGhee, 2010; Matsuda and Okamura, 2011; Bollwerk, 2015; Richardson and 

Almansa-S§nchez, 2015; Moshenska, 2017; G¿rsu, 2021. 
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digital public archaeology and in the scope of urban settlement. The emerging 

research questions, respectively, are: How can digital mapping help to facilitate 

collaborative models in understanding historical cities? In which ways does digital 

mapping show/represent multi-layeredness of urban settlements? Can digital 

mapping help the integration and conservation of cultural heritage in urban planning? 

and Does digital mapping help increase public awareness and public outreach for 

embracing cultural heritage?  

  

To concretize the discussion, the study offers a pilot GIS-based mapping study on 

urban archaeological heritage in the historic city center of Ankara, Ulus; considering 

the limitations of a master's thesis research, only Phrygian and Roman periods are 

included in the analysis. The insights of a web-based GIS platform are contextualized 

to propose a web-based GIS platform idea to achieve a complementary and 

comprehensive platform for heritage protection, conservation, and public outreach.  

  

1.2. Scope 

 

Ankara has been facing a significant challenge in preserving its historic urban fabric 

due to the lack of a comprehensive and sustainable urban heritage conservation plan. 

The piecemeal interventions in Ankara's urban fabric often led to debates and 

disagreements rather than consensus. This situation had a negative impact not only 

on regional development and cultural tourism but also on defining and protecting the 

city's cultural heritage, identity, and image, as well as establishing a strong sense of 

citizenship and belonging.  

  

Many urban development projects have been processed in Ankara since the early 

1920s, following its declaration as the capital of the Turkish Republic. However, 

Ulus' urbanization turned into an unprecedented and destructive process, mainly after 

the Second World War, that witnessed mass migration from the rural to urban 

centers, which led to housing shortage and uncontrolled urbanism. Several urban 

renewal projects and new buildings were implemented without concern for 

preserving the historical and archaeological assets and identity of Ulus. The area and 

its archaeological properties had become the target of unsuitable conservation 
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policies and urban planning because of the failure to integrate the archaeological, 

historical, cultural, geographical, and social characteristics of the place into urban 

development projects. Thus, with every implementation, the cultural heritage of Ulus 

became more exposed to getting harmed.
2
   

  

The area has also suffered from uncertainties and undefined procedures and 

processes related to the legal context of cultural heritage, which creates problems in 

terms of defining site boundaries, historical layers, periods, types and characteristics, 

especially in multi-layered cities (Bilgin Altēnºz, 2002). Many layers are already 

destroyed until protection regulations reach the site. That is why it becomes 

inevitable to establish a regulated inventory of the invisible and visible cultural 

heritage by producing a spatial heritage map, which can be used in processing the 

future implications of heritage conservation and planning. 

  

Adopting a sustainable and holistic urban planning approach that considers Ankara's 

unique multi-layered historic fabric to address these issues, is vital. A comprehensive 

conservation plan requires effective communication and collaboration among various 

stakeholders, as heritage preservation is a shared responsibility that extends beyond 

decision-makers and requires the involvement of several specialists next to 

archaeologists. Active citizen participation, furthermore, is also essential in the 

planning process, as citizens play a decisive role in shaping the city's character.  

  

Ankara and its surroundings have been home to various cultures, with its early 

history dating back to the Paleolithic Age (Erzen, 1946; Aydēn et al., 2005). The 

development of Ankara's old center Ulus into an urban area is generally dated back 

to the 8
th
 century BC (Kadēoĵlu et al., 2011: 13). Thus, many visible and invisible 

cultural remains are concentrated in this area. Ankara, became a substantial urban 

city from the Roman period onwards. However, neither the Phrygian remains nor the 

Roman heritage received efficient conservation. In this context, the study, focuses on 

the first urban settlement period, the 8
th
 century BC, and the Roman period that 

lasted until the 5
th
 century AD. Two recent projects, are essential and served 

                                                 
2
 For more information see: ķahin G¿­han, 1992; Tun­er, 2001; Karababa, 2002; Erkal et al., 2005; 

Iĸēk, 2012; Batuman, 2013; Tun­er, 2013; Kutlu, 2022. 
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exemplary for the scope of the thesis. The first is the research coordinated by Ela 

Alanyalē Aral, from the Department of Architecture at Middle East Technical 

University, studied the Phrygian tumuli in Ankara and the unknown northern 

Phrygian tumuli through aerial and topographic photographs and maps. The Phrygian 

period section of the thesis benefitted from this project.  

 

The second study is the archaeological and epigraphic investigation of Roman 

Ancyra done by Musa Kadēoĵlu and Kutalmēĸ Gºrkay, both from the Department of 

Archaeology in Ankara University that explored the available primary (first-hand 

scientific information) and secondary (ancient sources) data concerning the 

archaeological finds. This study, done between 2002 and 2007, located published and 

unpublished archaeological structures and created a digital map showing the ancient 

city plan. The Roman period section of the thesis is based on this comprehensive 

research. This study gathered the maps prepared and published in both works to 

propose a GIS platform to illustrate multi-layeredness and its presentation for public 

awareness. 

  

The first chapter sets the stage by delving into the foundational literature on cultural 

heritage preservation, urban archaeology, and application of Geographic Information 

Systems (GIS). Chapter 2 presents a focused approach and explores urban and public 

archaeology within the context of digital archaeology. It employs case studies and 

examples to concretely illustrate the intersection between safeguarding urban 

heritage and using GIS applications, thereby establishing the crucial contextual 

framework for the study. The third chapter is dedicated to revealing urban 

archaeology's implications in the context of Turkey, spotlighting digitalization 

initiatives in the realm of cultural heritage. The assessment extends to the current 

state of the Ulus district, critically examining urban plans and their impacts for the 

Ulus historic city center. Chapter 4 is the core section of the discussion, in which 

there is a narrative on the case study's locale within the context of digital public 

archaeology. Furthermore, this chapter serves as a platform to showcase digital 

mapping projects that have been undertaken. Moreover, it develops and proposes a 

preliminary and possible heritage platform on the heritage of the historic city center 

using GIS. 
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1.3. Method 

  

The first part of the study relies on the literature survey about urban archaeology, 

public archaeology, and digital archaeology with a focus on Geographic Information 

Systems (GIS); the legal framework of heritage management in Turkey and urban 

plans and their effects on the cultural heritage in Ankara is also discussed in this 

context. Data on Ankara's Phrygian and Roman layers are collected from the 

literature survey and the finds are arranged in table format to illustrate the totality of 

the found remains and studied data. Two GIS platforms are used to articulate the 

tabled data and to create a pilot study: QGIS to locate the finds and the heritage 

structures and understand the spatial information, and ArcGIS StoryMaps to further 

investigate GIS and its public engagement potential. The heritage route of visible 

Phrygian and Roman remains and the case study for Hacē Bayram Hill to explore the 

presentation of invisible heritage are designed and prepared by using StoryMaps.   

  

The Phrygian and Roman heritage map in Ulus is created using QGIS software. 

QGIS is an open and accessible platform that allows the application of various data 

and analyses over geospatial information. It offers multiple plugins for different 

analyses, such as visibility analysis, least-cost path analysis, network analysis, and 

terrain analysis, among others. However, its interface is commonly perceived as 

more intricate compared to other GIS platforms used within this study. 

 

ArcGIS and its StoryMaps feature are used to analyze and propose a web-based GIS 

heritage platform structure. ArcGIS is a paid platform for mapping that serves 

various features for spatial analysis, data collection and management, and 3D 

geographic information, among others. StoryMaps, which is a feature of ArcGIS, 

enables the combination of interactive maps with multimedia content and texts to tell 

a story. Application of StoryMaps started in 2011, as an idea to merge maps and 

multimedia content to create rich and interactive experiences in todayôs digital 

age.
3
 Currently, there are 2.2 million maps hosted on the platform. Many 

international companies and organizations are current users of StoryMaps. As it is 

also integrated with Google Analytics, the user's statistics is easily available from this 

                                                 
3
 https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/arcgis-storymaps/classic 
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feature to understand the accessibility and use of the platform. It can also be used on 

computers, tablets, and phones. Its design and service are user-friendly, and its 

structure allows the creation and follow-up of spatial data easily. Moreover, its 

compatibility with any website enhances its capacity to reach a broader audience. On 

the other hand, StoryMaps has three pre-embedded design styles, limiting the 

potential for additional creative design elements. Furthermore, the restriction to 

upload only up to five photos per concept hinders the presentation of comprehensive 

information.  Information, maps, photographic data, and other visuals used in the 

thesis are collected from publications and archives. The study has benefited 

extensively from the works of Ela Alanyalē Aral (2017), and Musa Kadēoĵlu and 

Kutalmēĸ Gºrkay (2011). On-site investigation, observation and photographic 

documentation supplemented the gathered material. Some of the multimedia 

information is collected from The Museum of Anatolian Civilizations, VEKAM 

(Ko­ University Ankara Studies Research Center), and Atēlēm University Ankara 

Digital City Archive. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

CONTEXTUALIZING HERITAGE PROTECTION, URBAN 

ARCHAEOLOGY AND DIGITAL ARCHAEOLOGY  

 

 

2.1. Heritage Protection in the Urban Context   

   

According to the World Heritage List, cultural heritage is often found in urban 

centers. The challenge that cultural heritage faces in an urban context comes from 

issues of continuity and compatibility as there is an unbroken change in the function 

and forms of urban settlements. The World Heritage City properties, in this regard, 

may become threatened by rapid and aggressive urbanization and lack of sustainable 

preservation and planning management (Guzman et al., 2014: 1). The constant 

pressure for implementing new constructions, gentrification, and urban 

transformation often prioritizes economic growth and development over heritage 

protection, leading to unsustainable conservation practices and destruction of 

historical layers of the city. Uncontrolled urbanization often causes social and spatial 

fragmentation and a decrease in the quality of the urban environment. In particular, 

an excessively dense, stereotypical, and monotonous building fabric, loss of public 

spaces, inadequate infrastructure, poverty, and social segregation are increasing to 

reach the stage of risk for the preservation of heritage properties (Din­er, 2013: 24). 

As stated by international conservation organizations, such as ICOMOS, and 

respective local organizations historical urban landscapes are likely to lose their 

structural or visual authenticity and integrity (Din­er, 2013: 23). Thus, sustainable 

protection of cultural heritage as a non-renewable resource in urban contexts became 

a necessity (Guzman et al., 2014: 1). Because historical centers comprising 

architecturally and historically significant structures and monuments are integral to a 

city's identity, sustainability and conservation should adhere to the same principle of 

safeguarding the existing and preserving the heritage for future generations. Any 

structural destruction means getting closer to losing a piece of history forever. 
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Besides, as the intertwining of time-space and values of the past are no longer 

present in the modern urban fabric, it is necessary to embrace an approach that 

considers urban planning, cultural heritage preservation, and integration of cultural 

heritage into urban life as a unified process.   

  

Integrating cultural heritage into urban life should be considered in various aspects. 

Tankut (1991) asserts that the first integration stage is integrating archeological sites 

into urban planning via conserving and preventing damage (Tankut, 1991). The 

second stage of integration is the integration of heritage and citizens. Awareness has 

to be given to citizens, so that archaeological heritage will have an impact on 

citizens. Especially in countries like Turkey, where citizens do not show interest in 

archaeological heritage primarily due to a lack of information and awareness, 

enhancing public consciousness emerges as a crucial target for heritage protection 

projects. The society's concern in Turkey is more centralized on economic 

conditions, and thus, most urban archaeological resources are not perceived as 

cultural assets with economic potential. Therefore, citizens and archaeological sites 

stand as two distanced domains; it is often the case that people visit archaeological 

sites without having a real interest or see them as areas that complicate and limit 

urban projects that would generate economic revenues, as observed in the processes 

of construction projects in urban or rural areas and agricultural lands possessing 

cultural heritage. Such situations lead to public ignorance and open cultural heritage 

to illicit and illegal excavations and/or destruction (Tankut, 1991).  

 

Historical places and their sustainability are essential to recall the lost relationship 

between place and humans in modern urban life and space identity (Anlē and 

Somuncu, 2013). Heritage, as a concept, does not just encapsulate structures from 

their origin; a heritage spot is a place that has evolved and been shaped by countless 

experiences and the people who lived there. A monument in the urban context 

stimulates the mind and establishes a connection between the past and future 

(Ioannides et al., 2016). It may excite imagination and memories and change the 

mindset, while it can also stimulate intellectual development by exposing individuals 

to new ideas, perspectives, and knowledge. It can foster critical thinking and analysis 

by challenging individuals to think deeply about the meaning and significance of 
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cultural heritage in their own lives and in the broader context of society; studying the 

cultural heritage of other societies can broaden one's understanding of history, 

literature, art, and many other intellectual spheres. Thus, cultural heritage is not only 

an issue for scientists working in the field but an inheritance, the encounter of which 

provides cultural dialogue, knowledge, and imagination in everyday life.  

 

Heritage conservation should be considered in urban planning and renewal projects 

by respecting the site's natural, social, and cultural aspects to protect the integral 

unity in stratified cities. On the other hand, working with stratified cities in urban 

contexts is challenging due to the layers of history that accumulated over time. 

Besides, every living activity accumulates new layers, further complicating 

navigating and preserving the intricate historical fabric. The issue is further 

exacerbated by new constructions taking place without proper conservation processes 

being implemented beforehand. The previous layers, in this respect, face 

inappropriate protection. In today's urban planning and heritage conservation 

projects, the stratums need to be considered to develop a unified plan for protecting 

the whole historical and contemporary heritage that respects all the layers of the city 

and enables it to work within an integral context. Through digital explorative 

platforms promoted by local and city governments on the site, heritage places can 

turn into shared living spaces and hence, will no longer remain as invisible plots or 

disconnected from urban life. The development of a comprehensive heritage 

substructure not only integrates archaeological data in an organized manner but, with 

the inclusion of cultural, natural, and societal data, can reach a broader audience 

more effectively. 

 

Alpan (2016) argues that in stratified cities, the integrity of the city has to be the 

main focus, which would bring an "integral unity" (Alpan, 2016). For this reason, she 

suggests working with an inter-integrity plan that works through the interaction and 

intersection of urban layers to identify interaction points clearly before taking action 

and developing conservation plans holistically by considering the integral unity of 

the historic center by taking into account the contemporary urbanization threats 

(Alpan, 2016: 670) This strategy can be achieved through collaborative efforts 

among stakeholders, including local authorities, urban planners, heritage 
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conservation experts, and the public. Thus, protecting cultural heritage in an urban 

context becomes an essential common responsibility and domain of archaeologists, 

urban planners, architects, historians, and other history- and culture-related 

professionals and citizens. Yet, on the other hand, there is insufficient professional 

collaboration, for example, between archaeologists and urban planners in Turkey, 

even though urban development is under significant pressure, posing risks to 

archaeological and urban archaeological heritage (Tuna, 1999: 217-228; ICOMOS, 

2001; Belge, 2012: 88). 

 

Traditional understanding and representation of an 'archaeological site' or 

'archaeological monument' in Turkey often manifest in the form of fencing off the 

expropriated land and putting a brief, didactic, and descriptive information board 

containing basic details like the name, date, nature, and purpose of the monument. 

This standard site presentation falls short of effectively engaging or adequately 

informing the public about the archaeological context. It is imperative to ensure that 

heritage sites and associated information are readily accessible to the public and in 

ways beyond such simplistic on-site applications. Employing methods that 

encompass both on-site experiences and scientific knowledge translated into 

packages of accessible and comprehensible information for the reach of a broader 

audience by digital technologies, in this sense, is a more solid way of enhancing the 

connection and interaction between the public and urban heritage. This is indeed a 

timely approach for two reasons: the realm of public archaeology is increasingly 

harnessing the power of information technologies, and the fusion of practical and 

theoretical methodologies, coupled with an openness to multi-disciplinary 

approaches, amplifies the contributions of digital technologies to the field of 

archaeology; and archaeology aligning more closely with related disciplines and 

evolving into a more inclusive and communicative practice, with a core objective of 

fostering an increased appreciation for cultural heritage. 

 

Digital technologies and the use of digital spatial information hold great potential for 

protecting archaeological heritage. Digital spatial information is increasingly used to 

guide heritage conservation and management projects all over Europe (McKeague et 

al., 2019: 89). Moreover, it shows excellent possibility to involve the general public 
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both as a visitor and as a supporter of projects. As such, Geographic Information 

Systems (GIS) is a pioneering software for spatializing archaeological data and its 

analysis.  

 

2.2. Digital Archaeology, GIS and Urban Heritage Conservation 

 

Documentation in archaeology, that is, recording in-situ finding remnants with 

attention to contextual and find-specific details, is a critical task in heritage 

conservation due to the irreproducibility of its working environments. Today, 

heritage documentation is done using digital methods that ease data storage and 

processing. Digital technologies have influenced the way archaeological work is 

pursued, from documentation, record-keeping, and working with maps and images to 

analysis and presentation. The increasing interest and experience in the application of 

digital technologies, as such, make archaeology a continuously progressing discipline 

in terms of fieldwork, scientific methods, and academic production. 

 

Digital methods led to the development of digital archaeology as a separate field in 

archaeology. In recent years, cultural mapping has gained popularity as a 

methodology (Turner and Singer, 2015: 306). ñUNESCO Recommendation on the 

Historic Urban Landscape Reportò mentions space documentation and mapping of 

cultural and natural features as essential tools for recognizing cultural significance.
 

4
  Geographic Information Systems (GIS), a widely practiced digital mapping 

method, started to be a feasible tool using computers for information recording and 

processing in the 1980s (Graham, 2020). Geographic Information Systems (GIS) is a 

computer-based information system that organizes and analyzes spatial information 

for data processing, statistical analysis, mapping, and management.  

 

GIS was developed in the 1960s in Canada (Canada Land Inventory) and the United 

States (Harvard Laboratory for Computer Graphics) simultaneously and was mainly 

used first in developing facility administration and land information systems to 

manage public utilities in urban centers (Box et al., 1999; Ferreira-Lopes, 2018: 

                                                 
4
https://whc.unesco.org/en/hul/#:~:text=The%20HUL%20Recommendation%20is%20a%20key%20to

ol%20to%20help%20cities,heritage%20conservation%20and%20management%20strategies. 
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169). Since then, and with geography, it has been increasingly used to analyze, 

visualize, and manage mass data in other sciences and disciplines, such as 

archaeology, architecture, economics, social sciences, and history. It is a pioneering 

platform for creating digital maps and making complex map operations and digital 

inventories. The operation in GIS works as data entrance, data processing, 

management, data visualization and output, and interpretation and data analysis. The 

benefit of GIS is that it allows working in big datasets spatially faster and more 

efficiently. GIS is also considered a non-destructive and cost-effective method for 

various projects (Agapiou and Lysandrou, 2015: 230-239; Vladimirovna 

Bushmakina et al., 2017: 265). Besides, the data used in GIS is retrievable, 

manipulative, and changeable to produce alternative solutions. Later developments in 

digital archaeology introduced three-dimensional constructions, graphical-based 

information, and gaming. With the establishment of the web platform and the spread 

of the Internet, the effectiveness of all these tools has doubled, which paved the way 

for further ways to collect online data, develop open-source software, and make 

remote collaborations and sharing (Graham, 2020). Costopoulos (2016) sees data 

collection, visualization, analysis, public outreach, and participation as the main 

resources of digital archaeology. Digital archaeology, in particular, remodels 

archaeological data collection by enabling it to work with geographical maps, photos, 

satellite images, remote sensing, and the creation and management of databases. 

Thus, it digitalizes archaeological studies, making field research less time-consuming 

and context-damaging (Costopoulos, 2016). Maps are essential mediators in 

conveying information in archaeology, as they can reflect the landscape's character 

the area's development, and show the location of historical events. Digital maps 

indeed increase the context and capacity of maps as repositories of information; they 

can create visually integrated maps by comparing various landscape variables in 

attractive map formats. Knoerl (1991) states that: "Maps can provide a basis for 

successfully integrating historic preservation information with other kinds of 

information to yield solutions that were previously difficult to achieve" (Knoerl, 

1991: 107). Digital maps can likely guide decision-makers in making better and more 

holistic assessments and devising urban plans according to the current position, 

location, and situation of historic and non-historic assets. An integrated heritage 

conservation plan of this type facilitates heritage registration under protection laws 
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(Gonz§lez-Tennant, 2016: 26). Likewise, Knoerl (1991) suggests that the more GIS 

becomes routinely used in preservation, the more problems, such as survey planning, 

registration, evaluation, and protection, will be solved. 

 

GIS became more intensively adapted to archaeology in the 1990s (Ferreira-Lopes, 

2018: 170) (Figure 1). The manual ñGIS and Cultural Resource Managementò 

written by Paul Box and published in 1999 by UNESCO initiated an impulse to use 

GIS in cultural heritage studies. Gonz§les-Tennant (2016) considers GIS the most 

effective tool for archaeological data management. According to Ferreira-Lopes et 

al. (2018), GIS is used to support cultural heritage studies mainly in four ways: to 

create a heritage inventory, to discover forms of spatial and physical characteristics 

to shape future actions in heritage management; to develop control and prediction for 

heritage conservation; to develop strategic plans for natural and cultural heritage 

management. Gonz§les-Tennant (2016) interprets the use of GIS in historical 

archaeology in three types of tasks: making an inventory and doing geospatial 

database management, doing geospatial analysis forms, and mapmaking and data 

visualization (Gonz§lez-Tennant, 2016: 25).  

 

In GIS, each attribute to data is supported with graphic values and can be integrated 

with another map. The values can be supported with images, texts, and information 

and can be compared, analyzed, and spatially exposed, thereby creating a digital 

heritage inventory (Gonz§lez-Tennant, 2016). The possible data gaps caused by the 

information gaps in the computation system can be easily identified with a digital 

inventory (Knoerl, 1991: 108). GIS offers analysis that can be displayed in high-

resolution graphics or pictures in different documents and allows the end product to 

become available for various uses and users. It also helps monitor and evaluate the 

management policies and dissemination of information (Santos et al., 2021: 5). 

Through GIS, historic places and heritage can be defined concerning their historical 

importance by sharing their values and patterning their characteristics, and can be 

incorporated into site management about spatial boundaries of the site. Thus, the 

resulting visibility of a place within its historical and geographical context allows the 

user understand better its importance and status in a real context. This kind of 

descriptive and extensive data is also beneficial for decision-makers to consider and 
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evaluate the presence of historic places in conservation projects and to understand 

their current status in a locational manner.  

 

 

Figure 1. Application of GIS in archaeology (adapted from Wheatley and Gillings, 

2002: 234). 

 

The origins of establishing national archaeological databases began during the 

Second World War, by systematizing and standardizing the archaeological data 

(McKeague et al., 2019). However, the use of spatial databases started only after GIS 

software was introduced, and thus the national, large-scale digital information 

systems started to emerge in the late 1980s (McKeague et al., 2019). In recent years, 

GIS has been used extensively to support the national agendas of many countries for 

the collection, excavation analysis, verification, and processing of data to preserve 

and manage immovable and movable cultural heritage and to make archaeological 

information more accessible to the public. Alexandra Archive from the United 

States,
5
 Archaeology Data Service from England,

6
 Archaeological Archive from 

Scotland,
7
 and Dutch Data Archiving and Networked Services 

8
 are some examples 

                                                 
5
 https://alexandriaarchive.org 

 
6
 https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk 

 
7
 https://www.historicenvironment.scot 

 
8
 https://dans.knaw.nl/en/data-stations/archaeology/ 
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of this kind of database systems supported by ministries and other state 

organizations.  

 

A recent development of the GIS platform, which is used in this study is ArcGIS 

StoryMaps. Released in 1999, ArcGIS StoryMaps is an online digital storytelling 

platform designed to present digital datasets in a narrative format. This platform 

empowers the content by integrating texts, photographs, videos, 3D models, and 

maps generated through an online mapping interface, ArcGIS Online, into a cohesive 

web page. Users can access additional content by scrolling through distinct slides. 

Consequently, StoryMaps is a valuable tool to spread digital archaeological data, to 

provide a well-structured presentation with contextual information that users can 

explore according to their interests (Howland et al., 2020: 353).  

 

2.3. Digitalization Projects of Urban and Public Archaeology: Selected Case 

Studies 

 

Spatializing archaeological data offers various advantages in examining urban 

archaeological information. By establishing standardized and structured data, the 

elaborative web of documents is effectively managed, allowing for connections 

between historical, archaeological, topographic, and photographic data, thus 

enriching the overall research process. What makes an urban archaeological map 

valuable is its ability to show different layers of history while revealing hidden 

stories of the accumulated culture. This section presents examples of digital 

cartography, digital inventory, and GIS-based digital map projects. The emphasis is 

on digital mapping inventories rather than data inventories. While there are 

numerous global projects on making an archaeological digital inventory, the 

selection of the projects is based on their size and relevance to the thesis' focus on 

urban and public archaeology. 

 

An early example of an urban archaeological spatial database in Europe is The 

National Archaeological Map, initiated in France in 1975 and supported by the 

Ministry of Culture.
9
 The study recorded 500.000 archaeological features of the 

                                                 
9
 https://www.culture.gouv.fr/en/Thematic/Archeology/Archaeology-in-France/The-National-

Archaeological-Map 



 

 

19 

country in a spatial database through digital mapping. Atlas des patrimoines is the 

ultimate digital cartography platform of the project.
10

 The developers explain the 

goals of the map as bringing knowledge for management and city planning and 

guiding archaeological prescription strategies. Moreover, The National Institute for 

Preventive Archaeological Research of France also offers an inventory of 

archaeological sites in France that can be filtered by period, theme, region, and 

excavation year.
11

 The institute offers, furthermore, a digital map for all of the 

research and excavation carried in France and abroad by French teams (Figure 2).
12

  

 

 

Figure 2. View of the digital map of archaeological projects, prepared by The 

National Institute for Preventive Archaeological Research of France (Accessed on 

09/10/2023). 

 

ArcheoSitarProject: Il Sistema Informativo Territoriale Archaeologico di Roma 

(SITAR) is another large-scale spatial inventory project established in 2007 (Figure 

3).
13

 This project is supported by the municipality, which defined the aim as making 

archaeological knowledge free and accessible for a larger public. In the scope of the 

project, a WebGIS platform for spatial data and a Digital Library for archives are 

created. Three types of usage are defined: basic, accredited, and professional, 

depending on the intended purposes. The SITAR project offers WebGIS, a GIS 

platform used in the World Wide Web system. Therefore, the database can be used 

                                                 
10 http://atlas.patrimoines.culture.fr/atlas/trunk/ 

 
11

 https://www.inrap.fr/chroniques-de-site/recherche 

 
12

 https://www.inrap.fr/archeozoom 

 
13

 https://www.archeositarproject.it/en/ 
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interactively. In WebGIS, the user can customize map layers, explore contents, create 

personal libraries, and request discussions and changes in the content. More than 

10.000 records, 2000 scientific papers, and 12.000 drawings are entered into the 

database. Today, it has reached 1.4 million views. However, there is a difficulty in its 

use, particularly because of the language barrier. Although the website is offered in 

both English and Italian, the WebGIS platform is only accessible in Italian, which 

limits its use for those who do not know the language. 

 

 

Figure 3. Web page from the SITAR project (Accessed on 02/07/2023). 

 

Another project that utilizes the benefits of GIS effectively is ImagineRio, A Digital 

Atlas of Rio over Space and Time (Figure 4).
14

 Developed as a university project and 

supported by some institutes - ImagineRio offers an interactive digital atlas that 

shows the social and urban evolution of Rio de Janeiro. By displaying together texts, 

maps, images, and geographical information, the project team created a digital atlas 

that shows Rio de Janeiro and its transformation from the 1500s to the present. The 

digital inventory also shows all the documents used in the digital map.  

 

The team explain the function of the inventory on their website as: ñHistorians can 

visualize specific sites of inquiry, architects, and urbanists may locate proposed 

design projects in situ, literary scholars are able to map out novels, and residents can 

                                                 
14

 https://www.imaginerio.org/map 
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reconstruct the changes in their neighborhoods.ò 
15

 As a comprehensive work, it 

displays a multidisciplinary work undertaken by architects, urban planners, artists, 

cartographers, and specialists from other related disciplines. Unlike the previous two 

examples, this project shows the city's transformation in a clearly visible way. 

Moreover, it combines the cultural aspect of Rio de Janeiro by including music 

collections, photojournalism, and publications. 

                 

 

Figure 4. Web page from the ImagineRio project, showing Avenida Rio Branco. 

(Accessed on 02/07/2023). 

 

The Edom Lowlands Regional Archaeology Project (ELRAP), a collaboration 

between the University of California San Diego and the Department of Antiquities in 

Jordan has been working on Faynan since 1997. Among other digital techniques used 

within the project, The ELRAP team created StoryMaps with a focus on the Iron Age 

in Faynan to demonstrate the efficiency of ArcGIS StoryMaps for archaeological 

story-telling and public engagement (Figure 5).  

 

As the StoryMaps platform allows continuous changes in the project, they define the 

project as a work in progress, aiming to improve the platform's outreach 

continuously. The StoryMaps used in the project consists of various sections that 

create a holistic story of the history of the copper in Faynan, named "The Kingdom 

of Copper Story Map"
16

 (Howland et al., 2020). 

                                                 
15

 https://www.imaginerio.org/en/about 
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 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/b441a28ea5844d7bafbd47d3471166c9 
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Figure 5. Web page from The Kingdom of Copper StoryMap project. 

 

The conservation and rehabilitation plan for the historic fabric of the old Sana'a 

shows how to use GIS to conserve heritage effectively. Carried out by the UNESCO 

World Heritage Centre and the General Organization for the Preservation of the 

Historic Cities of Yemen (GOPHCY), the project was initiated in 2003.  

 

The ñConservation and Rehabilitation Planò includes assessments of the old city of 

Sana'a, providing an extensive and detailed inventory of buildings, open spaces, 

transformations, architectural quality, and structure types; all of which are exposed in 

the GIS platform to create geospatial information and to process conservation 

decisions accordingly (Figure 6). 

 

After the data processing in the GIS software to analyze, zoning, state of repair, 

habitation, functions of buildings, and other characteristics are considered in detail to 

propose a well-determined conservation and rehabilitation plan (Figure 7). Finally, 

decisions are made for each building regarding various factors already analyzed.  

 

Therefore, building status is defined as restoration, renovation, rehabilitation, 

redevelopment, or demolition. The city layout and the character of the city can be 

understood spatially, based on the current state of the heritage assets, defined in 

terms of preserved or harmed. Thus, this project shows a great example of how GIS 

can be used for conservation of a historic city through data collection and spatial 

analysis. 
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Figure 6. Preservation of the Historic Cities of Yemen (GOPHCY) project, the 

structure of the study for GIS work process (Pini et al., 2008: 34). 
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Figure 7. GIS analysis from the Sana'a city project, showing urban transformations 

since 1930s (Pini et al., 2008: 12). 
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Particularly in the realm of urban archaeological research and heritage preservation, 

countless studies conducted on an international scale have efficiently employed GIS 

software. These studies predominantly focus on either establishing a digital archive 

for protection purposes
17

 or revealing the multi-layered character of the city and 

safeguarding its potential archaeological zones.
18

 Whether pursuing these objectives 

or other diverse purposes and applications, the efficiency of GIS in heritage-related 

studies is undeniable, encompassing both national contexts and broader regional 

investigations. 
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 Ioannides et al., 2016; Bushmakina et al., 2017 
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 Nicoletti, 2018 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

ISSUES OF CULTURAL HERITAGE PRESERVATION IN THE CONTEXT 

OF TURKEY  

 

 

3.1. Legal Framework of Heritage Preservation 

 

Before making critical assessments on the state of heritage preservation and 

conservation in Turkey, it is helpful to introduce the relevant national legal 

framework on heritage conservation. This section provides an informative 

background on the legal framework for the protection of archaeological heritage and 

also highlights areas where deficiencies and improper conservation practices may 

exist. Consequently, it underscores the importance of establishing the cartographic 

heritage inventory advocated in this thesis as a means to identify these limitations. 

 

Turkey's cultural heritage and related laws are pervasive in terms of boundaries, as 

there are archaeological sites in both rural and urban environments. There are two 

primary institutions responsible for conserving archaeological sites in Turkey: 

Ministry of Culture and Tourism and High Council of Conservation of Cultural 

Assets (K¿lt¿r Varlēklarēnē Koruma Y¿ksek Kurulu). The Ministry has the 

responsibility of identifying and designating an archaeological remains as cultural 

heritage. The Regional Council of Conservation of Cultural Assets (K¿lt¿r 

Varlēklarēnē Koruma Bºlge Kurulu) carries out the categorization and registration 

process of the discovery under the ñPrinciple Decisionsò outlined by the High 

Council. After an archaeological discovery is processed, categorized, and registered 

it becomes necessary to prepare a plan, which is called Development Plans for 

Conservation (Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē).  

 

The first conservation act in Turkey, ñAct No 1710, Law for Ancient Monumentsò 

(Eski Eserler Kanunu), is introduced in 1973 with the concept of site conservation.
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This act was replaced by ñAct No 2863ò, explaining the procedures related to the 

discovery of archaeological remains, the classification of registration categories, and 

the potential interventions for archaeological heritage in the ñLaw of Conservation of 

Cultural and Natural Heritage (2863/1983)ò (K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma 

Kanunu, 1983)
19
. Later, ñThe Principle Decisions on the Conservation and 

Utilization of Archaeological Sitesò (K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Y¿ksek 

Kurulu 658 Sayēlē ve 05.11.1999 Tarihli Ķlke Kararē, 1999)
20

  defined by the 

Conservation Council, and the ñRegulations on the Preparation of Conservation 

Master Plans and Environmental Design Projectsò (Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planlarē ve 

¢evre D¿zenleme Projelerinin Hazērlanmasē, Gºsterimi, Uygulamasē, Denetimi, 

M¿elliflerine Ķliĸkin Usul ve Esaslara Ait Yºnetmelik, 2005)
21

 for archaeological sites 

are legalized. Cultural assets (K¿lt¿r Varlēklarē) are defined in the Law of 

Conservation of Cultural and Natural Heritage (2863/1983), in the 3
rd

 article as such:  

 

Cultural assets" refer to all movable and immovable properties, whether located on 

the surface, underground, or underwater, that are associated with science, culture, 

religion, and fine arts belonging to prehistoric and historical periods. These assets 

hold significant scientific and cultural value and have been relevant to social life 

during the prehistoric or historical era. 

 

These legislative frameworks established two fundamental designations concerning 

the legal status of archaeological sites: "Arkeolojik Sit" (Archaeological Conservation 

Site) and "¥ren Yeri" (Site of Ruins). ñSiteò is explained in the 3
rd

 article of Law of 

Conservation of Cultural and Natural Heritage (2863/1983) as such: 

 

Sites are the products of various civilizations from prehistoric times to the present, 

reflecting the social, economic, architectural, and other characteristics of the eras in 

which they existed. These urban areas and their remnants, along with significant 

natural features and locations where important historical events occurred, constitute 

areas of cultural assets that are closely tied to social life and require preservation. 
 

According to the Law of Conservation of Cultural and Natural Heritage, there are 

four main categories of sites identified as archaeological, urban, historical, and 

                                                 
19

 https://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/mevzuat?MevzuatNo=2863andMevzuatTur=1andMevzuatTertip=5 
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 https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-263742/658-nolu-ilke-karari-arkeolojik-sitler-koruma-ve-kullanma-

kosullari.html  
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https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-286532/koruma-amacli-imar-planlari-ve-cevre-duzenleme-projelerinin-

hazirlanmasi-gosterimi-uygulamasi-denetimi-muelliflerine-iliskin-usul-ve-esaslara-ait-

yonetmelik.html 



 

 

28 

natural. In addition, there are further categories, like urban archaeological sites, rural 

sites, or complex sites. When Regional Conservation Council designates an area as a 

'site,' the urban development plan regulations no longer apply within the boundaries 

of the conservation site. In such cases, accordingly, a ñConservation Development 

Planò has to be prepared. 

 

The ñArchaeological Conservation Siteò (Arkeolojik Sit) category covers settlements 

and areas that encompass the above-ground, underground, and underwater remnants 

of civilizations. This category is classified into three conservation degrees that 

dictate the range of possible interventions: 1
st
 Degree Archaeological Sites, 2

nd
 

Degree Archaeological Sites, and 3
rd

 Degree Archaeological Sites. The gradation of 

archaeological sites corresponds to the levels of possible intervention. For 1
st
 Degree 

archaeological sites, the range of interventions is limited to scientific conservation 

measures, with strict restrictions on construction activities. However, some amenities 

can be implemented if the site is opened to the public (referred to as ºren yeri). 

These interventions require permission from the Conservation Councils 

 

Similarly, for 2
nd

 Degree archaeological sites, the description aligns closely with that 

of 1
st
 Degree sites, but with the mention that the conservation and utilization 

conditions will be determined and decided by the Conservation Councils. The 

Council's determination allows for some flexibility compared to 1
st
 Degree sites. In 

the 3
rd 

Degree archaeological sites, new arrangements and functions may be 

permitted within established conservation and utilization conditions. These sites have 

the potential for new building activities and can accommodate additional functions 

determined by the relevant authorities. The definition of archaeological site degrees, 

as such, depends on the practices that can or cannot be performed in the area instead 

of scientific qualities unique to the site (Savrum Kortanoĵlu, 2013: 276). This 

understanding of a general classification can damage the archaeological remains as it 

may ignore the fact that every site is unique to itself and may exhibit precious 

information which can be achieved through excavations and research.  

 

The 1
st
 Degree Sites are those with dense evidence of cultural asset findings or 

supporting evidence of previous civilizations. Density, however, should not be taken 

as a major criterion as any archaeological finding, even in small quantity, can have a 
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significant role in lighting an aspect of cultural history. Therefore, the density 

criterion mentioned in this context can be relative in quantitative or qualitative 

understanding. Thus, within this context, an area that holds great qualitative 

significance may not meet the requirements for being designated as a 1
st
 Degree Site 

because of not having dense evidence as well. A similar qualification is also applied 

for the 2
nd

 Degree Site by adding the protection, the conditions which are determined 

by the Council. 3
rd

 Degree Archaeological Sites are defined as areas with rare 

findings or areas where there is a possibility of cultural heritage or remains, 

determined according to scientific research or assumptions and environmental 

observations. They can also be areas that interact with 1
st
 and 2

nd 
Degree 

Archaeological Sites, implying that 3
rd 

Degree Archaeological Sites may possess 

important artifacts and remains of history and culture. Yet, they can be subject to 

unsuitable construction as the Law allows potential building activities. The 

conservation regulations for this degree, thus, need to be revised, as its interpretation 

is open to different understandings.  

 

In Turkey, in general, the lack of implementing scientific methods in all registration 

procedures results in oversight of potential archaeological sites, makes them 

vulnerable to political pressures that aim to decrease site grades and restrict site 

boundaries, thus resulting in opening many archaeological sites to construction and 

hence inevitable damage (Aydeniz, 2009: 2516). 

 

The second category, ñSite of Ruinsò (¥ren Yeri), encompasses sites where natural 

and cultural elements converge. These sites are distinguishable by their topographical 

features and possess significant historical and archaeological assets. In the case of 

this category, landscape design projects are permitted within the framework of and 

align with the directives outlined in the existing ñConservation Master Planò 

(Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē) for the specific area. These projects can be undertaken 

by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism or assigned to appropriate institutes or 

private sector companies. Specific regulations, such as the ñRegulations on the 

Preparation of Conservation Master Plans and Environmental Design Projectsò 

(26/07/2005 Tarihli Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planlarē ve ¢evre D¿zenleme Projelerinin 

Hazērlanmasē, Gºsterimi, Uygulamasē, Denetimi, M¿elliflerine Ķliĸkin Usul ve 
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Esaslara Ait Yºnetmelik)
22

 and the ñGeneral Technical Specifications for 

Environmental Design Projectsò (¢evre D¿zenleme Projesi Genel Teknik 

ķartnamesi),
23

 outline the definition and guidelines for these projects.  

 

Since 2000, new laws are set and applied to overcome some aspects of the existing 

regulations (¥z­akēr et al., 2017: 244).  For example, the ñRenewal Lawò, the ñLaw 

No. 5366 ñRenovating, Conserving and Actively Using Dilapidated Historical and 

Cultural Immovable Assetsò (Yēpranan Tarihi ve K¿lt¿rel Taĸēnmaz Varlēklarēn 

Yenilenerek Korunmasē ve Yaĸatēlarak Kullanēlmasi Hakkēnda Kanun)
24

 is 

introduced in 2005. ¥z­akēr et al. (2017) argue that this law, implemented as one of 

the most crucial legal instruments that eased the local governments to intervene on 

heritage sites according to their political and economic interests, accelerated the 

physical transformation of conserved sites and expropriation. 

 

Cultural heritage protection in Turkey is also monitored by national and international 

commissions and related conventions, like the Venice Charter
25

 (1964), Convention 

Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972),
26

 

ICOMOS
27

 (International Council on Monuments and Sites), ICOM
28

 (International 

Council of Museums), and ECC (European Culture Convention, 1954).
29

  

 

Geyre, in Denizli, is an illustrative example of how the life of a local site and 

community had changed after the ancient city of Aphrodisias began to be excavated 

and exhibited. The ancient city, one of the most important archaeological sites in 

Turkey, was found buried under the Geyre village; prior to becoming a site of ruin 

(ºren yeri), the remains from the ancient city were used around the village (Figure 
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 https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2017/01/20170105-5.htm 
 
23

 https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/Eklenti/62852,cevre-duzenleme-projesi-genel-teknik-sartnamesipdf.pdf?0 
 
24

 https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-263601/5366-sayili-yipranan-tarihi-ve-kulturel-tasinmaz-varliklarin-

yenilenerek-korunmasi-ve-yasatilarak-kullanilmasi-hakkinda-kanun.html 
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 https://www.icomos.org/en/participer/179-articles-en-francais/ressources/charters-and-

standards/157-thevenice-charter 
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 https://whc.unesco.org/en/conventiontext/ 
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8). The villagers were using archeological remnants in the village houses and related 

structures. In 1979, the village was moved outside the boundaries of the main area of 

the archaeological site, which allowed systematic research, survival, and exhibition 

of Aphrodisias archaeological site (Doruk, 1989).  

 

 

Figure 8. Villagers in Geyre (Ara G¿ler, 1958, retrieved from 

https://erimtanmuseum.org/en/aphrodisias). 

 

An example of cultural heritage destruction due to its location on private property is 

the Selimpaĸa Mound in Silivri, which dates to Chalcolithic Age (Aygēnd¿n et al., 

2014). Although the mound area is a protected site the owner had made a helipad on 

it (Ahunbay, 2010: 107; Aygēnd¿n et al., 2014) (Figure 9).
30

  

 

 

Figure 9. Selimpaĸa Mound (TAY, Archaeological Settlements of Turkey, (n.d) 

(Retrieved from 

://tayproject.org/TAYages.fm$Retrieve?CagNo=2596&html=ages_detail_t.html&lay

out=web) 
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 Also see in TAY (T¿rkiye Arkeolojik Yerleĸmeleri), The Archaeological Settlements of Turkey 

Project, http://tayproject.org 
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Thus, while the law protects cultural heritage, changes in the implementation of the 

law and lack of awareness of cultural heritage result in the destruction of a large 

number of cultural assets, regardless of their specified categories. 

 

3.2. Legal Framework of Urban Archaeology in Turkey 

 

In the context of Turkey, although archaeological excavations and research have 

been conducted in urban contexts since the Early Republican Period, the term "urban 

archaeology" gained legal ground only in 1993, with the publication of ñDecision 

No. 338 by the High Council for the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assetsò. In 

this decision, the areas where immovable cultural assets requiring protection, as 

defined within the scope of ñArticle 6 of the Law No. 2863 on Protection of Cultural 

and Natural Assetsò (K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Kanunu), and the ñurban 

archaeological structures requiring preservationò specified in the same law article, 

are collectively designated as urban archaeological sites. With this decision, 3
rd
 

degree archaeological sites are redefined, altering their protection and usage 

conditions. 

 

However, this foundational decision could not effectively integrate historical 

continuity and the preservation of diverse urban layers across different eras with 

urban life, ultimately resulting in its annulment. Subsequently, the execution of the 

decision that eliminated the definition of 'urban archaeological site' is suspended due 

to the argument that this decision could not achieve protection. The principle 

decision reinstates it numbered 594, dated 14th July 1998, titled ñArchaeological 

Sites, Protection, and Usage Conditionsò (Arkeolojik Sitler, Koruma ve Kullanma 

Koĸullarē). However, this principle decision has also been annulled due to challenges 

arising in its application and conflicts with regulations (Aydeniz, 2009: 2517). 

 

In 1999, the principles regarding urban archaeological sites were updated along with 

archaeological sites (Decision No. 658). In 2005, a special decision (Decision No. 

702 ï ñConditions for the Protection and Utilization of Urban Archaeological 

Sitesò)
31

 specific to urban archaeological sites was published by the High Council for 
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the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets (Belge, 2012: 87). The 702
nd

 principle 

defined the general principles regarding the subsoil and considering the historical 

environment in its integrity. Particular emphasis is placed on scientific excavation, 

restoration, and exhibition of archaeological values, planning based on a 

comprehensive archaeological inventory, and designing projects that ensure the 

preservation of cultural layers while providing necessary public services in line with 

current conditions (Belge, 2012: 88). However, in the time passed since, urban 

archaeology is not yet acknowledged as a separate field of study requiring detailed 

research and study in laws and practice.  

 

In the regulation number 702 of the revised version of ñHigher Council Principle 

Decisionò in 2005, Urban Archaeological Sites are defined as:
 32

   

 

Urban archaeological sites are areas that contain and exhibit urban structures that 

require special planning for their preservation due to their significant and cohesive 

characteristics. These areas require specific planning to ensure their protection and 

integrity. 

  

Although description is given and protection is highlighted in the legal framework, 

the uncertainty period until having an established law, as well as the period of 

discussions related to site degrees had already caused improper protection of urban 

archaeological sites in Turkey. Especially in the historic city centers that face intense 

pressure from urban development, the integrity of the archaeological sites is rarely 

compromised. Instead of designating them as urban archaeological sites, such areas 

are frequently declared 3
rd

 Degree Archaeological Sites; thus, this allowed 

construction permits in such areas. As a result, urban archaeological values are 

primarily spotted by drilling instead of excavating, which is conducted by 

archaeology museum experts during the construction permit processes (Belge, 2012: 

88). Constructions that start as such and are made with little control and improper 

planning cause the damage or loss of the found heritage. Furthermore, many urban 

archaeological excavations are conducted as rescue operations in response to 

upcoming construction projects. Consequently, the pressure to complete the rescue 
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excavations promptly often leads to insufficient and limited site exploration and, 

mostly, does not allow in-situ protection. 

 

The interpretative nature of the regulations also endangers the importance of heritage 

areas and complicates the protection process. For example, Belge (2012) shows that 

an area found to have immovable cultural heritage after drilling in Antakya, was 

designated as 1
st
 Degree Archaeological Site in 2008. However, although some finds 

have been protected with a fence, the rest of the area has been left open without 

information and protection, which illustrates that degree designation only is not an 

adequate criterion for protection (Belge, 2012) (Figure 10).  

 
Figure 10. The state of the area which is designated as 1

st
 Archaeological Degree 

after the drilling in Hatay, picture was taken in 2011. (Belge, 2012: 93). 

   

Moreover, although the related law states the need for planning based on scientific 

excavations and studies and mentions that the new functions and related projects 

should be in harmony with the site, project-based interventions cannot be carried out 

efficiently in Turkey as necessary surveys are often not completed or even done. In 

the framework of the general protection rules and adaptation procedures, the 

permitted specific interventions are also not defined extensively, which may cause 

gaps in the intervention processes. Many such projects inevitably face extended 

processes (Alpan, 2005: 68). Delays in identification and registration become a major 

problem in urban archaeological areas because of continuous construction threats. 
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Moreover, not having a regulated system for updates of inventories and conservation 

causes a lack of information in managing the cultural assets as well.   

 

Classification of archaeological degrees is also one of the main challenging issues in 

maintaining preservation in the context of urban archaeological sites. For example, 

delineating boundaries for urban archaeological sites can be problematic because of 

insufficient information about the invisible remains. Consequently, areas designated 

as 3
rd

 Archaeological Degree may be subject to new construction proposals although 

they contain valuable archaeological remains. Regarding private properties, 

conducting research and excavation without the owner's permission, and/or the 

acquisition process can be challenging. In the case of rural areas, there are other 

issues to be considered. In these localities, archaeological sites are often part of the 

agricultural and livestock activities and thus, prohibiting or removing local 

communities from their livelihood sources can negatively impact their perception 

and cooperation regarding the safeguarding of archeological areas and their 

excavation. 

 

In this respect, the government must conduct thorough and timely research and 

acquisition processes while maintaining effective communication with local 

communities. The same problems also occur in the urban context, even becoming 

more challenging due to crowded and overlapping buildings, and routines of daily 

life. The conservation projects realized in urban centers are, thus, mostly done 

without caring about the historicity of the heritage and represent poor renovations 

that prioritize economic relations or disintegrate the site without acquiring a 

comprehensive assessment of its social, cultural, and natural effects. 

 

On the other hand, many leading projects might get canceled or no longer continue 

due to changing local or national administrations or are not approved by the related 

authorities (Alpan, 2005: 69). The restricted use of geographic information systems, 

lack of comprehensive database systems and inefficiency of urban archaeological 

inventories in many cases lead to inadequate information exchange between 

institutions, and weak professional relationships between urban planners and 

archaeologists. This creates numerous challenges, including difficulties in protecting 
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urban archaeological values and an inability to fully integrate these values into multi-

layered urban environments. As a result, there is a risk that the invaluable historical 

sites in Turkey may not be adequately preserved and that the cultural richness they 

offer may not be fully realized by those living in or visiting these cities  (Belge, 

2012: 94). 

 

In many cases, one of the main reasons for not being able to make in-situ protection 

possible is the lack of a detailed inventory of urban archaeological assets (Aydeniz, 

2009). This deficiency causes site decisions to be determined randomly. Therefore, 

the real archaeological accumulation cannot be evaluated before the planning and 

project design works carried out by the public or private sector. For this reason, 

archaeological assets are encountered during the implementation phases of various 

investments, and investments often continue without making a change in the projects. 

As a result, archaeological assets are destroyed, and their integrity is disrupted; thus, 

heritage planning policies fail.  

 

A rare example of the systematic recording of an urban archaeological context in 

Turkey, which is often not the case (Erincik, 2021: 25), is the Istanbul Yenikapē 

Marmaray Excavations, which represents the most extensive and systematic urban 

archaeological rescue excavation done so far in Turkey. The rescue excavations done 

during the construction of Metro-Marmaray project started in 2004. The excavations 

yielded an extremely rich archaeological context ranging from the Ottoman period to 

the Neolithic Age (Kēzēltan, 2014). The highlight of the excavations was the 

discovery of the Byzantine period Theodosius Port.
33

 The rich archaeological finds 

ranged from pottery and shipwrecks to skeletons and church remains (Kēzēltan, 2014) 

(Figure 11). The area is assigned to be protected and designed as an archaeology 

park. An architectural competition was held in 2020 (Theodosius Harbor 

Archaeological Site, Architectural Project Competition), to obtain the concept 

project of the archaeopark. At present, the archaeopark project is under construction. 

Yenikapē Marmaray Excavations are a good example of how urban archaeology can 

provide a rich context and that there is rich potential for sites if they can be identified 

and appropriately excavated, albeit fast, prior to contemporary construction 

activities. 
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Figure 11. Shipwreck finds from Istanbul, Yenikapē Marmaray Excavations 

(Kēzēltan, 2014, Fig. 4) 

 

In the context of Turkey, since the protection of cultural heritage has not yet gained 

the status of being a priority area of action in the state institutions and local 

administrative authorities, there is a lack of responsive attitudes and sustainable 

financial support to preserve the multi-layered heritage, and hence to promote such 

areas for public awareness. Despite many efforts, the encounter of people living in 

cities with cultural heritage and archaeological remains is limited.  

 

It is evident that there is a need for stronger regulations, and oversight, participatory 

and multi-disciplinary collaboration in the conservation of urban archaeological 

heritage in Turkey. The current situation implies the necessity of developing 

comprehensive projects and strategies that safeguard cultural assets. A fundamental 

prerequisite for effective planning starts from a comprehensive inventory of urban 

archaeological heritage encompassing all diverse historical layers. Within such a 

holistic approach, conservation projects can indeed illuminate the rich urban history 

by integrating cultural assets into collective heritage. Many discussions on the 

strategies and processes of preserving historical urban fabrics have often turned into 

long legal processes, diminishing the possibility of societal consensus on 

preservation; cultural heritage preservation has become limited to the visions of the 

municipality authorities in Turkey (ķahin et al., 2011).  
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Bennett argues that Turkey generally overlooks urban archaeology, leaving 

information about classical settlements in a state of uncertainty (Bennett, 2006: 189-

190). In the same vein, rescue excavations often work on tight schedules and limited 

budgets, hampering the quality of outcomes for urban archaeological sites. Thus, 

Turkey, striving to safeguard its urban archaeological heritage, faces major 

challenges. These challenges also arise because various projects and actions related 

to heritage are heavily impacted by the current political situation, frequently resulting 

in discussions and disputes.  

 

Although most archaeological remains are situated within designated zones for 

protection, the current regulations often require revision to ensure sustained 

preservation. Many structures still face the threat of destruction even within these 

safeguarded areas. Many examples illustrate the persistent vulnerability of 

archaeological heritage due to urban transformation projects. This issue is 

particularly increased in urban regions where the demand for residential, 

commercial, and office spaces continues to rise. Consequently, the urgency to 

safeguard heritage is clear, and achieving this goal demands a comprehensive 

documentation strategy that captures the multi-layered nature of the city's history. 

Thus, given the evolving legal landscape, preservation efforts, and the ever-changing 

status of heritage, it is imperative to account for and document this data to ensure it 

remains traceable.  

 

3.3. Urban Archaeological Digitalization Projects in Turkey 

 

In Turkey, using GIS for conserving cultural heritage is more recent and mainly 

concentrated on heritage recording. Archives of excavations and the museum's 

digitized collections represent some digital heritage inventories. Although its use is 

highly favorable for creating a spatial archaeological database at a national scale, 

special projects for urban archaeological areas and protection of the multi-

layeredness of the cities still need to be systematically developed. They are not much 

discussed in the context of the national agenda at present.  

 

Projects that aim to digitalize cultural heritage are initiated mainly by institutions, 

universities, or private organizations in Turkey and offer databases relevant to the 
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scope of a specific project.
34

 Currently, the data is spread among various inventories 

in the form of separate entities. To ensure a holistic inventory of all heritage sites in 

Turkey, a digital inventory system needs to be prepared and regulated by 

governmental institutions. For example, the Museum of Anatolian Civilizations had 

made all the excavation reports in its archive accessible through its website before 

the Ministry of Culture and Tourism centralized national museums' websites to 

establish a generic website for all museums. Consequently, this consolidation has 

made the museum's digital content inventory unavailable on its dedicated website. 

For urban archaeology, however, it is essential to consider reports and all the 

findings in a proper inventory to answer better the complexity of layers and their 

features. 

 

A good example of a systematical and comprehensive digital inventory of cultural 

heritage in Turkey is TAY, The Archaeological Settlements of Turkey (T¿rkiye 

Arkeolojik Yerleĸmeleri) (Figure 12)
35

 Although it is a personal initiative, it has been 

in use for 30 years and is regularly updated by the developer team. 

 

 

Figure 12. Main page of TAY website (Accessed on 15/08/2023) 
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 For an overview of archaeological digital archiving in Turkey see Atalan ¢ayērezmez et al., 2021. 
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The inventory includes 12.826 variables so far, for which a Keyword search is 

available on the website. The inventory also allows reporting destructions on the site, 

serving as an excellent information system about cultural heritage. Furthermore, it is 

open to making personal upgrade suggestions. On the other hand, although it 

provides a geographic information system, access was not successful to the spatial 

inventory, thus, further information cannot be provided. 

 

Culture Inventory Atlas (K¿lt¿r Envanteri) is another personal initiative that 

establishes an inventory for Turkey and Balkans (Figure 13).
 36

 It is a comprehensive 

project that combines a diverse range of cultural heritage spanning various periods, 

accompanied by detailed information. The project has the potential for expansion by 

incorporating additional archaeological heritage, such as invisible heritage, to explain 

the multi-layered nature of the city further. In the database, more than 30.000 cultural 

assets have been added and classified, and more than 35.000 visual documents have 

been published. It is available to search and filter by group, type, culture, century or 

city and view them on the map. It is a crowd-funding and participatory project which 

is open for editing and suggestions.  

 

 

Figure 13. Registered cultural heritage in central Ankara, Culture Inventory Atlas 

(Accessed on 10/11/2023) 

 

The Digital Cultural Heritage Network is another database established in 2021 by a 

volunteer community who aims to create a resource infrastructure for those who 
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want to research digital cultural heritage.
 37

 As mentioned in the website, they aim to 

create content in Turkish to identify standard and legislation and have a guideline for 

digital cultural heritage. The Network is developing projects that are very impactful 

on heritage studies and digital heritage conservation. One of the completed dataset 

produced by using GIS is about Izmir (Figure 14).
38

 The historical Izmir maps are 

presented interactively via a web GIS infrastructure. In the infrastructure, three 

historical maps from 1836, 1876, and 1905 can be embedded onto existing maps. 

The team also plans to bring together studies and publications in the field of digital 

cultural heritage through Wikipedia. Accordingly, The GLAM-WIKI Project aims to 

make Wikipedia writers and project coordinators contribute to create content in the 

digital cultural heritage field. The created content will be monitored by the working 

groups of the Digital Cultural Heritage Network to ensure that it is up-to-date and 

accurate.  

 

 

Figure 14. Izmir historical maps, web-GIS application, Digital Cultural Heritage 

Network   (Accessed on 10/11/2023) 

 

A digital mapping project is undertaken by the Cultural Heritage Platform of Izmir, 

which produced the Izmir Immovable Heritage Map (Figure 15).
39

 The map mainly 

displays the location of cultural heritage to understand the historical character of 

Ķzmir. It shows the archaeological site categories, the decision numbers, the 
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registration date together with use details and architectural information. The map is, 

indeed, a detailed study that has the potential to turn into a complete inventory for 

further studies on the urban memory of Ķzmir. 

                  

 

Figure 15.  Web page from the Izmir Immovable Cultural Heritage Map, Cultural 

Heritage Platform of Izmir (Accessed on 2/7/2023) 

 

Both of the Digital Cultural Heritage Network  and Cultural Heritage Platform of 

Izmir examples focus more on creating digital spatial inventories. The following 

examples, on the other hand, represent cases in which GIS is effectively used to 

expose the multi-layeredness of urban settlements and their integration into the 

current context. Although they differ from the given examples in their scope, they 

illustrate the benefits of employing GIS in urban archaeological studies. 

 

The first example is the Tarsus Historic City Center project, the outcomes of which 

are shared in 2016.
40

 The project conducted by Burak Belge, ¦mit Aydēnoĵlu, and 

Sara Belge from the Department of City and Regional Planning at Mersin University 

focused on creating an Urban Archaeological Database (UAD) for the Tarsus historic 

center, which represents a pioneering case of using GIS-based databases for urban 

archaeological sites in Turkey (Belge et al., 2021: 263) (Figure 16). The collected 

primary and secondary archaeological data are linked to spatial data through GIS to 
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expose the urban archaeological character zones and to develop conservation and 

planning strategies accordingly. Moreover, it proposes the possibility of including 

stratigraphic information, hence adding surface analysis, that enhances the accuracy 

of the estimated archaeological character zones even more. 

 

 

Figure 16. Web page from the Tarsus Historic City Center Project (Belge et al., 

2021). 

 

A recent study from 2020 by Emre Bedel from Eurasia Institute of Earth Sciences at 

Istanbul Technical University and Erdem Erbaĸ from the Department of Urban and 

Regional Planning at Mimar Sinan Fine Arts University explores a new planning 

approach by integrating archaeological and geological data to urban planning 

processes in multi-layered cities. The focus area is Tahtakale and the Historical 

Peninsula, and the transfer and spatialization of the associated archaeological and 

geological data is done by GIS. In this context, 414 pre-Roman and Ottoman 

archaeological remains are spatialized.  

 

Unlike a spatial inventory, this study aims to expose the multi-layeredness of the area 

by displaying the geographical character of the zone and pointing out the zones 

known to possess unearthed historical layers. Therefore, it offers a study that 

involves understanding the landscape, geography, and urban archaeology together to 

reveal the historical character of the urban landscape and to integrate it to urban 

planning for better conservation (Figure 17). 
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Figure 17. GIS-based section study of archaeological and geological data, Tahtakale, 

Istanbul (Emre and Erbaĸ, 2020: 45). 

 

As briefly exemplified, few institutions and individual initiatives have launched 

some digital databases and there exists no nationwide endeavor to process digital 

archaeological databases systematically. There is a clear need to prepare a 

standardized archaeological database encompassing the entirety of the country's 

heritage territory. This comprehensive dataset should include rescue excavations, 

sondage work, and assorted reports, offering a holistic characterization of the entire 

archaeological heritage. 

 

3.4. Digitalization Projects About Ankara 

 

A digital cultural heritage inventory of Ankara can be found on the Ministry of 

Tourism and Cultureôs portal, which enables users to pinpoint resources on a map 

(Figure 18).
41

 This inventory, primarily brings forth the Islamic and Republican-era 

structures and has limited coverage of earlier periods. It lacks information on 

Phrygian and Roman remains, and key heritage assets such as the Phrygian tumuli, 

the Temple of Augustus and Roma, Roman Theatre, and Julian (Belkēz) Column. 

Notably, the Roman Bath and Cardo Maximus are also not shown on the map. This 

inventory, which serves touristic purposes, ironically falls short in terms of 

representing the complete heritage context of Ankara. Nevertheless, from a cultural 

perspective, it provides information about the dating and function of selected 

structures, and their transformation over time, with accompanying images.  
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Figure 18. Web page from the cultural inventory of The Ministry of Tourism and 

Culture (Haritada Keĸfet - Ankara). 

 

Another digital archive is prepared by Ko­ University Vehbi Ko­ Ankara Studies 

Research Center (VEKAM ), which is managed by the Library of Suna Kēra­.
42

 The 

archive holds various collections, including ñUrban Memory of Ankaraò, a project 

that brings together the city's tangible and intangible urban heritage. There are more 

than 15,000 digitized items in this inventory, distributed among various types of 

collections: ñAnkara Photograph, Postcard, and Engraving Collectionsò (Ankara 

Fotoĵraf, Kartpostal ve Grav¿r Koleksiyonu), ñAnkara Documents Collectionò 

(Ankara Belgeleri Koleksiyonu), ñAnkara Map and Plan Collection (Ankara Harita 

ve Plan Arĸivi), ñAnkara Immovable Cultural Properties Collectionò (Ankara 

Taĸēnmaz K¿lt¿r Varlēklarē Envanteri), ñVehbi Ko­ Collectionò (Vehbi Ko­ 

Koleksiyonu), ñVehbi Ko­ Press Clippings Collectionò (Vehbi Ko­ Gazete Kup¿rleri 

Koleksiyonu), ñAnkara Orchard House Collectionò (Ankara Baĵ Evi Koleksiyonu), 

and ñAnkara State Conservatory Collectionò (Ankara Devlet Konservatuarē 

Koleksiyonu).  

 

The ñAnkara Immovable Cultural Property Collectionò is worth mentioning further 

in the context of this study (Figure 19).
43

 The inventory compiles the photographs of 

the immovable cultural assets found primarily in Altēndaĵ District and taken in 1978-
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1979, along with an inventory survey conducted by the Ministry of Culture at that 

time. As a result of this survey, 633 immovable cultural properties have been 

registered, and presented online. As a continuation of the survey, more properties 

were later identified in 24 more districts and added to the inventory. The database 

briefly explains the date, state, address, and pictures of the cultural assets. 

 

 

Figure 19. Main browsing page of the VEKAM Ankara Immovable Cultural 

Property Collection 

 

According to the filters, the inventory offers information about the cultural heritage 

dating to the 14th century and the first half of the 21
st
 century. Some records from 

earlier periods, in addition, can also be searched with ñperiodò or ñstructureò 

keywords. Searching with the keyword ñAltēndaĵò for Ulus district, for example, 

gives 84 items corresponding to houses and workplaces, mainly from the 20
th
 

century. Searching with the keyword "Ulus," on the other hand, gives only 22 

records. Most items are structures from the 20
th
 century, except for the 5

th
 century 

AD Church of St. Clement. This inventory concerns cultural heritage and associated 

collections and does not prioritize archaeological data. Nevertheless, it is an excellent 

database with an impressive collection that can be used for various purposes. 

 

The Mapping of Cultural Heritage of Turkey project, initiated by the Hrant Dink 

Association in 2014 is an ongoing digital project that is updated with new findings 

(Figure 20).
44

 Within the scope of the project, an online interactive map showing 
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different cultures and associated heritage in Anatolia is created. The map gives 

information about schools, monasteries, churches, synagogues, and hospitals 

belonging to the Armenian, Greek, Assyrian, and Jewish communities. There are 

10,000 records in the system, and every item is enriched with descriptive 

information, pictures, and videos. It is well-designed, giving essential information 

accompanied by old and recent pictures (Figure 21).
45

 The inventory, as such, aims 

to map Turkey's multicultural heritage, thereby revitalizing the fading memory of 

non-Muslim cultures by using new media platforms. 

  

 

Figure 20. View of the Ulus area in the Mapping of Cultural Heritage of Turkey 

Project. 

 

 

Figure 21. Church of St. Teresa, an example from the Mapping of Cultural Heritage 

of Turkey Project. 
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This inventory is remarkable, as it documents Turkey's relatively less studied non-

Muslim multicultural heritage.
46

 The Hrant Dink Association also offers a creative 

and interactive mobile application to explore the digitally presented cultural heritage. 

The application is made for Istanbul and Ankara for now and offers various routes 

following a theme of cultural heritage. Ankara section offers five routes: Kēzēlay, 

Kavaklēdere, Ulus-Hisar, Jewish neighborhood, and Ulus Boulevard. By choosing a 

tour, the user can follow the route and read or listen to the information about the 

chosen heritage route and the associated buildings. 

 

Bellek Ankara, a recent project undertaken by a group of academicians from different 

universities for the metropolitan municipality of Ankara, is a promising study (Figure 

22).
 47

 The project brings together the architectural and cultural heritage of the city, 

in terms of structures, open areas, and associated social components. For each 

structure in the database, detailed information and pictures are provided. Moreover, 

oral history studies are conducted through interviews to reveal the artistic and literary 

associations of places/buildings that impacted peopleôs lives and thus assumed a 

memory value. The project is a complex one as it brings together diverse historical 

information about the city's cultural scene. 

 

 

Figure 22. Main browsing page of the Bellek Ankara Project, Ankara Metropolitan 

Municipality. 
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State or private institutions undertake various digital inventory projects in Ankara, a 

few of which are briefly introduced above. Such projects each serve the valuable 

purpose of creating a heritage inventory, yet they show distinct characteristics and 

unique objectives. As such, although they do documentation and create data on 

specific contexts or subjects, because they are not designed to integrate and map 

heritage layers in the current urban context per se, they miss discussions concerning 

heritage integration and conservation policies. However, the data they produced and 

archived is diverse and complementary, which can be helpful in heritage 

conservation studies and inventory preparation. The involvement of government 

institutions in such projects may also result in transferring the available data into 

unified content with sustainable and professional management.
48

  

 

Mobile applications, no doubt, are means of integrating web-based mapping 

platforms of heritage into everyday routines for all age groups. A user-friendly, well-

designed mobile phone application will serve as an enjoyable tool to provide 

information to the public and raise consciousness about its status and importance in 

their visit to the site, encouraging possible visits to other heritage sites. As mobile 

phones are the primary information source today, the ability to use GIS and its 

applications in mobile phones is an important technical quality. Designing the data in 

digital platforms as a mobile application will thus help to reach information easily, 

use mapping tours, share comments and questions, and count for each search and 

visit to the place for preparing statistics and seeing visitation patterns. Moreover, 

with necessary additions to the application, it can also be used to create cultural 

events in the heritage location for the public. Local governments, NGOs, private 

organizations, or individuals could offer workshops or organize other events to 

enhance the daily use of the heritage site and its impact on everyday life. 

 

3.5. Urban Archaeology and Urban Planning in Ankara  

 

This section provides a broad overview of Ankara's urban planning history to 

illustrate the transformative nature of Ulus and, consequently, its archaeological 
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heritage since the establishment of the Turkish Republic. Understanding this 

historical context is essential to comprehend the impact and interplay between urban 

plans and projects, their influence on location, place, or space, and their role in 

shaping identity and character. As such, it underlines the critical need for integrating 

and prioritizing archaeological heritage within urban planning initiatives. 

 

Ankara was designed as a capital city after its declaration in 1923. The first plan for 

Ankara was the Lºrcher plan, made in 1924 and implemented partially. Lºrcher's 

proposal to extend the urban area towards Kēzēlay was the primary intervention 

applied to this plan (Figure 23). However, the urban growth in the late 1920s 

necessitated a revision and, thus, the preparation of a second plan, determined by a 

competition held in 1932. The winning proposal was prepared by Hermann Jansen 

(Figure 24).
49

 In Lºrcher and Jansen's plan, new residential areas were proposed 

around the old city center Ulus, and the new city center Yeniĸehir, which was 

suggested to develop on the south axis. The only protected area proposed in the plan 

was the castle and its surroundings. The plan led to many modifications and renewals 

in the historic city center in the later stages. The city was initially planned following 

a North-South axis as indicated in the Jansen plan, but the ongoing urban growth and 

challenges encountered during the implementation of the original plan led to further 

modifications after 1939. In time, the primary idea of planning the old city as the 

center and the new city for residential areas caused functional differences between 

the two areas. An unpredictable result of separating the old and new towns caused 

the historical texture of Ulus to change by renewal (Tun­er, 2000). Jansen's 

projection of a population of 300.000 by 1978 was already surpassed in 1950, which 

had led to previously unpredicted urban changes. 

 

Between the 1930s-1950s, the center gradually shifted from Ulus to Sēhhiye and 

Kēzēlay. The urban and social character of Ulus district began to change with this 

shift, which brought a sharp separation between the "old town" and the "new city" 

(Iĸēk, 2012: 46). Ulus became the work area, whereas Kēzēlay developed intensively 
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as the new administration center. Thus, the cultural layers in the Ulus historic center 

began to be neglected from this period onwards.  

 

However, the envisioned central business district could not be established in Ulus in 

the 1950s. Moreover, the proposed efforts to renovate and enhance historical 

structures remained unfulfilled. Besides, Jansen's plan classified the city's hilly and 

sloped areas as uninhabitable, corresponding to the hills surrounding the Ulus 

district. Regrettably, this decision subsequently facilitated unauthorized construction 

in the Ulus area, as no regulations were introduced concerning the area in the plan. 

The consequences of the plan decisions contributed to the increasing physical and 

conceptual dichotomy between the character of the old and new towns (Hati­oĵlu, 

2021: 107). 

 

Figure 23. Ankara, The Lºrcher Plan, 1924, showing the new and the old city 

(Retrieved from 

https://www.goethe.de/ins/tr/ank/prj/urs/geb/sta/loe/trindex.html) 
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Figure 24. Ankara, The Jansen Plan, 1932. The red boundary shows the area 

considered in the 1924 Lºrcher Plan (Batuman, 2013, Fig. 3). 

       

A significant development that affected the urbanization of big cities, especially 

Ķstanbul and Ankara, following the Second World War was migration from the rural 

to the urban centers. The unprecedented migrant flow and housing demand required a 

new plan for Ankara. Ankara Municipality opened a national planning competition to 

obtain a new city plan in 1955. The winning project by Nihat Y¿cel and Raĸit 

Uybadin was approved in 1957. Y¿cel and Uybadin had foreseen a population of 

750.000 in 30 years, reached even before 1965. The immense population growth 

caused illegal house constructions, and the first squatter (gecekondu) quarters started 

to develop in the Bentderesi area in Ulus. Regarding the Y¿cel-Uybadin plan, and 

especially in the 1960s, multi-story buildings began to pop up in the Ulus area; many 

of the new buildings were built as 6-8 floor blocks with extended bases, which 

disrupted the homogeneity of the historical urban fabric (Tun­er et al., 2009). 

Between the 1950s and 1980s, Ulus gradually became a center of commerce and 

shopping and lost its bureaucratic, cultural, and political character. Kēzēlay became 

the new cultural and business center in the given period. The uncontrolled new 

constructions in the Ulus area naturally changed historic centerôs fabric. 
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Since then, old Ankara has remained stuck behind multi-story apartment blocks lined 

along the streets. The fabric, now dominated by tall blocks, often with poor 

construction quality, became the residential and commercial neighborhood of the 

socially disadvantaged population of the city. In time, not only the social 

transformation and changing profile of use but also the neglect of maintenance and 

natural wear decreased the environmental quality of Ulus, turning it into a collapse 

zone. The zoning practices that have been carried out in the region. However, they 

did not aim for protection or improvement, as specified and envisioned in the Y¿cel-

Uybadin Plan, but rather at demolishing and renewing the fabric completely (Iĸēk, 

2012: 49). Tun­er (2001) lists some of the inappropriate renewals that changed the 

fabric of extensive areas in Ulus as such (Figure 25):   

Ŀ  The demolition of the structures around the Hacē Bayram Mosque and the 

implementation of today's open space (1937),   

Ŀ  The opening of Ulucanlar Street (1955), which required the expropriation and 

demolition of many houses,   

Ŀ  The construction of the Hacettepe Hospital Complex (1960s), destroyed many 

high-quality old Ankara Houses, such as in Kurtuluĸ and Kyrgyz 

neighborhoods, which also had historical structures (Tun­er, 2001: 77). 

 
Figure 25. Locations of the mentioned changes in the Ulus historic center after 

Y¿cel-Uybadin Plan, shown on 1924 city map (plan adapted from Aydēn et al., 2005, 

Map 46). 
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The need for a new plan in Ankara had become inevitable already in the 1960s. Upon 

the Council of Ministersô Decision in 1969, the Ankara Metropolitan Area Master 

Plan Office was established to initiate the first comprehensive plans at the 

metropolitan scale. The Ankara 1990 Master (Nazēm) Plan was prepared by the office 

in 1982, with a 20-year projection. 

 

Ankara's 1990 Master Plan mainly focused on developing new residential areas, such 

as Sincan, Eryaman, and Batēkent, and industrial zones. The surviving historical 

areas of the city, in the meantime, were declared as "conservation sites" in 1980, with 

the law of ñAct number 2863 on the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Beingsò, 

thus implying legally that the new construction plans in this area have to take 

protection and conservation of heritage into account (Alpan, 2016: 665). The 

declaration brought the implementation of the ñFloor Regime Plansò (Bºlge Kat 

Nizamē) to an end, but this was not powerfully applied to control of the urban 

development; multiple-floor building constructions continued in Talatpaĸa, 

Ulucanlar, Hasērcēlar, Anafartalar, Denizciler, and H¿k¿met Streets (Iĸēk, 2012: 53). 

The Ankara Nazēm Plan, on the other hand, remained ineffective for 

the gecekondu quarters that developed around Bentderesi. The deterioration and 

change in the historical areaôs character, which began in the early 1950s reached a 

climax in the 1980s, when Ulus had become a spatially and socially collapsing, 

neglected area (Tun­er, 2000: 12). 

  

Many status changes were introduced for the conserved area in the later decades, and 

the protected area decreased over time. Until the implementation of protection 

projects in the Ulus historic city center, many structures had already been abandoned 

and left to their fate, harmed, destroyed, and/or burnt.  

 

Ankara Greater Municipality opened a national competition to obtain a conservation 

plan for the historic center of Ankara in 1986. The winning proposal prepared by a 

team of academician planners and architects from the Middle East Technical 

University Faculty of Architecture, led by Raci Bademli was approved in 1990. 

ñUlus Historical City Center Conservation-Reclamation Planò (Ulus Tarihi Kent 

Merkezi Koruma ï Islah Ķmar Planē) was, thus, an extensive project in scope and 
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included rehabilitation, conservation, renewal, and development with an approach to 

control the possible deficiencies (Figure 26). However, although the project was 

implemented fragmentarily, a new enactment released in 2005 canceled the 

ñHistorical City Center Conservation-Reclamation Planò, and the planning process 

ended (Alpan, 2016: 666).  

 

 

Figure 26. Main locations shown on the cancelled ñUlus Historical City 

Conservation Renovation Planò (Plan adapted from Tun­er, 2013: 13). 
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On January 14, 2005, under the directives of the then mayor, the Ankara 

Metropolitan Municipality Council made a significant decision (Decision No. 210) 

which annulled all the existing plans for the area. Simultaneously, the municipality 

designated the area as ñUlus Historical and Cultural Urban Transformation and 

Development Project Areaò (Figure 27). 

 

 

Figure 27. Boundary of ñUlus Historical and Cultural Urban Transformation and 

Development Project Areaò, according to the Municipal Council Decision No. 210, 

dated 14/01/2005 (adapted from Hati­oĵlu 2021, Fig. 37). 

 

Plans that were made starting from 2000 had short lifetimes, but they had negatively 

affected the Ulus historic center. In 2007, with Decision No. 525, the Ankara 

Metropolitan Municipality Council accepted the 2023 ñAnkara Metropolitan Master 

Planò which designated the Ulus area as part of the Central Planning Zone; its 

execution also faced challenges. The ñAnkara Historic City Center Renewal Area 

Conservation Planò, approved in 2007, aimed primarily at renewal, and ignored 

conservation principles. It was later canceled due to legal actions in 2009. 
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In 2007, the Ankara Metropolitan Municipality collaborated with Hassa Architecture 

Engineering Construction Ind. Trade. Co. Ltd. to prepare the ñAnkara Historical City 

Center Renewal Area Conservation Master and Implementation Plansò (Ankara 

Tarihi Kent Merkezi Yenileme Alanē Koruma Ama­lē Uygulama ve Nazēm Ķmar 

Planlarē). Despite being approved in 2007, these plans were criticized for not 

following to city planning rules and prioritizing renewal over conservation. It was 

discussed that the plans considered the conservation of Seljuk, Ottoman, and Early 

Republican monuments and ignored the conservation of the heritage of the earlier 

periods (Hati­oĵlu, 2021: 120). Subsequently, the lawsuits led to the cancellation of 

these plans in 2008. Following the cancellation, the ñTransition Period Principles of 

Conservation and Terms of Useò were formally adopted for a while. The ñUlus 

Historic City Center 1/5000 Conservation Planò was finally approved in 2014. Until 

then, there happened instances of fragmented interventions that did not align with the 

conservation principles (TMMOB ķehir Plancēlarē Odasē Ankara ķubesi, 2019; 

Hati­oĵlu, 2021: 121). 

 

The 2014 ñUlus Historic City Center 1/5000 Conservation Planò prepared by 

Makbule Ķl­an and UTTA Planning and Project Design Business Partnership, faced 

opposition due to conflicting decisions that may also lead to potential destruction of 

historical qualities. It was suspended in 2015 and fully canceled in 2016. ñAnkara 

Province, Altēndaĵ District, Ulus, Samanpazarē, Kale, Kayabaĸē Historical Sites 

Transition Period Principles of Conservation and Terms of Useò (Ge­iĸ Dºnemi 

Yapēlaĸma Koĸullarē) is decreed with the decision No. 1483 by Ankara Regional 

Council for the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property in 27.07.2015, 

following the cancelation of 2014 plan. The decree has accepted the extension of the 

transition period principles for one year with the decision No. 3349, dated 

12/07/2018. On 30.07.2019, the transition period principles decree was extended one 

more year, and was still active in 2022. Thus, the conservation plan had turned into a 

renovation plan for the Ulus district. Since 2015, Ulus Historic City Center is not 

subjected to any urban plan that leaves it unprotected (Kutlu, 2022: 123). 

 

Overall, all the recent plans faced legal challenges, inconsistencies, and conflicts. 

The period after 2005 was without an urban plan and resulted in unauthorized 
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interventions that harmed the preservation of the historic city center and its 

authenticity. Today, the area designated as ñUlus Historical and Cultural Urban 

Transformation and Development Project Areaò is assigned as an ñUrban 

Archaeological Siteò, thus, it has reached to the status as an urban archaeology area. 

 

Karakul and Yēldēz (2020) shed light on the challenges related to the protection of 

cultural heritage. In particular, they highlight the dichotomies in the legislation 

regulating the protection of tangible and intangible cultural heritage, the obstacles in 

the operational procedures of institutions during implementation - lack of 

coordination, as well as the contradictory practices of responsible institutions that 

deviate from scientific restoration principles and holistic conservation approaches, as 

in Ulus (Karakul and Yēldēz, 2020). 

 

In safeguarding and conserving Ankara's archaeological heritage, urban plans have 

sometimes posed more hindrances than acting as supportive mechanisms. On the 

other hand, a notable initiative about urban archaeological investigations and their 

integration into urban planning was undertaken in 1993. A research team that 

included Gºn¿l Tankut, Sevim Bulu­, and Numan Tuna from Middle East Technical 

University designed a project known as the ñAnkara Archaeology Master Planò. The 

primary objective of this plan was to devise a strategy to preserve the city's cultural 

heritage. The project outcomes were presented to the Ankara Metropolitan 

Municipality, aiming to offer insights into potential approaches to incorporate 

archaeological considerations and urban planning frameworks (Tankut et al., 2006). 

Although it remained a proposal, this project represents the first attempt to integrate 

archaeological heritage, protection, and conservation into urban planning. As such, 

its report represents a key document as it defines vital points for practicing urban 

archaeology. 

 

It foremost underlined the absence of a comprehensive archaeological database for 

urban archaeological research in the case of Ankara and emphasized the need to 

establish it. By bringing the historical research and interventions done and 

documented by local museums and archives together, this pioneering initiative 

crafted an early database inclusive of many archaeological discoveries (Tankut et al., 
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2006, Fig 1) (Figure 28). The team defended that embracing the concept of an 

archaeological database would facilitate the careful identification of archaeological 

sites, enabling urban development and the preservation of archaeological 

significance to progress collaboratively. In this respect, the project envisioned the 

preparation of an ñurban archaeology atlasò. Yet, owing to the unavailability of 

specific excavation reports and essential data, the team could not finalize the 

intended compilation. Instead, they considered the project a stepping stone for future 

inquiries towards establishing a more comprehensive database. This, in turn, would 

ultimately inform its integration into urban planning (Tankut et al., 2006: 23). 

Although the ñAnkara Archaeology Master Planò defined the relevant scope and 

included the necessary principles and methods to safeguard and integrate 

archaeological heritage into urban fabric, its details regarding the extent of the plan's 

adoption and incorporation into administrative processes remained undisclosed. 

 

 

Figure 28. Archaeological findspots around Ankara (Tankut et al., 2006: Fig. 1). 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

ULUS IN CONTEXT  

 

 

4.1. Geographic Characteristics 

 

On March 29, we stayed in Ankara for a whole day. We visited the city. There was a fortress 

on a hill. We went up there. The city of Ankara and its castle were very beautiful in the past, 

it was built in a perfect place. One always desires such places. 

                    Dernschwam, XVI century
50

  

 

Like many other ancient cities Ankara was established near water resources, in a 

natural context of steep hills, streams, and plains where there were fertile and 

protected lands. It's mild topography and fertile plains, in addition, have also played 

a role in its preference as a settlement site. The steep slope in todayôs citadel area 

gave a natural defense and possibility for building city walls, whereas mounds like 

Hacē Bayram Hill and ¢ankērēkapē Hill had become important and sacred centers 

around the city (Aydēn et al., 2005). Two steep hills, Hēdērlēk Hill to the north and 

that with the citadel to the south surrounds the old town (Figure 29). Between the 

two hills lies the valley of Bent Creek (Bentderesi), the name óBentô, comes from the 

dam which was built in the Roman period. Today, the creek and river lay beneath the 

asphalt road and are no longer visible. At the bottom of the valleys between Ķdris-

Elmadaĵ mountains, passes the streams which are the main tributaries of Ankara 

¢ayē. Of these, ¢ubuk ¢ayē, Hatip ¢ayē (Bentderesi) and Ķncesu Deresi flow towards 

the city center. 

 

Due to its natural and geographical assets, Ankara had been settled continuously 

since the Paleoli thic Age (G¿lekli, 1948). The city, hence, has become home to at 

least seven civilizations, and has been capital three times; the capital of the Turkish 

Republic, the capital of the Galatian province of the Roman Empire and the capital of 

the Galatian tribe, Tactosages. 
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 ¥nen, 1992, translated by the author. 
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Figure 29. View of Bentderesi from Ankara Castle, on the right is Hēdērlēk Hill 

(VEKAM Library and Archive, no. 2372) 

 

4.2. Historical Development  

 

The archaeological studies showed that Ankara was first settled in prehistorical 

times, and its known history goes back to the Paleolithic Age (G¿lekli, 1949; 

Erdoĵan et al., 2008; Museum of Anatolian Civilizations). The Paleolithic period 

finds from and around Ankara are displayed in the Museum of Anatolian 

Civilizations and the Museum of the Institute of Mineral Research and Exploration 

(MTA Museum). Among the prehistoric finds in the museum are tools from the 

Mesolithic Age (Erdoĵan et al., 2008: 10) and Neolithic Age finds that date to 

approx. c. 7000-6500 BC, which include an axe discovered in the excavations 

conducted by Remzi Oĵuz Arēk around the slopes of Ankara Castle and the lamps 

and arrowheads found by Nurettin Can G¿lekli around Hacettepe University 

(Erdoĵan et al., 2008: 13). 

 

Excavations were done in various areas in and around Ankara in the 1930s to 

investigate the Early Bronze Age settlements. Findings from this period mainly came 

from mounds (hºy¿k). Ahlatlēbel, Etiyokuĸu, Bitik Hºy¿k, Karaoĵlan Hºy¿k, and 

Polatlē Hºy¿k were the pioneering excavation sites of the 1930s. In the 1960s and 
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later, excavations were also done in Ko­umbeli, Yumurtatepe, ¢ºmlektepe and 

K¿lhºy¿k sites (Bertram and Bertram, 2018) (Figure 30). 

 

 

Figure 30. Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age settlements in Ankara (Bertram 

and Bertram, 2018, Fig 1). 

 

The cultural presence of the Hittites (1750-1200 BC) in the city is spotted in many 

areas that lay outside the boundaries of the city center. Hittite period ceramics are 

found in Bitik Hºy¿k at Kazan and are now on display in the Museum of Anatolian 

Civilizations (Erdoĵan et al., 2008: 25). From Balēkhisar Hºy¿k came vase, pot 

remains and ceramics (Erdoĵan et al., 2008). Other important Hittite sites are 

Gavurkale and K¿lhºy¿k, 60 km south of Ankara, located near Haymana-Oyaca in 

Haymana District. The site was excavated by Hans von der Osten, who found a grave 

and a sanctuary (Henning Von Der Osten, 1933). Ballēkuyumcu Hºy¿k on the way to 

Polatlē, Karaoĵlan in Gºlbaĸē district, Ilēca/Aracēk mound in Ayaĸ district, and Polatlē 

mound in Polatlē district are the other Hittite find sites (Anatolian Civilizations 

Museum). Although the Hittites could likely have settled in the city, possibly in the 

Castle area, and used Ankara as a military zone, for the steep hills made the castle 
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area a naturally protected area, no Hittite finds are found neither in the city center nor 

in the Ulus area (Erzen, 1946: 24). 

 

Phrygians came to Anatolia when the Hittite Empire collapsed in c. 1200 BC. The 

Phrygian capital Gordion is located in the Polatlē district of Ankara, approximately 

100 km away from the center of Ankara.
51

 A renown Phrygian cultural find  is the 

wooden burial chamber found inside the Gordion tumulus and dated to 740 BC. The 

architectural characteristics and finds indicate an elite burial, most likely belonging 

to a king; the carbon dating of the timber suggests that the chamber housed the burial 

of King Gordias, the father of the famous King Midas.
52

 The remains included fine 

woodcarving, metalwork and timber construction. Another significant Phrygian city 

is Kerkenes,
53

 which lies approximately 200 km east of Ankara, where several 

pottery, metal and glass, founds are revealed, in addition to organic materials and 

skeletons.
54

 Other settlements associated with Phrygians around Ankara, are; 

Yalēncak, Baĵlēca, Bitik, G©vurkale, Hacē Tuĵrul, Halil ¥ren, Karaoĵlan, Hacēlar, 

and Taĸpēnar (Alanyalē Aral, 2017; Aydēn et al., 2005). The discovery of tumuli in 

and around Ankara, in particular, provided crucial information about the Phrygians 

and evidenced that Ankara was an important Phrygian city, next to Gordion and 

Kerkenes (Alanyalē Aral, 2017: 24). Phrygian structures and artifacts, except the 

known tumuli, remain buried under the modern city, while many tumuli have been 

lost over time. The Phrygian cultural finds include generally, apart from the tumuli, 

orthostates,
55

 ceramics and small finds. The locations of the spotted tumuli indicated 

that the area between Atat¿rk Forest Farm (Gazi Orman ¢iftliĵi), Anēttepe 

andBah­elievler was a necropolis area in the Phrygian period (G¿lekli, 1948: 38; 

Tuna, 2007: 99).
56

 Despite the cultural settlement continuity in Ankara, there are few 

                                                 
51

 Gordion is inscribed in UNESCO World Heritage List in September 2023, 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/1669/ 
 
52

 https://www.sas.upenn.edu/~nmiller0/Tour_MM_circuit.Turkish.html 
 
53

 For more information and GIS studies about Kerkenes see, 

http://www.kerkenes.metu.edu.tr/kerk1/00khome/overview/overview.html 

 
54

 http://www.kerkenes.metu.edu.tr/kerk1/07finds/index.html 

 
55

 An orthostat is a stone relief, forming a part of a structure or set on the ground. Commonly 

used on the walls of the chambers and tombs. 

 
56

 https://muze.metu.edu.tr/en/phrygian-necropolis 
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visible remains from the Phrygian period in the Ulus district. Thus, not much is 

known about Ankara in the 7
th
 and 6

th
 centuries, during the period of battles between 

the Lydians and Persians as well (G¿lekli, 1948: 29, Aydēn et al. 2005: 55, 60). The 

Lydian and Persian inscriptions, on the other hand, do not mention Ankara, which 

suggests these cultures did not leave a strong cultural impact in the city.  

 

Important military and commercial routes had passed through Ankara, making its 

location strategically significant in history (Erzen, 1946; G¿lekli, 1948: 32, Aydēn et 

al. 2005: 60). Ankara, respectively, had served as an important trade center in 

antiquity, as it was on the ñPersian Royal Roadò, the major ancient trade road that 

connected Sardis in Lydia and Susa in Iran (Figure 31).
57

   

 

 

Figure 31. Persian Royal Road and other important roads passing from Ankara 

(adapted from G¿lekli, 1948, Fig. 2). 

 

Galatians arrived to Anatolia in the 3
rd 

century BC and culturally spread into many 

parts including Ankara. There are no visible remains from this period in the Ulus 

district today. However, it is suggested that the Galatians could have originally built 

                                                 
57

 For the Persian Royal Road see, Calder, 1925; G¿lekli, 1949: 32; French, 1998; Aydēn et al., 

2005, Fig. 11; Alpan, 2016: 664.  
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the castle.
58

 Aydēn et al. (2005) also suggest that the Ankara Castle could have been 

constructed first in the Galatian period, considering that Galatians built several 

castles in the cities they had settled. 

 

Ankara (Ancyra) became a province of the Roman Empire and was given the status 

of the capital of the Galatian province of the Empire in 25 BC. With this decree, the 

settlement character changed from the Galatian castle (phrourion) to a planned 

Roman city with the introduction of a  road network (Mitchell, 2003; Gen­ler G¿ray, 

2021). Ancyra as the capital of the Roman province of Galatia was an important city 

with several urban buildings (Cooke, 1998) such as Temple of Augustus and Rome, 

Roman bath, and Roman theater.
59

 

 

Following the spread of Christianity in the 4
th
 century AD, Ankara became a 

prominent religious center, and bishops gathered here in 314 and 358 AD. After the 

Roman Empire split into two in 395 AD, Ankara became part of Eastern Roman 

Empire, also known as the Byzantine Empire. Saint Martir Plato and Saint Clement 

were two significant saints of the city at that time.
60

 In the 5
th
 century, Ankara 

became the center of the Galatian bishopric. In the same century the city suffered 

from famine and plague (Erdoĵan et al., 2008: 83). In 615 AD, the Sasanians 

invaded the city, and in 622 AD, the inhabitants moved into the area protected by the 

castle walls, utilizing the structures from earlier periods to strengthen the city walls. 

 

Between 654 and 1071 AD, the city witnessed various battles and invasions. In 1071, 

Ankara became part of the Seljuk Empire. Several architectural and cultural 

achievements empowered the city during the Seljuk period, impacting its heritage. In 

the following centuries, Ankara changed hands several times under various Turkic 

and local rulers. It saw political and territorial shifts as different emirates, and 

principalities emerged and sought control over the region (Galanti, 1951; Aydēn et 

al., 2005; Erdoĵan et al., 2008). 

                                                 
58

 Strabon also defined Ancyra as a ñcastleò than a ñcityò (G¿ven, 2001: 111). 
59

 For Roman Ancyra also see, Foss, 1977; Mitchell, 1984/85, 89/90; Mitchell and French, 2012. 
 
60

 For more information on the Saints see, Serin, 2014. 
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During the 15
th
 century, Ankara became part of the rising Ottoman Empire, gradually 

expanding its territories across Anatolia. Under the Ottomans, the city flourished and 

became a regional trade, commerce, and administration center. The Ottomans built 

and renovated numerous public structures, leaving a rich architectural heritage in 

Ankara (Galanti, 1951; Aydēn et al., 2005; Erdoĵan et al., 2008). 

 

With the decline of the Ottoman Empire in the late 19
th
 and early 20

th
 centuries, 

Ankara experienced significant changes. During the Turkish War of Independence, 

between 1919 and 1922, the city became a strategic center of resistance against 

foreign occupation. It served as the headquarters of the movement led by Mustafa 

Kemal Atat¿rk. The turning point for Ankara came on October 13, 1923, when the 

newly established government of the Republic of Turkey officially declared Ankara 

as the new capital that replaced Istanbul. This decision was driven by various factors, 

including Ankara's strategic location at the heart of the country and the desire to 

create a more centralized government. Since then, Ankara has continued to grow and 

evolve as the capital of Turkey, playing a pivotal role in the country's political, 

cultural, and economic landscape. With this growth, large-scale urban changes that 

took place in both the city's historic centers and new development areas, thereby 

initiating an erosion of the identity and cultural heritage of the historic city.  

 

As this brief historical frame demonstrates Ankara has a rich and multicultural 

history, enriched with numerous archaeological heritage representing various 

cultures and historical periods. Ulus, had been an accumulation zone of diverse 

cultures, bearing the many archaeological and cultural heritage, both beneath the 

ground and above it. 

 

4.3. Public Archaeology and GIS Applications in Ulus 

 

Ankara's cultural and historical complexity is well attested by diverse sources such as 

travelers' accounts, coins, inscriptions, and visible remnants. Regrettably, however, 

the remains from Ancient Ancyra are mostly lost under the modern cityscape, 

concealing their historical significance. The pre-Islamic heritage of the city, which is 

barely visible, in particular, has been considerably neglected and receives little 

concern from the larger public. From the Early Republican period onwards, the urban 
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plans undermined the importance of heritage preservation, and thus, ancient heritage 

sites were not conserved well. The losses brought by urban transformation and rapid 

urbanization, along with the detrimental consequences of natural factors and the lack 

of public awareness, have brought a continuous erosion of the city's cultural heritage.  

As a possible solution to these problems, a pilot study concentrated on digital 

mapping was prepared with the idea that a comprehensive mapping of all heritage 

assets is needed for effective management and urban heritage conservation in 

Ankara. Phrygian and Roman periods are considered in the pilot study. The data to 

be registered are taken from relevant literature, excavation reports, and two recent 

studies. The first one is, "Traces of Phrygian Period in Ankara: A Research on 

Phrygian Tumuli," which is a publication of a project started in 2019 held by METU. 

61
 Authored by Ela Alanyalē Aral, this study is used as a guide to the discovery of the 

Phrygian settlements in Ankara (Figure 32). The second pivotal study is the volume 

published by Musa Kadēoĵlu and Kutalmēĸ Gºrkay in 2007 (Figure 33). The authors 

surveyed the archaeological heritage of Ankara between 2002-2007, and published 

their work in 2011 as a book, with a section on inscriptions by Stephen Mitchell 

which is the most comprehensive book about the archaeology of Ankara today. The 

book served as the guiding source on Roman heritage. 

 

 

Figure 32. Locations of possible Phrygian settlement areas in Ankara (Alanyalē Aral, 

2017: 28, Fig. 2) 

                                                 
61

 The study is conducted as a Bilimsel Araĸtērma Projesi (BAP) (Scientific Research Project) at 

METU, Project code: ODT¦ AGEP-201-2019-10265. 
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Figure 33. The ancient city plan and the digital map, indicating visible ancient 

monuments and remains (in red), and locations of the excavated and dismantled 

monuments and building remains (in blue) (Kadēoĵlu and Gºrkay, 2007: Plan 1). 

 

The Phrygian and Roman remains, artifacts and discoveries are cataloged in the light 

of these studies, supported by earlier publications. The Phrygian remains, apart from 

the tumuli, notably concentrates on orthostats, ceramics and pottery finds. A detailed 

account of these artifacts, including their specific locations, excavation dates, and 

associated archaeological data is given in the table below, which shows the studies in 

which these finds were first identified and/or published. The tabled data is later 

mapped to display the multi-layered fabric of the city's history. 
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Table 1. Phrygian Finds compiled from publications
 62 63
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 Koĸay 1933; Dolunay 1941; Arēk 1948; ¥zg¿­ 1946; ¥zg¿­ and Akok 1947; G¿lekli, 1948; 

Akok 1955; Temizer 1957; Bulu­ 1981, 1988; Temizsoy et al. 1996; Aydēn et al., 2005; Tuna 

2007; Alanyalē Aral, 2017. 
 
63

 The preliminary sources that cannot be accessed were cited from other sources given in parentheses. 

 

Find Area  

 

First Mention  / 

First Excavation 
Find 

¢ankērēkapē 

Makridi (1925-

1926) (Alanyalē 

Aral, 2017) 

Oĵuz Arēk  (1937) 

Dolunay  (1938-1941) 

Pottery 

Ahiyakup Street 
Makridi (1931) 

(Alanyalē Aral, 2017) 

Relief of a winged 

male sphinx 

Atat¿rk Forest Farm - 

Fidanlēk M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿ 
Koĸay (1933) 

Relief of griffon 

and bull 

Temple of Augustus 

and Roma 
Koĸay (1938) ¥zg¿­ (1946) Pottery 

Anētevler Neighborhood ¥zg¿­ (1946) Horse relief 

Ankara Train Station 
Akok  (1940s) 

(Alanyalē Aral, 2017) 
Pithos burial 

Next to Ankara Castle -  

Necatibey High School 
Dolunay (1941) 

Half a griffon 

or  

Sphinx relief 

Soĵukkuyu Akok (1946) Pottery 

Old Armenian Cemetery 

around the castle 

(the exact location in the modern 

city could not been determined)   

Temizer (1947) 

(G¿lekli, 1948) 
Ceramics 

Next to Karyaĵdē Baba 

Tomb 
G¿lekli (1947-1948) Ceramics 

Hacē Bayram - 

Ķsmetpaĸa Street 
G¿lekli (1947-1948) Ceramics 

Dēĸkapē - Cebeci Street Akok (1947) Pottery 

Anētevler - Azerbaycan 

Street and 69. Street 
Akok  (1959) Kybele relief 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

 

A similar table was prepared for the remnants of the Roman period. The dataset 

includes all the Roman structures and buildings found within and around Ulus, 

drawing extensively from earlier research and based on first identifications. The data 

about the dismantled remains are taken from Kadēoĵlu and Gºrkay (2011). 

 

Table 2. Visible and invisible structures from the Roman period compiled from 

publications.
64
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Archaeological 

Remain 
Find Area 

First 

Mention / 

First 

Excavation 

Estimated 

Date of 

Construction 

Julian Column 

(Column of Belkēz) 

Current location: 

Governor Square  

(Original location: 

Between Ķĸ 

Bankasē Building 

and Ankara Social 

Sciences 

University 

Building) 

Mentioned by 

travelers since 

the16
th
 

century 

Between  

270-275 AD 

Temple of 

Augustus and 

Roma 

Hacē Bayram Hill 

Perrot, 

Guillaume and 

Debet  (1864) 

(Kadēoĵlu et 

al. 2011) 

Between  

15-5 BC 
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 Dalman et al., 1932; Mamboury 1933; Akok, 1955; Akok 1968; Temizsoy et al. 1996; Metin, 1997; 

Mitchell, 2008; Kadēoĵlu et al., 2011; Serin, 2018. The most recent studies are taken as basis for the 

dating used in the study. 
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 The preliminary sources that cannot be accessed were cited from other sources given in parentheses. 

Turkish History Society 

Building  

Akok (1962-1966) 

(Alanyalē Aral, 2017) 
Pottery 

Etlik Kara Kuvvetleri 

(?) 

Akok  (1968) 

(Alanyalē Aral, 2017) 

Griffon and 

Kybele relief 

Ķstanbul Road - Atat¿rk 

Forest Farm  

Akok  (1969) (Alanyalē 

Aral, 2017) 

Griffon 

orthostat 

Ulus City Bazaar 

METU - Anatolian 

Civilizations Museum  

(1995-1996) 

Pottery 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

 

Colonnaded Street 

North-east side of 

the Roman bath 

Bittel, 

Schneider and 

Dalman (1931) 

Between  

1
st
-2

nd
 c. AD 

 

Roman Dam 

 

Bentderesi Street 

De Jerphanion 

(1928) (Kadēoĵlu 

et al. 2011) 

Mamboury (1933) 

Between  

2
nd

-3
rd

 c. AD 

Roman Bath ¢ankērēkapē Hill 

Bittel, 

Schneider and 

Dalman (1931) 

Between  

198-217 AD 

The Church of  

St. Clement 

Corner of 

Anafartalar and 

¢ēkrēk­ēlar Streets 

 

Texier  (1935) 

(Serin 2014) 

 

Between  

5
th
-9

th
 c. AD 

Small Bath 

Complex at 

Soĵukkuyu 

Between Fuat 

Bºrek­i and Celal 

Atik Streets 

 

Akok (1946) 

Between  

2
nd

-3
rd 

c. AD 

Roman Walls  

(3
rd

 c. AD city wall) 

Corner of ¢i­ek 

Street 
Akok (1947) 

Between  

mid-3
rd

-mid-

2
nd

 c. AD 

Byzantine Wall 

(Temenos Wall) (?) 

Boundary to the 

open area around 

the temple and 

mosque 

Mamboury (1949) 
 

6
th
 c. AD (?) 

Nymphaeum (?) 

(Monumental 

Fountain) 

T¿rkiye Ķĸ 

Bankasē Building 
Akok (1954) 

Between  

27 BC-14 AD 

Bath / Palatium (?)  
Under Ulus 

Office Block 

Sarē (1954) 

(Kadēoĵlu et al. 

2011) 

Akok (1956) 

Between  

2
nd

-3
rd

 c. AD 

Roman Theatre 

Between Hisar 

Parkē, Bentderesi 

and Kevgirli 

Streets 

¥zg¿nel and Bingºl 

(1982) (Kadēoĵlu et 

al. 2011) 

Anatolian 

Civilizations 

Museum (1982) 

 

 

Between  

27 BC-14 AD 

 

Cardo Maximus 

Next to Ulus City 

Bazaar, continues 

along northern 

axes 

Anatolian 

Civilizations 

Museum (1995, 

2006) 

Between  

1
st
 c. BC-1

st
 

c. AD 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

 

Stadion 

Between Demir 

and ¢elik Streets, 

or next to Maliye 

Meslek Street 

Gºrkay (2006) 

Kadēoĵlu et al. 

(2011) 

 

1
st
 c. AD 

 

Furthermore, the Roman burial finds, predominantly near the Ulus district, are also 

included in the data registration table and spatial mapping formats listed below. The 

burial sites are beyond the historical city center and indicating that the urban 

archaeological site's boundaries may extend beyond the registered area. Their precise 

locations, therefore, play a vital role in prospective research and explorations. 

Notably, some of the uncovered tombs were relocated to the Roman Bath and are 

now displayed as an open-air exhibition in the bath area. The table outlines the first 

research and identifications together with recent findings by the work of the Museum 

of Anatolian Civilizations and explorations mentioned in the study of Kadēoĵlu and 

Gºrkay (2011). 

 

Table 3. Roman burial finds compiled from publications.
66

 

Archaeological 

Remain 
Find Area 

First Mention  / 

First Excavation 

Estimated 

Date of 

Construction 

Tomb  

(many Christian 

church and 

tombs) 

Ankara Train 

Station 

 

Dalman, Schneider 

and Bittel (1932) 
3

rd
-4

th
 c. AD 

Necropoleis 
Atēfbey 

Neighbourhood 

Dalman, Schneider 

and Bittel (1932)  

Mamboury (1933) 

Aydēn et al. (2005, 

Map 21) 

       ? 

Sarchophagus 

fragment 

 

Ankara 

University 

Agriculture 

Faculty 

  Dalman, Schneider 

and Bittel (1932) 

Koĸay (1935) 

3
rd

 c. AD 
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 Dalman et al., 1932; Mamboury 1933; Koĸay 1935; Akok and Pen­e 1941; Temizsoy and 

Demirdelen, 1999; Aydēn et al., 2005; Aydēn, Zararsēz and Demirci 2010; Kadēoĵlu et al., 2011, 

Aydēn and Zoroĵlu 2016. 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Chamber tomb 

with dromos 

 

¢ankērēkapē 

Street  

No: 46 

Anatolian 

Civilizations 

Museum (1993)  

Kadēoĵlu et al. 

(2011) 

3
rd

 c. AD 

Roman tomb 
Balgat, 

Ziyabey Street 

Anatolian 

Civilizations 

Museum (1998) 

1
st
-2

nd
 c. AD 

 

Roman tomb 

(hypogeum) 

 

Maltepe, Gazi 

University 

Faculty of 

Engineering and 

Architecture   

Anatolian 

Civilizations 

Museum  (2009) 

3
rd

-7
th
 c. AD 

 

The created finds' table was later mapped through QGIS by indicating the locations 

and the information about their visibility (Figure 34). While spatializing the findspots 

for Phyrgian and Roman heritage, this mapping also reveals the significant overlap 

areas. Thus, mapping helped to display the historical landscape's complex multi-

layered nature. This mapping is fundamental as it lays the groundwork for the 

following study of integrating this information into a GIS-based web platform 

through ArcGIS StoryMaps. Therefore, various locations can be recognized as 

settlement areas during both the Phrygian and Roman periods. In the map, the urban 

archaeological site border is also indicated to understand the boundaries of the urban 

archaeological site. Thereby, it can be seen that many other locations carry 

archaeological information that lies beyond the urban archaeological site. 

 

Moreover, this mapping gives important insights into locations not directly 

recognized as historical spots. With this spatial information, spots that do not 

currently carry visible heritage can still provide crucial information about the 

histories of previous cultures by integrating mapping and other digitalization 

methods. Moreover, this information can be shared with the public to create 

consciousness about the history of the landscape. How this information can be 

conveyed to the larger public in an understandable and interactive way and how this 

spatialization with its data can be used for further investigation are discussed further 

in continuation. 
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Figure 34. Find areas of the Phrygian and Roman remains in and around Ulus; map 

showing the locations indicated in the tables (map based on Kadēoĵlu et al., 2011, 

Plan 1-2; Alanyalē Aral, 2017, Fig. 2). 

 

According to this created map, the revealed shared locations of Phrygian and Roman 

period heritage spots are: Ankara Train Station, Soĵukkuyu, ¢ankērēkapē Hill, Ulus 

City Bazaar, and Hacē Bayram Hill. In a broader view, it is seen that the Phrygian 

and Roman remains are not only found in Ulus but also in other places in central 

Ankara. To amplify the informative background and show how extensive the study 
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can go further, those other places of discovery are also mapped below (Figure 35). 

The map locations and names correspond to the previously specified spots in tables 

where the heritage finds are located. 

 

 

Figure 35. Find areas of the Phrygian and Roman finds in central Ankara, map 

showing the locations indicated in the tables  (map based on Tuna 2007, 100; 

Kadēoĵlu et al., 2011, Plan 1-2; Alanyalē Aral, 2017, Fig. 2). 
67
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 As this study focuses only on the Western tumuli in central Ankara and the Northern tumuli 

that lies outside the scope of the focus area, is not mapped and discussed further. (Chantre, 1989; 

Alanyalē Aral, 2017; Alanyalē Aral et al., 2023) 
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The organized, informative mapping of the collected data on QGIS can be used as a 

base map for further exploration, and with additions that will be explained below, the 

archaeological and cultural mapping of Ankara can be embedded into this idea. 

Respectively, the Phrygian and Roman period find maps are overlapped to show the 

common settlement areas and the areas where both layers can be mutually studied 

and explored. Once all the data is mapped and hence became visible, related tour 

routes are created to transfer the information about these areas to the public in an 

easier and more understandable way. From the tour route, Hacē Bayram mound, 

which features as one of the overlapped zones, is chosen as a focus example to 

screen in an easy-to-follow and multifunctional mobile application with the aim to 

engage a wider audience with archaeological information. 

 

4.4. Interactive Mapping with StoryMaps: Ulus Heritage Tour and Case Study 

on Hacē Bayram Hill  

 

This section shows some possibilities of how GIS can be used for public archaeology 

and heritage conservation by an example from discovered heritage in Ulus. Within 

the context of the thesis, the chosen approach with GIS aims to narrate the site's story 

to engage the local community and visitors. The primary goal of this approach is to 

provide the public with comprehensive information that will foster a deeper 

connection with the site. As previously emphasized, cultivating awareness of 

heritage conservation does not rely solely on archaeological data; rather, it is linked 

with elevating interaction and illustrating the site's rich, shared history over the 

centuries. 

 

The proposed interactive and visual platform is considered a suitable instrument for 

this purpose. While recognizing that such a platform's functionality will require 

further development and integration with the site to reach its full potential, the thesis 

aims to underline the importance of integrating the heritage layers and, hence, 

experiencing shared history and suggests potential strategies to address the issue. 

 

For this purpose, first, an interactive visitor tour was created through ArcGIS Story 

Maps. The route includes visible Phrygian and Roman heritage. The main focus of 
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this tour is to indicate the important heritage points where the user can follow up on 

the multi-media information while having a more holistic view of the focused 

heritage.  

 

The Visible Phrygian and Roman Heritage Tour
68

 route has 14 visiting stations 

(Figure 36). Considering Ankara Castle as the highlight of the city, the tour starts 

from the closest point to the castle and include St. Clement Church, Roman theatre, 

Cardo Maximus, Julian Column (Column of Belkēz), wall remain, Temple of 

Augustus and Roma, Temenos wall, Roman bath, colonnaded street, Byzantine tomb, 

3
rd

 century city wall remain, and the Phrygian tumuli 9 and 10. Each heritage item is 

enhanced with images taken by the author, as well as those gathered from the 

publications. More images, sounds, gifs, and related links can also be added into the 

given core image and information package. The platform has many varieties of base 

maps that can be chosen, depending on the focus of the subject. In this study, a 

territory-based map is chosen. The route is designed, with a practical approach, that 

is, to comprehend the utility and accessibility of GIS for the general public, tourists, 

and travelers. As telling and writing the ñstoryò of a place requires more detailed and 

multi-disciplinary study, this exemplary route only focuses on the studied locations 

with contributions of images. Below, are representational instances from the tour. 
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 The StoryMap can be reached through the link: 

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/97438f2b22984505afc70c6e5c3b33ae 

 

 

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/97438f2b22984505afc70c6e5c3b33ae


 

 

78 



 

 

79 






























































































