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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF TRANSIT ORIENTED SUBURBANIZATION IN
HISTORY: GREATER ISTANBUL AND PUBLIC TRANSIT, 1850-1908

AKSOY, Muhammet Alperen
M.S., The Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Erden Attila AYTEKIN

September 2025, 144 pages

The main intention of this thesis was to be a case study to evaluate how earlier
modes of public transportation became a tool in expanding Istanbul and shaping the
spatial organization of its metropolitan area. The thesis starts with evaluating the
period between 18™ century and 1850, when summer residences around Istanbul gain
popularity and began the process of suburbanization, creating a demand of commute
between Istanbul and the suburb, eventually leading to the establishment of Sirket-i
Hayriye. After that, characteristics and principles of the established system of mass
transit was evaluated. The system started as a radial, hierarchical and node-based
one, but eventually embracing orbitality, competition and linearity as the system
expanded and new actors introduced, such as trams. Transit modes predominantly
shaped spatial organization of the suburbs as most of the suburban population had to
commute between center and periphery, therefore using ferry or tram daily. As this
phenomenon was not special to Istanbul and was an emerging phenomenon through

industrialization, the thesis often compared Istanbul with its contemporaries.

Keywords: Bosphorus, ferry, suburb, Sirket-i Hayriye, Bridge (Galata)
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KARSILASTIRMALI BIR ULASIM ODAKLI BANLiYO CALISMASI: 1850-
1908 ARASI ISTANBUL CEVRESI VE TOPLU TASIMA

AKSOY, Muhammet Alperen
Yiksek Lisans, Kentsel Politika Planlamasi ve Yerel Yonetimler Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Erden Attila AYTEKIN

Eyliil 2025, 144 sayfa

Bu tezin temel hedefi erken donem toplu tasima sistemlerinin kenti genigletmekte ve
metropoliten alan1 sekillendirmede nasil bir ara¢ olabildigini degerlendirmek
hususunda bir vaka analizi yiiriitmektir. Tez 18’inci yiizyil ile 1850 aras1 donemde
Istanbul ¢evresindeki yazlik alanlarin popiilerlesmesinin ve banliydlesme siirecine
baslangicin Istanbul ve cevresi arasinda ulasim talebi olusturmasi ve Sirket-i
Hayriye’nin olusumuyla baslar. Ardindan, toplu tasima sisteminin genel gdériiniimii
ve ilkeleri incelenir. Sistem ilk olarak 1sinsal, hiyerarsik ve noktasal ¢ekim temelli
olarak kurulmus olmasina ragmen, sistem gelistikce ve tramvay gibi yeni aktorler
eklendikg¢e yoriingesel, rekabetci ve ¢izgisel ¢ekim temelinde karakterler de edinir.
Ulasim sistemleri, banliyd niifusunun ¢ogunlukla merkez ile ¢evre arasindaki, feribot
veya tramvay vasitasiyla gilinliik seyahati uyarinca, banliyoniin mekansal gelisimini
baskin diizeyde etkiler. Bu durum Istanbul’a 6zgii olmay1p, bilhassa sanayilesmeyle
birlikte yayginlasan bir olgu oldugundan, tez siklikla Istanbul’u c¢agdaslariyla

karsilagtirma yoluna gitmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Bogaz, feribot, banliyo, Sirket-i Hayriye, Koprii (Galata)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Three years ago, | have written my Bachelor’s Thesis with a statement defining cities
as a product and accelerator of human civilization and that what creates a city from a
community of people and building materials is the interaction between the people,
stating transportation links in the city as a representative of these interactions. It was
a broad and a brief study that considered all the transformation in and around
Istanbul regarding mobility and transportation, from the Edict of Tanzimat to the

Declaration of the Republic.

After three years, I have narrowed the gauge and viewed some of these elements in a
more detailed view in the present thesis. I have focused on the transportation links
between the center and the periphery of Istanbul between 1850 and 1908, particularly
on the ferry lines operated on the European side of the Bosphorus and primarily
between Besiktas and Biiyiikdere, by the first joint stock company with Ottoman
origins, Sirket-i Hayriye. Other methods of transport, primarily trams, have also

remained within the scope of the study.

The thesis mainly focuses on these two related questions: How the installation and
operation of modern means of public transportation in Istanbul affected its urban
expansion, annexation, and suburbanization of settlements, villages, and towns that
were in varying distances to Istanbul, and how did public transportation affect the
urban and suburban growth of the city? It includes strategic comparisons with some
contemporaries of Istanbul, mainly London, Paris, Baku, Vienna, Boston, and
Chicago, in order to locate Istanbul within the era. Some of these cities were
industrial powerhouses, some witnessed political and social turmoil, some were

towns with different cultures that have become “boom towns”. In the end, all these
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cities, together with Istanbul, witnessed radical changes, including in public

transportation.

As well as comparing Istanbul with its contemporaries, the thesis also had a
theoretical framework built on three pillars of analysis. The first one of them is the
pluralistic approach: The thesis views different groups and actors in the society, such
as locals in areas under suburbanization, foreign missions, merchants, higher state
officials and the dynasty itself, in relation that how their needs and demands that
paved the way of the establishment of contemporary means of public transit and
shape the way it worked. The second one of these pillars is class-based approach. It
mostly discussed financial accessibility of the Istanbulite in order to scale the ability
of different classes in the society to settle in suburbs of the Bosphorus, requiring
them to spend money for commute to reach the city center to work. Therefore,
financial accessibility to the system directly affected the production of space in
suburbs and arguably strengthened social hierarchy in the city in terms of the use of
urban space. The last pillar of the theoretical framework of the thesis is the
institutional and organizational approach, viewing the role of transit entities, state
institutions and regulatory decrees in the organization of the whole system, like
granting an area of operation to one company, intended to create a monopoly while it
was challenged by another company, legally at a different area but on the same route
in practice. Especially in the case of Sirket-i Hayriye, which was the company
granted by a monopoly in Bosphorus but challenged by trams twenty years after its
establishment, it can be seen that the company itself was not a typical private entity,
but it was used as a tool by establishing control and order around Bosphorus. For
instance, Sirket-i Hayriye was obliged to obey and dictate rules and decrees given by
the Sultan, while foreign entities working along Bosphorus had more liberty.
Therefore, the Compagnie des Pachas, a company that Sultan itself was the biggest
shareholder, was not only a transportation company, but also a tool of the state to
shape the space. Meanwhile, it was not the sole example in the world at that time.
Instead, omnibus company of Paris, CGO, having a monopoly on omnibuses all
around Paris, was a political project itself, designated by Haussmann to strengthen

political power of Napoléon III.



After all, this thesis is designed to be a study about viewing Istanbul between 1850
and 1908, and how the city changed and transformed its surroundings with public
transportation. Although the nature of social sciences generally does not allow
experiments, an occurrence within a part of history could be viewed as a kind of
experiment, I humbly believe. In other words, any kind of occurrence in history
might be viewed as one of experiments done in this field, if criteria were chosen
apparently and carefully. If two or more events or novelties were in a comparable
manner, they could be taken as experiments to compare variables and reach a result.
For example, early themes of transportation of Istanbul is compared with its
contemporaries in this thesis, to view different cases and interrogate each of them

with same questions.

The nature of the study has dictated me to follow a thematic pattern. In the
beginning, I contemplated following a chronological pattern as I wanted to show
how the story unfolds through time. However, as I have followed an approach to the
topic as a kind of experiment done in the past, the study follows a thematic pattern. I
have first looked at the situation before modern means of transport, then introduced
the transit network and investigated its principles in relation with already-existing
dynamics within the city and the surroundings, and finally examined some
surrounding settlements on a certain axis, namely the European shorelines of the

Bosphorus until Biiyiikdere.

After the introduction part, the story starts with the second chapter which questions
the status quo before the establishment of Sirket-i Hayriye while particularly looking
into the start of suburbanization of closer Bosphorus settlements around 18" century
and the Tulip era, in comparison with the caique tradition in Istanbul and its role in
making possible to emerge new suburbs, particularly around the theme of daily
vacations and summer residences. Then, the chapter continues with antecedents of
Sirket-i Hayriye and how they started operating the first short-distance steam ferry
services, together with the first things they have offered and with their drawbacks,
such as highly limited trips in a day. Finally, the chapter closes dealing with the

efforts in establishing Sirket-i Hayriye and reasons discussed behind.



The third chapter starts with a brief summary of the time and space the study covers,
with a particular interest on geography, organization of urban space, and financial
accessibility to mobility issues in relation with accessing the periphery. After that, a
brief review of ferry lines follows, with the goal of understanding the main theme of
organization of the system, followed by a brief discussion on train termini in Istanbul
in order to highlight the nodality of the system, which is an important part in
understanding the dynamics of public transportation in Istanbul between the given
period of time. The third chapter terminates with a brief discussion on trams and
their effects on ordering the street layout and a look at human geography to

understand the profile of commuters and future residents.

After making an overview of the system in the third chapter, the fourth chapter digs
into the defining principles of the public transportation system in Istanbul within the
given time period. The chapter primarily focuses on three variables: the framework
of the system regarding center-periphery and periphery-periphery relations, relations
between different entities in public transit, and geographical effects of modes of
transportation in relation to the quarters they serve. They were defined in the study as
radial and orbital, hierarchy and competition, and node and line, respectively. These
three variables reflect the interaction between center and periphery, different roles of
different points in the metropolitan area of Istanbul, flow of commuters within
different time periods in a day (or whether there was a flow), growth of direction of

different suburbs in relation with those factors, and more.

The fifth chapter analyzes the changes in some of the settlements on the European
flank of Bosphorus between Besiktas and Biiylikdere. These settlements were
grouped into three in this chapter: proximate, peripheral and distant. Besiktas and
Ortakdy were viewed under proximate settlements, which were separate urban
spaces before 1840s but became annexed by the city at the end of the study, both in
terms of urban space and daily life cycles of residents, meaning how residents of
these settlements were interacted with the city center, and vice versa. Therefore,
these two areas eventually became outer quarters of the main city, beyond being a
suburb. The second group, primarily consisting of Arnavutkdy and Bebek, were

viewed as peripheral settlements, which were not spatially integrated with the urban
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core, at least with a Euclidian perspective, but were included in the daily life cycle
and demanding more integration with Istanbul. This area was mostly separated by
geography from Istanbul, as the footprint of the urban area did not extend further to
annex these settlements. However, transportation links and annexation to the daily

life cycle made these settlements into proper suburbs of the city.

The last category in the fifth chapter are distant settlements, basically covering the
settlements north of Bebek. This category also splits into two, those under heavy
influence and presence of foreigners, including foreign missions and envoys, and
those who mostly consisted of middle to lower classes of the society with lesser ties
with Istanbul during the covered time period. This area was the furthest from
Istanbul, therefore spatial integration was not in question, not even until the mid-20™
century. Their integration to the daily life cycle, however, could be viewed into two
different categories: those with foreign envoys, particularly Tarabya and Biiyiikdere,
have little or no problem in financial accessibility to the ferry service, therefore they
were able to control the rate of integration with the daily life. However, other areas
with lower classes had to expect the means of transportation to get cheaper, or the

city to expand to further extend its influence.

All these patterns and relations between transportation and space, both in terms of
quality and quantity, shows us a picture, I believe. The study is intended to serve a
case study of a city when the industrial revolution was shaking the world. Although
Istanbul was not one of these industrial powerhouses, it witnessed the causes and
effects uniquely. The city expanded and suburbanized when industrial cities did, it
transformed its urban space when others were doing. Modern means of technologies
and methods, including the public transportation, were introduced to the city and its
surroundings as a response to these consequences, as founding fathers of Sirket-i

Hayriye implied in their letters.

Therefore, I believe that viewing Istanbul in this sense would be an interesting case.
Literature is already filled with stories of industrialized cities, from academic studies
to classic novels. London, Petersburg, Paris, and many more of those cities have

been studied, and some of them became pioneers in the creation of the discipline of

5



urban planning. Istanbul was a more hybrid case, that neither industrialized nor
“frozen in time”, albeit it has been studied much less. There were lots of creations
from Turkish literature though, both written in these times and in the future.
However, it could also be seen that many of the writings regarding 19™-century
Istanbul were nostalgic. Therefore, I have followed an attitude from the beginning:
Istanbul in the 19" century is quite rich in abundance of first-hand sources.
Researchers often utilized them, either. However, taking these sources studied
beforehand but blending them in a different way would create a different story or a
different approach, which I chased in this study. Human beings could not be
imagined without emotions and the human factor is one of the fundamental pillars of
social sciences. However, analyzing a topic and in a different sense may create new
possibilities. In this regard, I have reviewed the early public transit system in
Istanbul and its effects on expanding the city, including expanding the area of the

urban core and creating suburbs from settlements existing beforehand.



CHAPTER 2

MOBILITY AND BOSPHORUS BEFORE MASS TRANSIT

The brave new world had arrived. As brand-new technologies were introduced one
after another, the world was changing at an unprecedented pace that was not seen for
millennia, if not throughout history. Steam engines were roaring, machines were
spreading all around the world. New opportunities for people made cities filled with
migrants from the countryside and changed them forever. Industrialized cities were
particularly affected by chunks of newcomers, filling the cities which were already
crammed as the only way of commuting used to be either on foot or on animals.
Cities which were already crowded and unhealthy became much harder places to
live. Also, the increasing population forced cities to expand their footprint, therefore

increasing the distances within the cities.

Istanbul, even though its industrialization was much less radical, was in the league
too. The population was skyrocketing due to numerous reasons and there was already
pre-suburbanization represented by summer residences and vacation hotspots,
especially on the shorelines of Bosphorus with settlements of varying characteristics.
Bosphorus settlements, which were home to fishing outposts, foreign missions, and
royal palaces surrounded by higher-class neighborhoods since the 18" century, were
marked in people's minds by joy and vacation for centuries. Especially higher classes
of the society; including aristocrats, nobles, diplomatic envoys and their staff,
merchants, Levantines, the Sultan's family and himself, were already enjoying the
joy brought by those summer residences. Meanwhile, worsening conditions of living
in the city shall not be forgotten. Istanbul, being overpopulated during the 18®
century, witnessed a decay in living conditions in many senses. It was not the bright
and shiny city that Montagu mentioned, but home to plagues, filth, and

overcongestion that were mentioned by many travelogues of the time. The
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population density in intramural Istanbul was in a trend of rapid increase; therefore,
the city could not handle it anymore. Combined with the drought, Istanbul became an
unhealthy city at that time. In the end, from joyful summer residences calling for the
upper class, to the overcongestion and increasing population in the city, the demand

for residing in these settlements around Bosphorus increased ever more.
2.1. Triggers of Expansion

There were numerous summer residences of the Sultan since the Tulip Era, spread
across the countryside. Bosphorus took the lion's share of those, while other places,
especially Kagithane, where Sadabad Palace used to stand with its full glory, were
slowly fading out. For instance, it can be seen from much of the travelogues of
Istanbul in the early nineteenth century, that Tarabya and Biiyiikdere were seen as
primary Bosphorus villages that many foreign missions were situated in these two
villages in summer seasons. Numerous residential complexes were being built
between Biiylikdere and Tophane as early as 1802, followed by terraforming efforts,
like using dynamites to clean up cliffs to make room for new constructions,
according to a travelogue. The author of the travelogue primarily focuses on
Kirecburnu, Yenikdy, and Baltalimani terraforming processes, which were mere
fishing villages beforehand, signaling a mass development along the area. Tarabya
and Biiyiikdere were also mentioned as lively places, filled with foreigners.! Another
traveler of Istanbul in 1814 defined Biiyiikdere as a place where foreign diplomats
and the upper class spent their summers,? where summer estates of foreign embassies
also stood. The emergence of palaces and mansions along the Bosphorus coastline
during the 18™ century was also apparent,® as some of the cases were also shown

with their reasons for existence.*

! Ulrich Jasper Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 12 Aralik 1802-22 Haziran 1803, trans. Selma Tirkis
Noyan, Ist ed., vol. 2, 1 vols., Istanbul Giinliikleri ve Anadolu’da Yolculuk: 12 Aralik 1802-22
Kasim 1803 / Ulrich Jasper Seetzen ; ¢eviri Selma Tiirkis Noyan (Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi, 2017): 344.

2 Edward Raczynski, 1814 'te Istanbul ve Canakkaleye Seyahat, trans. Kemal Turan, Terciiman 1001
Temel Eser 150 (Istanbul: Kervan Matbaacilik, 1980): 20.

3 Shirine Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century, Publications on the
Near East (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2008): 24-40.

4‘ Tillay Artan, “Bogazi¢i’nin Cehresini Degistiren Soylu Kadinlar ve Sultanefendi Saraylari,”
Istanbul, no. 3 (1992): 109-18.



The ease of navigation at Bosphorus due to the advantage of the wind was also
stated. For instance, Tarabya and Arnavutkdy, which were situated either behind
mountains or around bays, were seemingly safe, where not only caiques but also
long-distance ships could anchor. It could be further verified that the boat that helped
Raczynski arrive in Istanbul was anchored at Arnavutkdy, while he took a caique to
reach Istanbul from there.> At the same time, de Fontmagne came directly to Tarabya
from Marseille by ship.® In sum, for many reasons, from geographical advantage’ to
power projection® or aristocratization to outdoor culture, and to quarantine
themselves from common plagues and to escape from fires particularly shaking
neighborhoods,’ the city was arguably in a need of expansion and suburbanization
northbound. This issue was also addressed in a document demanding the
establishment of Sirket-i Hayriye, in which it was discussed that the summer
residences along the Bosphorus should be transformed into permanent residences and
the building congestion inside the city must be relieved. The method they offered
was establishing a ferry company along the Bosphorus.!” Numerous travelogues
support the idea that the city was highly congested, and the streets were remarkably
narrow, which did not let two carts pass each other.!! For instance, Celik discusses
the width of Divanyolu, the main street, as around three meters on average, while its

widest state was around six meters before the reorganization of the road layout.'?

Indeed, a need for expansion, suburbanization, and lowering density and congestion

was a common theme throughout European cities, primarily due to industrialization

3 Raczynski, 1814 'te Istanbul ve Canakkale 'ye Seyahat: 21.

6 Durand De Fontmagne, Kirim Harbi Sonrasinda Istanbul, trans. Giilgigek Soytiirk, Terciiman 1001
Temel Eser 110 (Istanbul: Kervan Matbaacilik, 1977): 29.

7 Artan, “Bogazigi’nin Cehresini Degistiren Soylu Kadinlar ve Sultanefendi Saraylar1.”
8 Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 4.
® De Kay, 1831-1832 Tiirkiye sinden Goriiniimler: 461-62.

10 Eser Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye, 1. baski, Istanbul Dizisi 19 (Cagaloglu, Istanbul: letisim, 1994): 20-
23.

" Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 35, and Raczynski, 1814 'te Istanbul ve Canakkale ye Seyahat: 25.

12 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: Portrait of an Ottoman City in The Nineteenth Century
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993): 4.
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and rural-urban migration. For instance, the situation in London was a natural
separation between the roles of the quarters of the city. The city center was home to
industry and commerce, as well as the poor, as people preferred to reside in the
suburbs and commute to the city on a daily basis, if possible. A demand for a radial
commute has appeared over time. This was also due to the expanding area of the
city, as it increased fourfold between the 1840s and 1900,'* making it impossible to
commute on foot, deepening the spatial distribution of classes. The upper classes
preferred to settle in further suburbs as they could afford, while the middle class have

managed to commute with omnibuses from more proximate suburbs.'*

It would be incorrect to claim Istanbul did not witness industrialization at all, as there
were some factories, particularly in the area between Zeytinburnu and
Kiiciikgekmece, outside the Theodosian walls, and some other factories around
Bosphorus.!> The name of the Dadian family was also given in this story of
westbound expansion, particularly to Zeytinburnu and Yesilkoy;'® Zeytinburnu was
paid extra attention in most of the works, due to the existence of an ironworks
factory.!” Some other factories were also mentioned around Eyiip and Pasabahge.!® It
should also be mentioned that those factories desperately required qualified laborers
and engineers, which could only be solved by employing foreign experts at least in
the earlier periods, another factor affecting the growth of the urban and suburban

space.

Even though it did exist, it cannot be stated that industrialization was the central

theme in the urban space of Istanbul, the consuming city, nor was the industrial area

13 John Armstrong and Terry Gourvish, “London’s Railways: Their Contribution to Solving the
Problem of Growth and Expansion,” Japan Railway & Transport Review, no. 23 (March 2000): 4—-13.

14 Jenkins, The City on the Thames: 145.
15 Celik: 20,

16 Peter Clark, Istanbul: A Cultural and Literary History, 1. publ, Cities of the Imagination (Oxford:
Signal Books, 2010): 101.

f7 Miicteba Hgiire_.l, “Zeytinburnu’nda Bir Demir Fabrikas” (Tarih Boyunca Istanbul Semineri,
Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1988), 155-64.

18 Clark, Istanbul: 97.
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the main direction of urban or suburban growth. Presence of factories in the city
center was also uncommon, except workshops surrounding the Golden Horn.
Actually, the westbound outskirts of the city were not the main direction of urban
expansion and suburbanization within the time scope of the study, as its time would
not come yet. In other words, even though Istanbul witnessed a certain amount of
industrialization at that time, it was not a dominant figure in shaping urban and
suburban expansion as much as in London or Baku, which all witnessed massive
rural-urban migration, massive industrialization within years and some faced
environmental consequences due to pollution and overcongestion brought by
industrialization. Although Istanbul had a certain amount of industrialization at that
time, especially westbound of the city, it could be seen that its effect in shaping the
growth of the city was limited. It would take until the establishment of Republic for

Istanbul to witness massive industrialization and effective in shaping urban growth.

In the end, this era of urban expansion worldwide meant that cities were no longer
within a walkable range, at least from one edge to the other. As summer palaces were
erected along the Bosphorus shorelines, expansion of the urban range was also the
phenomenon in Istanbul: a suburbanizing city where its rural vicinity became more
connected to the city center as the number of journeys also increased between the
center and the suburb. Hamadeh also analyzes the role of Bosphorus as a via
imperiale with its new atmosphere.!” In sum, walking was no longer a mode of
commute that could be used across the city, either in Istanbul or in her
contemporaries. Thus, some more comfortable and convenient modes of commute
were used more extensively, and some other modes with higher speed, comfort, and
efficiency were yet to be introduced. Different cities introduced solutions with
different characteristics according to their various needs, requirements, and
opportunities. It was apparent that Istanbul would expand towards the northern axis,
along the shoreline of the Bosphorus. Indeed, this need was arguably more urgent in
Istanbul than in other cities with a similar population. Istanbul was a city expanding
through axes of seas due to this lack and severe conditions of accessibility through

the land. The harsh geography and steep terrain were one reason and the narrow

Y Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 24-34.
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streets and a lack of road hierarchy were another.?’ Horses, other animals, and land
vehicles were unpopular for similar reasons.?! Therefore, the fact that Istanbul's
expanded area was more extensive, especially along particular axes, than its
equivalents worldwide? is not surprising. This fact further increased the need for
introducing diverse means of transportation, which was already necessary in
Istanbul, as walking mostly fell short of moving hundreds of thousands of people

through the city's hilly and narrow streets.

Indeed, a rapid growth in the city’s population could be seen from a series of
variables. The number of caiques skyrocketed within fifty years,? a trend continuing
since 18" century. Ertug gives a statistic that the number of caiques increased from
2483 to 4245, between 1728 and 1802.%* As mentioned above, travelogues remark a
construction boom at the northern shorelines of Bosphorus as early as 1802,
including terraforming processes to open land up for newer constructions.?> This
trend was followed by rising expenses and inflation throughout the city, reaching its
peak by the Crimean War due to the flood of foreigners. This process made Istanbul
one of the most expensive cities in Europe, while the internationalization of the city
had just increased. From this time on, the population balance in Istanbul entered a
phase where the non-Muslim population was higher than that of Muslims for the first

time since the conquest of Istanbul by Mehmed I1.26

Two reasons were apparent for the increase in the population; one of them was the
immigration from the lost territories of the Empire, and the other was an influx of

businesspeople who wanted to enjoy new opportunities given by recent treaties?’.

20 fbrahim Murat Bozkurt, “1stanbpl Kenti¢i Kara Toplu Ulagim Hizmetlerinin Baglamas1 ve Gelisimi”
(PhD. Thesis, Istanbul, Marmara Universitesi, 2004): 165.

2! Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 392.
22 Bozkurt, “Istanbul Kenti¢i Kara Toplu Ulasim Hizmetlerinin Baslamas1 ve Gelisimi.”: 165.

?3 R. Serta¢ Kayserilioglu, Osmanli’da Ulasimin Seriiveni, vol. 1, IETT tarihi dizileri 4 (istanbul:
IETT, 2011): 73.

24 Ertug, “Klasik Dénem Osmanli Istanbul’unda Deniz Ulasimi.”: 435.
25 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 345.
26 Clark, Istanbul: 102-105

27 Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: 38
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This is a rare fact, mostly unique to Istanbul, regarding the characteristics of urban
expansion and suburbanization. In other words, even if the results were similar,
reasons were strikingly different than most European contemporaries. Istanbul was
not located in a country with a bright future at that moment, contrary to most of its
European and American counterparts. The city did not witness rapid industrialization
either. Therefore, there was limited motivation to trigger a boom in rural-urban
migration, as it occurred in a limited sense until rapid industrialization began in the
Republican period. There were migrants, as mentioned above, but they were refugees
in the end. They did not arrive in Istanbul to seek a better life and to supply a
demand for workers in a growing market, but they sought refuge from ceded
territories. Similarly, higher classes settling in Istanbul could not be defined as
industrialists but traders. Istanbul did not witness rapid industrialization, nor a
valuable resource was discovered around its vicinity. It was not like the oil boom in
Baku, which appealed to industrial investors like the Nobel brothers,?® nor the mind-
blowing industrialization of London with an increase in the population fourfold in
150 years and another threefold in the following fifty years.”” In Istanbul it was
brand new opportunities in a country that tried to pace up radically and integrate with
the world. Thus, it was mostly the traders that played the major role in its expansion,
making it possible to say that Istanbul mostly continued in its role as a consuming

city.

The city experienced a divide of classes within the urban core, as mostly higher
classes populated the Galata side up until Sartyer, as the intramural Istanbul and the
Anatolian side was mostly home to lower classes of the society. Suburbs also shared
a common characteristic of homing upper-class residential units. In the end, just like
its counterparts worldwide, Istanbul eventually expanded by annexing its
surrounding area, the summer vacation spots in our case as these areas were the
demanded settling zone for upper classes. However, the phenomenon of spatial

separation of ethnic, social, and economic classes, arguably, only radicalized the fate

28 Samil Fotullayev, Bakida saharsalma XIX asr va XX asrin avvallorinda, Dordiincii cild, Azérbaycan
memarliq tarixi = History of Azerbaijan architecture, v. 4 (Baku: Union of Architects of Azerbaijan
Republic, 2013): 55

29 Schwarz, “London 1700-1840.”: 650.
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of recently transforming suburbs along the Bosphorus, inviting more residents from
the upper classes to settle around the summer residences of Sultans and that of

ambassadors.

In any case, the population of Istanbul was in a trend of rising, as the city was
flooded by people from almost all classes. The need for expansion, as the city was
already remarkably denser than its counterparts, was seen clearly, both from the eyes
of its witnesses and from conclusions of today. This need of expansion bore an
inevitable requirement for modern means of transportation, as distances were
becoming impossible to commute on foot. Indeed, this was an existing market for
centuries: both around the city and Bosphorus, there was already an established
transportation method and network before the introduction of steam ferries and
scheduled mass transit: the caiques. However, a frequent, safer, more predictable,
and higher-capacity link was to become a requirement due to an ever-increasing
demand. The skyrocketing amount in the supply of caiques in the first half of the 19%
century clearly indicated that the demand for commutes between the city and the
Bosphorus settlements rose sharply. The fact that whether caiques can be considered
as an earlier type of public transportation is a topic for another study, which should
take into consideration of fiacres of Vienna and Paris, or taxis in the New York
City.?% It was a fact that muscle-powered low-capacity boats, including caiques, were
the primary methods of mobility around Istanbul for centuries. Even if their numbers
decreased dramatically due to the operation of ferries, they remained on the scene for

a certain while.?!
2.2. Caiques and Ferry Services Before 1850
There were three main routes where caiques worked: Golden Horn, Bosphorus

villages, and Uskiidar.>> However, caiques were seen as a relatively unsafe method

as speed was preferred over safety. At the same time, they were still remarkably

30 Cox, Bir Amerikan Diplomatinin Istanbul Amilar, 1885-1887: 417.
31 Cox: 417.

32 Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: 82.
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slower than steamboats, and durations of commute mainly were unforeseen. They
were also seen as expensive, even though the state regulated the tariffs as mobility
was marked as a critical necessity (havdic-i zaruriyye). Akyildiz gives an example
that ferry service to Uskiidar would cost six times higher than caiques, failing to
attract mostly middle-class passengers, forcing the ferry service to terminate. Later, it
was re-established with the order of Sultan himself, with the cost 1.5 times higher
than caiqeues.*> Meanwhile, caiques were also difficult to hire for the people of
lower classes, as it was rarely possible to make a daily trip to the Bosphorus shores
with caiques for the middle class. At the same time, upper classes resided on

Bosphorus shores with the edict of the Sultan in summer,

also making these
commutes much more frequent than ever before.*®> Most higher-class residents living
in mansions along the shoreline had indeed their vehicles, primarily caiques.*® Thus,
there was an apparent inequality in accessing means of mobility and a lack of safe

access methods for a significant number of people in society.

Thanks to improved technology, expanding cities' transport range had become
increasingly easier. Improvements in naval transportation were not an exception to
this path, while the main game changer was the steam engine, as was all around
Europe. Steamships were started to be widely used in passenger transportation as late
as the 1840s.>” Indeed, as early as 1837, it could be seen that two boat corporations
with foreign origins, including one British and one Russian, were already operating
along the Bosphorus.’® Some other foreign entrepreneurs also sought to establish

periodical trips along the Bosphorus. Sources provide the information that one

3 Al Akyildiz, “Osmanli istapbul’undq Deniz Ulagimi (Modern Dénem),” in Antik Cag’'dan XXI.
Yiizyila Biiyiik Istanbul Tarihi (Istanbul: Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir A.S. Yayinlari, 2015):
436.

3% C. Ergun lhtifalci, “Vapurlardan Once Bogazigi’ne Nasil Gidilir, Déniiliirdii?,” Tiirkiye Turing ve
Otomobil Kurumu Belleteni = Revue du Touring et Automobile Club de Turquie, no. 351 (85 1984):
20-23.

35 Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 24-34.

36 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 16.

37 Kaligarslan, “Avusturya Lloyd Vapur Sirketi’nin Istanbul’un Yolcu ve Esya Tasimaciligindaki
Yeri.”: 486.

38 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 17.
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Russian captain sought annual subscribers for the journey in 1849, while some other
British and French boat companies did their best to take their share from the cake.*
Those situations created dissatisfaction among the state officials,*’ as no capitulation
permitted such actions for foreign entrepreneurs and investors, which was called
“kiiciik kabotaj” (petty cabotage).*! Indeed, it can be said that one of the main
reasons for the first ferry routes by boats of Ottoman origin was to deal with those

foreign investments.

However, in time, it could be seen that numerous foreign naval corporations worked
in Istanbul even after the establishment of Sirket-i Hayriye; their numbers increased
over time.** Still, it can be seen that Sirket-i Hayriye monopolized the link between
Istanbul and Bosphorus shores since its phase of establishment. An edict was
declared by the Sublime Porte in November 1852 prohibiting boats of foreign origin
from operating in urban transportation between Bridge to Bosphorus settlements
from February 1853, as not only foreign establishments but also other Ottoman
ferry operators ceased their operations between Bosphorus settlements and Istanbul.
Even though this did not apply to caiques but only limited with ferry services, this
atmosphere was intended to make Sirket-i Hayriye a monopoly, which also
eventually became one of the reasons for complaints about lower-quality service

with higher costs in the future, at least where it did not have a competitor.

Returning to the technological improvement part of the topic, the first steam ferry of
Ottoman origin was Swift, bought from the British in 1828. Two more boats were

purchased in the year 1829 for commutes along Bosphorus, Uskiidar and Kadikdy.

3 Wolfgang Miiller-Wiener, Bizans'tan Osmanli’ya Istanbul limani, trans. Erol Ozbek (istanbul:
Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 2003): 150.

40 Akyildiz, “Osmanh Istanbul’unda Deniz Ulasimi (Modern Dénem).”: 478

41 Miiller-Wiener, Bizans tan Osmanli’ya Istanbul limani: 150.

# Erciiment Kuran, “XIX. Yiizyilda Osmanli Devleti'nde Deniz Ulagimi: ‘idare-i Mahsusa’nin
Kurulus ve Faaliyetleri,” in Cagini yakalayan Osmanli! Osmanl devleti'nde modern haberlesme ve
ulastirma teknikleri, ed. Ekmeleddin lhsanoglu and Mustafa Kagar, Ilim tarihi kaynaklarn ve
arastirmalart serisi 6 (Istanbul: Islam Tarih, Sanat, ve Kiiltiir Arastirma Merkezi (IRCICA), 1995),
159-64.

4 Miiller-Wiener, Bizans tan Osmanli’ya Istanbul limany: 151.
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Nine more boats were assembled at the Istanbul Dockyard until 1839 under the
leadership of an American engineer. Those dates can be considered an introduction
of a technology to Ottomans but not yet for safe and frequent journeys between the

city center and emerging suburb.

There were limited or no piers in Bosphorus settlements either, and no waiting halls.
Ferries carrying passengers or goods were either anchored to buildings adjacent to
the shore for departure and entrance of passengers or caiques between the ferry and
the land transferred those passengers in those earlier periods.** Therefore, people had
to wait at nearby coffeehouses or had to spend time waiting for the ferry.* It would
be beneficial to remember that there were no fixed timetables in the first years of the
system, as passengers had to learn the exacttime of departure at the pier or wherever the
ferry approached.*® Combining those factors, it is obvious that whether the establishment

of the ferry service affected the commercial life of the settlements it served.

The first ferry trips along the Bosphorus, as well as anywhere, were done by one or
two ferries belonging to the Dockyards*” until 1843 when Hazine-i Hassa Idaresi
was established*® and used Dockyard ferries for the same purpose. In other words,
Hazine-i Hassa became the first entity to specialize in maritime operations, using
Dockyard ferries for this sake.*” As Serta¢ Kayserilioglu quoted from Tarih-i Lutfi,
two ferry boats were mentioned: one for Bosphorus, was Eser-i Hayr, and the other
for adjacent shores, mostly around Marmara. Eser-i Hayr departed from Bahgekapisi
(around Galata Bridge) before three hours of evening prayer (roughly around
15:00)*° and went to Sariyer, passing through Arnavutkdy, Rumelihisar1, Yenikdy,
and Tarabya, at least as Lutfi points out. In the morning, the ferry departed from

# Akyildiz, “Osmanli istanbul’unda Deniz Ulasini (Modern Dénem).”: 444

45 Vahdettin Engin, “Bogazi¢i’nde Deniz Ulasimi: Sirket-i Hayriye,” Osmanli’da Ulasim: Kara -
Deniz - Demiryolu, 2012, 176.

46 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 61.

47 Akyildiz, “Osmanli Istanbul’unda Deniz Ulasimi (Modern Dénem).”: 436.
8 Engin, “Bogazi¢i’nde Deniz Ulagim1.”: 174

4 Engin: 174.

50 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 20.
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Sartyer and followed the same route until reaching Bahcekapi in 1842 or 1844, while
there were no trips during working hours.>! It is important to note that most of the
significant settlements along the Bosphorus are missing from this list, either not
mentioned by the author or ferries did not work there. However, this new
establishment still fell short of satisfying the demand, as people continued to use
foreign boats for transportation, and there was no prohibition in practice for the

operations of foreign services.>?

Meanwhile, first ferry trips to Kadikdy and Prince Isles were conducted in 1846,
followed by Uskiidar in 1847. However, the ferry route to Uskiidar had to be
canceled due to the lack of demand. Indeed, there were enough passengers; however,
ferry fares were six times more expensive than that of caiques on the same route,
making the ferry service not financially feasible for the residents of Uskiidar. Thus,
the residents preferred caiques, and ferry routes to Uskiidar had to be terminated until
the service was restored in 1850 when the route re-opened with a fare of 1.5 times
more than caiques, taking the risk of deficit. Ali Akyildiz matches this preference
with the idea of Havaic-i Zaruriye, the concept of determining costs of fundamental
needs by the state. Therefore, as transportation was seen as a fundamental need, its
financial accessibility must be guaranteed by the state.>> Not a proper free-market
attitude, even reminding of old habits, the policy seemingly worked in the case of
Uskiidar, an approximately 80000 residents with moderate wealth,>* and the

frequency of service was as high as twenty minutes.>

Another boat operating along the Bosphorus was Hiimapervaz, which started

156

working in the area in 1851°°, a year when Sirket-i Hayriye was already established.

S Akyildiz, “Osmanli Istanbul’'unda Deniz Ulasimi (Modern Dénem).”: 436 and Kayserilioglu,
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In a petition written to the Sultan by the founders of Sirket-i Hayriye, the demand
was to move two ships, Eser-i Hayr and Hiimapervaz, to other lines to prevent any
competition between Sirket-i Hayrive and Hazine-i Hassa.”” The fact that
Hiimapervaz was assigned to Bosphorus when Sirket-i Hayriye was already
established, can be found in an article of Ali Akyildiz. He claims that the allocation
of the Bosphorus-to-Istanbul route to Sirket-i Hayriye and the establishment date
may differ, the establishment being in 1850 and the commitment in 1851.%® Although
this is not the focus of this study, as the first operation of Sirket-i Hayriye started in
1852 to Uskiidar, it may be fruitful to refer as the characteristics of the company was

one of the elements that shaped the area I study.

Even though it is possible to refer to routes along Bosphorus as early as the 1830s, it
is visible from the documents of the day that authorities wanted to eventually
increase the number of trips, as there was only one trip from suburb to city and one
from city to suburb, between the Bosphorus shorelines and Istanbul. They were also
only permitted for one kind of use: using Bosphorus towns as dormitory and the city
as workplace. Furthermore, departure times, according to official documents of the
day, did not fit most people, especially state officials.’® A timetable limited to rush
hours still refers to a loose connection with the city center, making those rural
Bosphorus towns a dormitory for residents working in the city or a mere vacation
spot. The frequency of trips and the obligatory unidirectional commute seem to be
among the most significant obstacles to annexing the Bosphorus to the sub/urban
scape of the city. Meanwhile, just in the winter of 1848-49, a fire torn down Pera,
resulting in the residents of the burnt houses having to move to their summer
residences at Bosphorus towns, and dramatically increasing the demand for daily
commutes through winter.%’ Indeed, this was historic in one aspect: It was the first
time that summer residences along the Bosphorus were highly used in winter months

too, paving the way for a possible public transport solution in the future.
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In sum, Bosphorus villages were in the phase of strengthening their links with the
city. Starting with the 18M-century summer palaces and summer residences of
diplomatic missions, those palaces in the vicinity of Bosphorus shores were followed
by mansions of those in higher classes who desired to be closer to a political power
stronghold. These summer settlements eventually created a demand for permanent
settlement in the area. Driven with the ever-increasing population and congestion
with the city center, this demand became more and more viable, paving the path for
establishing the first mode of industrial-era mass transit in Istanbul, the steam ferries.
Especially with the increasing appearance of the outdoor culture and summer
residences in the life of an Istanbulite, at least for some classes, the Rivers of Europe
and Asia first became a distance of one-day commute, then the commute time
decreased to mere hours. Bosphorus was no longer an unknown universe for the

Istanbulite.

2.3. Establishing Sirket-i Hayriye

We have seen that by mid-century there was an increasing number of commutes
between Bosphorus suburbs and the city center, creating a considerable demand. In
other words, a demand first appeared and when the demand was met, it created
further demand. Efforts to create a valid means of supply became apparent over time,
and the process of establishing Sirket-i Hayriye eventually began. A petition written
by Kececizade Fuat Pasha and Ahmet Cevdet Pasha for Sultan Abdiilmecid
regarding the demand to establish a company to work along the Bosphorus, points
out a problem. As mentioned above, a ferry departing from the city center around
15:00 was useless for state officials whose daily work ended later. Therefore, those
people were forced to using old-school techniques such as caiques if they lived in
Bosphorus towns, as Kegecizade Fuat and Ahmet Cevdet Pashas stated. They further
present the characteristics of those towns as livable only in summer. They stressed
two issues. First, securing a safe and reliable connection between Bosphorus
settlements and the city center would eliminate the necessity for Bosphorus residents
to move to the city center in winter months, making those settlements on Bosphorus
a permanent home. Another point they made was the increasing number of housing

units that would lead to a decrease in rental costs; that the city would expand and the
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buildable area would increase. Therefore, rents and hotel fares would go down,
especially in winter months.®' Indeed, as early as in 1802, rents in Pera were

reportedly extraordinarily costly,®?

as this trend strengthened even more through
decades. The trend of rising expenses and inflation was further triggered by the
Crimean War, resulting in an influx of foreigners and making Istanbul one of the

most expensive cities in Europe.®®

In the abovementioned petition, it was stated that seven boats, one between Istanbul
and Uskiidar, one between Anatolian shores of Bosphorus, three for Rumelian shores
of Bosphorus, and two for carrying other boats, were required at the first stage. This
meant that the number of boats which was at least two for both Uskiidar and
Bosphorus was planned to increase to four, leading to an increase in the number of
trips between the city center and the suburb. Stating this as one of the company's
primary aims is supportive of their aims to strengthen connections between urban
and rural and eventually annex those areas to the cityscape. The number of daily trips
between the Bosphorus and Istanbul increased to two in 1852, reaching six trips daily
in 1860,%* while two ferries of Dockyards, probably Eser-i Hayr and Hiimapervaz,
continued to be assigned to Bosphorus lines until the first ferry purchases of Sirket-i
Hayriye would arrive. One of those ferries was assigned to trip during rush hours as
before.®> As mentioned, Bosphorus shores had demanded ferry transportation since
the 1830s. At the same time, the upper classes had populated the area since the Tulip
period, and in contrast the development along Uskiidar and Marmara seemed
relatively stagnant. Therefore, the Bosphorus area was the primary route for mass

ferry transportation, although Uskiidar continued to be served by ferries.

Avoiding competition took an important role in shaping the operation scheme and

success of Sirket-i Hayriye, creating one of the most remarkable differences between
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a joint-stock company and transportation companies of the day, while presenting a
trend around the world, including Sirket-i Hayriye, Paris CGO, and some other
companies. Despite competing entities were evident around the worldFor instance,
Marmara was not a safe haven for Hazine-i Hassa as it had to compete with foreign
companies and, therefore, faded to lag behind those. There were numerous suburban
train operators in London too. The lines of Marmara that are close to the city, such as
Kadikdy, St. Stephen, and Prince Isles, were prohibited for other services than

Hazine-i Hassa,’®

at least in the 1850s. It is possible to comment that one of the
successes of Sirket-i Hayriye, as well as future Tramway Company and Paris CGO in
providing a stable service and a rising graph in statistics through the years was this
avoidance of competition. Even though the corporation was a private enterprise, the
first joint-stock company in Turkish history, this does not change that the role of this
service forced it to act like public service. Indeed, this monopolization of private
transportation entities was seemingly a common phenomenon. It does not necessarily
give the whole city in the hands of one profit-seeking entity, but seeking to eliminate
competition was common. For instance, CGO, a company established by uniting
numerous entities, had a monopoly on omnibuses along Paris proper. Thanks to a
careful planning approach, the company successfully made profit and its services
became financially accessible by most classes. Meanwhile, London Tube and
suburban trains differed in this aspect, as accessibility to those modes by different
classes laid the foundations of spatial separation of classes in the industrial era.
Those lines were operated by different entities and had their own train termini; in
other words, there was no grand monopoly in London proper. Even though most
lines served for different places, avoiding competition, they did not make mobility
accessible by all. Vienna was another example, where the orbital system of
Stadtbahn and radial system of trams were served in poorer suburbs, reaching the
boundaries of upper-class city center which was bordered by Ringstrasse, a modern
fortress-road built on the footprint of the older fortress.®” Meanwhile, the mobility of

the lower classes was still limited.®
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As examples from European cities show, monopolization was not the sole
determinant of financial accessibility. In Istanbul, monopolization occurred in
limited zones, not properly eliminating competition. However, the first twenty years
of the ferry system, without any certain competition until the first tram line was
established as far as Ortakdy, was enough to establish the system and further induce
demand, as the establishment of the ferry service was enough to both increase the
population in Bosphorus shorelines and to increase the demand for daily trips.
Indeed, living on Bosphorus shores in summers was seen as an important trend for

the acknowledged people and high-ranking state officials.®’

Carrying ferry transportation out first with state institutions while assigning
Bosphorus to a private company also meant a kind of privatization of a public
service, clearly signing that transportation, even if being considered as a public need,
was seen as a sector which should make a profit while trying to be affordable at the
same time. Indeed, a company nicknamed Compagnie des Pachas,’”® in which the
Sultan the biggest shareholder,”! was questionable as to how independent this
company was from the state and, therefore, questionable in private character. A
company primarily consisting of high-level state officials, those who can write rules,
would be difficult to have a deficit. This factor had a bidirectional effect, making the
private company owned by state elites who run public works as a mission while
making it a private entity, just like the CGO in Paris, on the contrary to numerous
suburban train operators around London. Sirket-i Hayriye was supposed to be a
model entity for joint-stock companies of Ottoman origin,”* while it did not end up
as a proper model with its double character. Therefore, protecting it with a monopoly
might have been seen as a way to prolong the company's lifespan and prevent it from

bankruptcy.
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Ultimately, Sirket-i Hayriye was established and began trips to Uskiidar in 1852.7
However, the company's first years were still full of challenges. Those first years
were spent with subcontractors who either failed to manage the company, or the
government abolished contracts to make bigger profit than the subcontractors. The
result was swiftly changing subcontractors until 1854, when the governing board
retook the company administration from subcontractors and appointed a manager,’*
signifying the end of the period of subcontractors. In 1857, the company had 11
ferries in inventory,” increasing to 16 in 1864,’° while eight of them were
simultaneously under operation in 1867.”7 There were 34 boats under operation in

the year 1872, increasing to 46 as of 1895.7
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CHAPTER 3

FRAMING MASS TRANSIT IN ISTANBUL AFTER 1850

In the end, there was a new entity to serve the settlements, villages and towns of the
Bosphorus. As the journey of its establishment goes well back in time to 1828, the
demand stretched to earlier periods. The area was already settled by higher classes;
the activity of the nobles in this area went as far back until as the Byzantine era.
Especially since the 18" century, beginning with the Tulip Era, the demand to settle
in this area in summers peaked. The number of caiques skyrocketed and the mobility
between the city and the Bosphorus witnessed an unprecedented rise in the demand.
From Besiktas to Sariyer, almost all settlements on the Bosphorus shoreline became
a vacation hotspot. The higher classes moved to the place in summers following the

edict of the Sultan, while lower classes took a caique and visited for the day.

Sirket-i Hayriye was established in that atmosphere. The demand was rising at an
unprecedented pace, while the population of the city was also sharply rising,
increasing the cost of living and housing dramatically. Although ferries started to
work alongside the area since the first half of the 1800s, this did not become enough,
only inducing the demand more. Therefore, a dedicated service under a proper
establishment was already a consistent and ever-increasing demand. As mentioned
above, founders of Sirket-i Hayriye also tried to turn this need for further opportunity
for the city, using this demand as a tool to relieve the congestion in the city and help
it rebalancing, by opening the Bosphorus shorelines for settling not only in summers,

but yearlong.
3.1. Characteristics of Bosphorus and Settlements

Bosphorus is a harsh place in terms of topography. Bosphorus settlements were

nestled between mountain ranges, situated along valleys, upon plateaus, and next to
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creeks; while the Bosphorus herself had varying width and stream and wind speeds.
The Bosphorus shoreline has been populated by the upper-class Istanbulites and
foreigners since the 18" century, creating an ever-increasing demand to reside at
those places. Indeed, settlements already existed in this region beforehand: they were
popular places for villegiatura since the Byzantine period.®® However, the area used
to be a challenge to access especially for the lower classes, almost being a novelty
for an ordinary Istanbulite before the ferry. However, they were neither a part of the
daily life in Istanbul nor spatially integrated with the city, either from Euclidian or
non-Euclidian perspectives. In other words, those lands were already habituated
before the Ottoman higher classes settled, but they played a role in annexing those

areas to the city.

Meanwhile, Istanbul was home to narrow and packed streets, unorganized and
irregular road layout, an ever-increasing population and commercial activity, and
rising inflation. Using animals for transportation was special to people of higher
ranks for a long period, while carts were slowly introduced as an option.®! Cargo
transportation within the city was mostly done by porters through hilly and narrow
roads. In the end, it was traditionally a challenge to access a destination through land.
The result was that the city expanded more than its counterparts beforehand on
natural corridors created by geography and especially the water.®? Caiques were
intensely used throughout the history of the city. Therefore, the urban fabric already

tended to expand through shores.

Actually, the movement of upper classes to peripheries and suburbs, which peaked in
the 19" and early 20" centuries, was not peculiar to Istanbul but a highly global
phenomenon brought by rapid industrialization in other cases and by other factors in
Istanbul. In any way, this pattern was parallel with contemporaries of Istanbul in the
world, especially the ones with rapid industrialization and/or increase in population.

In some parts of the industrialized world, the upper classes moved outside the city,
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while the people from lower socio-economic classes were pushed outside. It could be
seen that in the majority of cases, the lines showed a radial character where the upper
classes moved to rural areas. London was one of those cities with a radial
development where the daily commute of the upper class followed a similar pattern
with Istanbul. The story was no different in most of the U.S. cities, either. Those
cities witnessed either immense growth or high amount of industrial pollution in the
city center. Even though Istanbul was not an industrial city, the city center was still

reportedly crammed up.

One of the consequences of overpopulation and overcongestion might be common
plagues, that should not be forgotten as they create an unhealthy environment, even
without industrial pollution.®® Ubucini, in 1855, remarks common plagues until 1839,
followed by fires, that the city was frequently “re-established” in a decade.®
Raczynski also refers to empty fields of agriculture, due to common diseases.®
Therefore, it is not surprising that those who were able to move outside of the city
while keeping their ties, did it. Therefore, it could also be said that suburbanization
was a kind of quarantine, especially those with longer distances to the city, such as

Tarabya and Biiyiikdere.

Although industrialism and migration were some elements, not all cities were like
London. For instance, Chicago was transformed to a “city in a garden” after the fire
of 1871.% This is important in differentiating most American cities from older cities,
like London: What made London sprawl was the overcongestion and filth, while
Americans aimed for an aggressive expansion to open land for migrants around the
world. Both concepts, overcongestion and overexpansion, could be partially applied
to Istanbul: The city was not home to immense industrial manufacture, while

Bosphorus shorelines was a long-desired summer vacation spot, which was aimed to
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transform to permanent residences by strengthening transportation links. On the
other hand, the city center in Istanbul was also crammed up and prone to plagues.
Therefore, it may not be wrong to claim that both motivations from London, and

Chicago could be applied to Istanbul up to a degree.

3.2. Routes Established from 1852 in Comparative Framework

The count of ferries was in a trend of stable increase throughout the first decades of
Sirket-i Hayriye, similar as the increasing number of caiques in the first half of the
nineteenth century.?’ Indeed, both statistics fell parallel to the growing supply and
demand. The number of ferries was eleven in 1858, as five had been purchased in
1857 due to the rising demand and the crowd of ferries.®® There were six operations
by Sirket-i Hayriye in a day, even in the earlier years of the system,* increasing from
the frequency of one operation before 1850. There was already a rising demand
within years, showing that five passenger boats were seemingly not enough, as the
purchase of 1857 possibly doubled the supply and frequency. Ferry routes were
eventually implemented in a rising frequency through the years, theoretically forcing
caiques to work as feeders and collectors; at least, this was what was aimed.” In
other words, the petition presented to the Sultan in 1850 referred to a desired aimed
hierarchy between modes of transportation, placing ferry as the mode between the
suburb and the city center, while giving the role of feeders and collectors to caiques.
However, caiques kept their role in most places in transportation, including Besiktas,
where the caique pier had to be moved to another place as late as 1956.°! In other
words, caiques did not accept their role as feeders, but chose competing with ferries

in many ways, including protesting and sabotaging them.”
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The service radically changed through time even if some characters remained
untouched. These changes can be understood with respect to changing priorities.
Settlements further from the city center were prioritized in earlier periods of the
service,” while more adjacent settlements were usually bypassed. Instead of
following this same attitude, Sirket-i Hayriye followed a more balanced policy in
serving distant and proximate settlements. However, one distinct character that
remains unchanged was the radial character of line schemes. Either operating into
European or Anatolian shorelines or creating a direct service such as to Uskiidar, it
can be seen that the ferry line intended to work between the center and periphery;
that was the Bosphorus settlements and the Bridge in our case. In other words, the
rural settlements were connected to the Central Business District (CBD). Therefore,
the system obtained the character of a radial public transportation line. Even though a
role was aimed to be given to caiques in serving as feeders, and even if this might
have been realized, the reality did not change. The system primarily aimed to move
people living in the periphery to their businesses and work, then move them back
home in the evening. Since the first ferry services were established, the system's

primary purpose was this.

The profile of residents in the Bosphorus settlements and the main concern written in
the aforementioned document by Kececizade Fuad and Ahmet Cevdet Pashas also
confirm this. State officials used to spend summers in Bosphorus settlements by an
edict of the Sultan and move back to the city in winter. The goal was to change this
seasonality by annexing those resort areas and transforming as integral suburbs of the
city, where life continues in four seasons. One of the most viable tools to achieve this
was to enable daily commutes between the city and periphery, making it faster, safer,
and accessible at all seasons of the year; and the most viable tool to achieve this was
the ferry. According to Engin, it worked: Ferry operations towards the further
settlements of Bosphorus eventually became more frequent, making it easier to
access those settlements, leading to a rise in the population settling in those

settlements and leaving their homes in the city center.”* Of course, these aims were
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not achieved within days. Koraltiirk gives figures regarding monthly profit of Sirket-i
Hayriye in years 1857-58, that summer was clearly more active in terms of the
number of people commuted. Meanwhile, a steady increase in the number of yearly
commutes was also given by them. However, Koraltiirk did not make clear whether
this annual increase resulted in an increase in summer commutes or closing the gap
by increasing the winter commutes, as the data he served regarding seasonal service

was limited.”

In short, the service aimed to serve people working in the city center and living in the
rural settlements. The upper classes settling the Bosphorus settlements had changed
their characteristics from fishing outpost to bustling suburbs, creating an eventual
demand to daily move between the city center and their residences. This method was
less time-consuming, more comfortable, faster, and more reliable than caiques.
Therefore, the upper classes moved outside the city, while their businesses were left
in the city center, including Galata and government centers. This also created a

spatial differentiation, as this issue is discussed in later chapters.

However, radiality was not the only case in all cities, as another kind of spatial
separation among social classes may have led to different patterns on transportation
schemes. For instance, in most of the cities, including Paris, Baku, and Vienna, horse
cabs were already popular,”® referring to a mobility for upper classes, as these modes
show similarities with caiques of Istanbul in terms of their working principle and
targeted market. Those cities did not follow the same class hierarchy with the
aforementioned examples, mostly due to the fact that city centers were in better
conditions to live as the lower classes were either pushed out to suburbs or certain
parts of the city. For instance, what happened in Vienna was the exact opposite of in
London or the U.S. cities, as the center was wealthier and the suburbs were poorer,
as most factories were also situated in suburbs and along the railroads.’’ In Paris, not

only the suburbs but also the city center was cut between lower and higher classes. In
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Baku, ethnic differences and their share in the economy also played a role, shaping
the quarter characteristics’® and tram routes, following both radial and orbital
schemes. Indeed, Baku is an interesting case in this regard, a mid-point between
radiality and orbitality, mostly due to this divide coming from industrial modernity
facing with an urban history with various ethnic and religious entities. Smirnov
thinks of Baku “as a town of American type” regarding the pace the city grew.”
Despite older cities of the world, such as London, factories were built two kilometers
away of Baku, and the train terminal nestled between the residential quarters and the

industrial area,'®

creating a node where both the Baku vorstadt was mostly in a
walkable distance and also convenient for the railway access to numerous factories.
In other words, residential quarters and commercial areas were in the quasi-city

center, the vorstadt,'®!

which eventually may create a radiality, but backwards of the
US. Fatullayev also points out that urban growth was stimulated by postal routes
through Russia and the Caucasus, referring to the importance of land transportation
before the train. Some poorer suburbs in Baku were also connected to the city with
rail, though it is unclear whether these people were served by suburban train
service.'”? Therefore, it can be said that Baku was also one of the cities with a radial

scheme of transportation, but it was also affected by conflicting factors resulting in

orbital urbanization.

The tools used for expanding Paris were different from those of London; while
London expanded through suburbanization, and Paris did so through annexation.!*®
In the latter, city streets were also widened as the underground solutions became less

of a priority; therefore, and factories and warehouses were pushed towards the
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suburbs together with the replanning of the city,!** leaving the city center “cleansed”

from the “dirt” of industry and lower classes.

There was also a suburban rail line, Chemin de fer de Petit Ceinture, founded in
1862, for passenger use. The line circled along Paris orbitally, connecting different
train stations, which was done in London underground and through the city.
Orbitality was also related to class struggle. Interestingly enough, Passalacqua claims
that the bourgeoisie did not desire a healthy and valid connection between districts of
different classes.!® This can also be seen in the first metro lines of Paris built after
1900, which were mostly concentrated on the western and northern parts of the city,

deliberately staying away from labor quarters in the first phase.

Vienna was another example of orbital systems, where the settlements of the higher
classes were in the city center, encircled by the Ringstrasse and Donaukanal, while
the lower class was in the suburbs, in other words, the exact opposite of the US. The
separation was concrete, as the Ringstrasse, which follows the route of the old city

walls, separated the rich and the poor, continuing its role as a definer of boundaries.

Wiener Dampfstadtbahn, the pre-subway network of Vienna, was not put in
operation until 1898, two years earlier than that in Paris. Stadtbahn, quite obviously,
was a faster mode of transportation, as it had separated stations and right of way.
However, the line setup was mostly orbital. It mostly linked peripheries with
peripheries, and this might had a relation with the spatial segregation of classes. In
other words, despite the fact that the spatial distribution of classes resulted from the
lack of proper transportation, the same distribution also shaped the later established
Standtbahn. The Stadtbahn did not directly enter the city center but surrounded it
from the east and north. Indeed, the inner city, as well as the vorstadt, was already
within walking distance, as the longest distance between a city block and the nearest
station was around a kilometer. Meanwhile, the service to westward suburbs had a
more distinct characteristic. No suburban lines directly went into the city center

while north-southbound on different suburbs. The five lines in three corridors were
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intended to connect different train terminals of Vienna, as it would also ease the
logistics of the army. Therefore, the lines followed an orbital shape to connect the
terminals. The Standtbahn, at the end of the day, was an orbital crossline while also
satisfying the need for a radial line.!% Stadtbahn was also built to serve upper and
middle classes, or the city center and the vorstadt. It should also be noted that
another reason for the existence of the Stadtbahn was the transportation of arms,
troops, and equipment.'?’

As seen from all those examples, settlement of classes with different proximities to
the city center, or the spatial distribution of people from different classes, highly
affected the line character and various transportation options. To sum up, London
and most American cities dominantly had radial lines moving people exclusively
from suburbs to the CBD, while lines in Paris and Vienna, where spatial segregation
of classes was in a different shape and hierarchy than others and the upper class
settled in the city center, were much more developed on orbital lines and obtaining a
developed system of fiacres. Baku, where the vorstadt eventually became the city
center, was both shaped by radial routes entering the city and distinct separation of

classes and ethnicities within the urban area.

Istanbul has had a more hybrid character, creating a more peculiar case. The city was
subject to a heavy migration, from the lost territories of the Ottomans who were
seeking refuge, or from Europe seeking for economic opportunities. The number of
Levantines living in Istanbul had dramatically increased, especially since the
Crimean War, when the proportion of non-Muslims surpassed Muslims in the city
population.'® The settlement patterns did not dramatically change in the city center,
as newcomers from Europe, the Levantines, settled around the non-Muslim-
dominated parts of the city, in around Galata-Pera and the Bosphorus settlements,
especially Tarabya and Biiyiikdere. Combined this with the increasing transformation

of the state and the cultural orientation of higher classes to the West eventually
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created spatial segregation between different socio-economic and ethno-religious
groups. Considering this fact is essential to consider the location of the routes in the
city. Istanbul was not totally like London, where the rich used to abandon the whole
inner city; there were considerable neighborhoods in Istanbul where the upper
classes resided. Actually, it was more like a mixture of Paris and Baku, where similar
socio-economic and ethno-religious groups clustered in particular areas of the city, as
well as suburbs. Therefore, inner-city activities played a role in creating mobility
dynamics and transportation schemes, as well as that of suburbs. In the later periods,
the radiality of lines in Istanbul started to be broken by other factors. However, until

the late 19™ century, the radial character of the system was mostly kept.

The 1858 Summer Tariff of Sirket-i Hayriye consisted of the Rumelian and
Anatolian lines of the Bosphorus. Although it was mostly known which route used
which barge or pier in the 1912 Bridge, it can be derived from Miiller-Wiener’s book
that piers were not specific to lines at the Bridge in earlier periods, as ferries would
anchor on any available barge, leading to confusion among passengers. Indeed,
taking the wrong boat was a widely encountered issue. This problem was partially
solved by coloring Sirket-i Hayriye lines with flags in 1874, green for Rumelia and
red for Anatolia.'”’ Before that, Basiretci Ali states that different lines were marked
with different letter colors, putting red on Anatolia and black on Rumelia. Color
indication was also crucial for those who were illiterate.!'® Other than that, there was
no visual, written, or numerical indication of which ferry takes which route;
therefore, passengers had to ask the ticket seller. However, there were four barges
dedicated to the use of Sirket-i Hayriye. Consequently, it was more or less known
which barges Sirket-i Hayriye used (first pier, second pier, third pier, and Uskiidar
pier), according to a Nizamname. In the same Nizamname, it was also stated that two

ferries could not depart at the same time to avoid risks of collision.

A little parenthesis may be fruitful here: Technical details, which may even seem

superfluous, were important in making the transportation system more
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comprehensible to the consumer. Those kinds of methods making the passenger
understand the system easily automatically worked to lower the possibility of taking
the wrong ferry.!!! Therefore, they increased the reliability and efficiency of the

system and made it more user-friendly.

Stops at the Rumelian side of the Bosphorus, as seen in the Summer Tariff of 1858,
were Besiktas, Ortakdy, Kurugesme, Arnavutkdy, Bebek, Rumelihisari, Emirgan,
Istinye, Yenikdy, Tarabya, Biiyiikdere and Yenimahalle. Stops at the Anatolian Side
were Uskiidar, Kuzguncuk, Beylerbeyi, Cengelkdy, Vanikdy, Anadoluhisari,
Kanlica, Pasabah¢e and Beykoz, respectively,''? making twelve stops in European
and nine stops in Asian wings. Comparing this chart with the route of Eser-i Hayr
around 1842 or 1844, one sees that eight stops were added, and one stop was
removed from the system on the European coastline. Added stops were Besiktas,
Ortakdy, Kurugesme, Bebek, Emirgan, istinye, Biiyiikdere, and Yenimahalle; and the
removed stop was Sariyer, if Lutfi did not miss some of the stops while listing them.
A clue that Besiktas was non-existent at the earlier services as a ferry stop, proving
the list of Lutfi, comes from Kurtoglu, claiming that Swift did not stop at Besiktas
and other proximate towns while prioritizing the connection with settlements deeper
down at Bosphorus.!'* In other words, it might have behaved like suburban train
services around Boston, as Ward states that the first use of steam railroads around
Boston were to serve wealthier merchants residing outside Boston. Meanwhile,
horse-drawn trams opened adjacent areas for construction.!'* This shows a clear
distribution of modes according to the distance to the city center from relevant
suburbs, as trams established for the proximate areas and the train for the distant.
However, while one of these elements were missing until 1871, the puzzle remained
unfinished without Besiktas. Meanwhile, it should also be noted that Kurugesme and

Baltalimani, peripheral towns under development, with terraforming processes to

1 Engin,

112 K oraltiirk, Sirket-i Hayriye (1851-1945): 117

113 Kurtoglu, “Besiktas’in Kent I¢i Ulagim Tarihi Ozeti.”: 36.

114 David Ward, “A Comparative Historical Geography of Streetcar Suburbs in Boston, Massachusetts

and Leeds, England: 1850-1920,” Annals of the Association of American Geographers 54, no. 4
(1964): 483.
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open land for new buildings, were not seemingly included among those towns where

ferries did operate. At the same time, Yenikdy was served by ferries.'!
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Figure 1. Comparison of service before and after Sirket-i Hayriye. Dots represent
piers. Red: The Bridge. Yellow: Mentioned by Lutfi, not mentioned by 1858 Tariff
of Sirket-i Hayriye. Green: Only mentioned in 1858 Tariff. Blue: Mentioned in both

lists. Prepared by the author using Yandex Map Constructor.

The policy of not serving proximate towns changed with the establishment of Sirket-i

Hayriye, prioritizing proximate towns more.!!® It may be addressed that Sirket-i

115 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 15.

116 Kurtoglu, “Besiktas’in Kent I¢i Ulagim Tarihi Ozeti.”: 36
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Hayriye did not prioritize an aggressive service primarily focusing on the periphery
of Bosphorus, while taking the peripheral axis of Istanbul along Bosphorus as a
whole. This refers to a policy change resulting in an eventual urbanization and
suburbanization of the mentioned area. In the American case, aggressively aiming to
expand the range may work as streetcars were filling the gap, while the tram service
was to arrive Istanbul twenty years later than Sirket-i Hayriye, also with a different
role. The policy change made by Sirket-i Hayriye arguably made Istanbul's urban and
suburban expansion towards the north more possible, creating an organized pressure
of northbound expansion. A healthy expansion of the urban spatial sphere would be
less likely if the system continued to skip proximate towns, leading to a risk of a
regional gap of underdevelopment between the center and the periphery. This change
in transportation policy also helped the urban sphere of Istanbul expand as a whole,
suburbanizing distant settlements while not skipping the proximate ones. Therefore,
this move made the center closer to the periphery by expanding the city center
towards the suburbanizing axis, shortening the distance in terms of Euclidian and

non-Euclidian geometries.

Another issue regarding the stops may be that ferries before the 1850s did not stop at
every pier along the route,!'” probably due to the length of the line, as the ferry
departed from Istanbul around 15:00 and had to reach the last stop before the sun
sets.!!® Therefore, some towns must be skipped to gain time, and Lutfi may not have
included some of those skipped stops in his list. Indeed, some of those settlements
were of considerable importance. Even if assuming that Besiktas and Ortakdy were
possible to reach through land and also that caiques would take an acceptable time as
a reason why Eser-i Hayr did not have a stop there, the case of Biiylikdere stands.
The town was home to multiple embassies, but was not mentioned on the list of
Lutfi. For example, it was suggested to De Kay to seek a residence in Biiyiikdere
when he was looking for a home in fire-torn Pera, as early as the year 1831.!" In

sum, two scenarios may be possible: either Lutfi missed several settlements that the

17 Emre Oztiirk, “XX. Yiizyilin Baslarinda Istanbul’da Ulasim (1900-1920)” (Master’s Thesis, Kars,
Kafkas Universitesi, 2019): 88-91

118 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 20.

9 De Kay: 69.
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ferry service operated to, or those earlier services did not stop at some important

settlements.

3.3. Main Organization of the Public Transport in Greater Istanbul

Deciding on the characteristics of the system in Istanbul is challenging due to several
reasons. The first of them comes from geography. Istanbul was located on a bay, as
the Bridge was in the center of four different urbanscapes drawn by four kadiliks in
the traditional system: Istanbul, Galata, Eyiip, and Uskiidar. This division created a
layered interaction between the four areas. All of them met in a central node, the
Bridge, while there were numerous local nodes that had their own dynamics. Due to
the limitations of the study, not all of those areas are studied here, while they are

mentioned when necessary.

The hierarchy of nodes extended to the center of the settlements. Ferries, in this
system, had a pier alongside the coast. Considering the scale of those Bosphorus
settlements, almost all ferry piers were situated within a distance of minutes of walk
from anywhere in the settlement to the pier. Although there were exceptions, such as
Uskiidar, where five different omnibus routes had to feed the ferry pier,'?° most of
the settlements along the Bosphorus permitted a 10-minute walk from anywhere in
the town. Indeed, this geometrical proximity shows striking similarities to what was
to be achieved in rail system stations in terms of accessibility and stop spacing.
Therefore, it can be said that most of the ferry piers along the Bosphorus shores met
the modern standards of stop spacing and accessibility through modes of
micromobility. This may be one of the key elements that lead Sirket-i Hayriye to
success: accessibility of the service through all sides of settlements served, without
needing feeder services in most cases. The increased density of building stocks in
these settlements, both due to the harsh geography and a preference for increasing
the density around the nodes, urban sprawl in those settlements remained mostly
limited. In other words, the ferry service had a role in preventing aggressive

expansion of the served settlements. The case would be different in caique services,

120 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulasimu.”: 400.
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as it was a more flexible mode of transport and could theoretically approach any

shoreline, not needing a pier.

Geography did not only dictate those settlements to obtain a denser character rather
than an expansion on sprawls but also made ferry the most feasible method to create
a mass transit link to those areas. Suburbs of Istanbul were separated by mountain
ranges and bays, making land transportation increasingly challenging and laying
tracks truly inefficient. Land and rail transit was not feasible due to three factors.
First, due to the challenging terrain, and second, because those suburbs were located
on naval transit corridors and not on land transit corridors, which could be fed by
intercity and international railways. Therefore, building a railway in this area would

be highly problematic.

A third factor might be the lack of possibility of reaching the rail from Bosphorus
settlements to the heart of the city, as was the case with Sirkeci. In Sirkeci, it was
possible to terminate the rail line in the central node, thanks to torn-down city walls
surrounding the coastline Meanwhile, the coastline along Marmara shoreline was not
used as a harbor either, as the historic city wall passed through outer neighborhoods
and gardens of Topkapi Palace in these areas, leading to the Golden Horn and
Sirkeci. This created a great advantage that most European cities did not have despite
paying high costs. In other words, in the intramural Istanbul, medieval walls were
exchanged with railway infrastructure, as was done in numerous cities around
Europe, including Vienna and Cologne. On the contrary to the walled city and those
European examples, the shoreline of Galata was filled by buildings and piers, leading
to a train terminal at the periphery of the urban area. Galata already had its own city
walls, but they had been demolished earlier than the arrival of the train. Therefore, in
the scenario of rail transit towards Bosphorus, it would be a necessity to make an
exchange to the tram to reach the city center. Meanwhile, the ferry service was
already moving people to the heart of the city. The information given by Basgelen
that people in Yesilkdy mostly preferred ferries to trains,'?! confirms my assumption

about residents favoring the ferries to arrive to the center.

2! Nezih Basgelen, “Koprii’den Yesilkdy’e Vapur Seyahati,” in Cagini yakalayan Osmanli! Osmanli
devleti 'nde modern haberlesme ve ulagtirma teknikleri, ed. Ekmeleddin Thsanoglu and Mustafa Kagar,
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Some analogies could be made by comparing Istanbul with examples around the
world: In characteristics, both ferries and trains share similarities. Both have a wider
stop spacing, reach longer distances, and offer faster journey than more local modes.
The third point, speed, was more of a challenge in ferries rather than trains. The
speed of operation itself was not a huge issue, while a ferry anchoring on a pier takes
more time than a train approaching a station. For instance, the efficiencies of ferries
and trams between the same stops are compared in upcoming chapters, as it was less
of a question in a comparison of trams and trains. In sum, it can be stated that
establishing a ferry service was seemingly less time-efficient than trains, even though
the geographical advantages and limitations were crystal clear, and train services to
the area would not be feasible that even the upper classes might not afford to use. In
the end, both the ferry and the train have the same role and similar principles in
serving their areas, as ferries in Istanbul were taking the role of trains in most other

cities.

In the end, it can be claimed that the ferry acted like a suburban train service to the
area, as this was done in London and American suburbs on railroad. In London, the
main story was recently erected factories together with immense migration from the
countryside. The city center became more and more polluted, and thanks to suburban
train services, the upper classes who could manage to pay to commute moved to the
outskirts of the city, especially on the northern and western flanks of the Thames
where the river was not polluted. The city also expanded in other directions, but at a
slower pace and housing a lower income group who could not finance to commute

and settle in the North and the West.'?

Therefore, the situation in London was a “natural” separation between the roles of
the quarters of the city. The city center was home to industry and commerce, as well
as the poor, as well-to-do people preferred to reside in the suburbs and commute to

the city on a daily basis, if possible. Therefore, as seen in Istanbul, a demand for a

[lim tarihi kaynaklar1 ve arastirmalari serisi 6 (Istanbul: islam Tarih, Sanat, ve Kiiltiir Arastirma
Merkezi (IRCICA), 1995), 207-16.

122 Simon Jenkins, The City on the Thames: The Creation of a World Capital: A History of London,
First Pegasus Books cloth edition (New York, NY London: Pegasus Books, 2020): 144-145.
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radial commute, from the suburb to the city center, had appeared over time and

constituted the bulk of the demand.

3.4. The Impact of Termini

One difference of London from Istanbul was the abundance of train termini where all
of them were within a distance to the city center. In Istanbul the main train terminal
of the city was in the city center, adjacent to the main harbor, the main bridge of the
city, ferry piers and tram termini. All systems of transport met at the same point'?.
However, in the majority of the cities of the era, including London, different
suburban lines were operated by different establishments, all of them having their
own train termini situated around the outskirts of the city center. In most of the cases,
it required for commuters to continue their journeys on foot after the train.'** In
London, the tube was put into operation in 1863 both to connect those terminals and
make the inner-city commute more rapid, comfortable, and efficient.!?® In Paris,
Chemin de fer la Petit Ceinture was built as a suburban ring line to connect different
termini of the city, while the inner-city transportation was mostly done by
omnibuses.'?® In Vienna, Stadtbahn was built to both connect different termini and
establish a service that was a mixture of suburban train, subway and tram.'?’

Meanwhile, Baku, which grew mostly in the industrial era, had one central train

station serving the whole city.!?

Since different entities tended to build their own train termini, newer cities also had
multiple terminal stations. Boston, an older city in the US, served by two train
termini at two edges of the city. Meanwhile, Chicago, a newer city, also had multiple

train termini due to multiplicity of train authorities.

123 Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: 102

124 Oliver Green and Benjamin Graham, London’s Underground: The Story of the Tube (London:
White Lion Publishing, 2019): 16.

125 Green and Graham: 25.
126 Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity: 107.
127 «“Stadtbahn — Wien Geschichte Wiki.”

128 Fotullayev, Bakida saharsalma XIX asr va XX asrin avvallorinda: 77
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In Istanbul, there was two main train stations, the older one being situated in Sirkeci,
at the heart of the CBD, as the newer one was across the Bosphorus, connected to
CBD via ferry service. In other words, it was managed to extend the railroad at the
heart of the city in Istanbul, on the contrary of other examples mentioned above. The
trick lied down in the spatial organization of Istanbul, its relation with geography and

geopolitical importance of the city, and the path city walls were built.

As could have seen from the map below, the city was situated on a peninsula, as the
walls cover most of it, including shores of Golden Horn, the harbor. The commercial
core of the city was mostly between Sirkeci and Grand Bazaar, while most
residential quarters were around the west of the city, while mostly concentrated on
the Golden Horn shores, leading towards Eyiip and the main road to Edirne.
Therefore, shorelines of Marmara could be classified as less dense, compared to the
shorelines of the Golden Horn. Another factor was that the walls continued through

these sparsely populated areas but led to commercial core of the city in the end.
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Figure 2. Map of Walls of Constantinople. Source: hum54-
15.omeka.fas.harvard.edu/items/show/1474.

In the end, a rail line was built on the footprint of walls at the southern flank of the
city, following residential quarters like Yedikule, Samatya, Kiiciik Ayasofya,

Cankurtaran, Kumkapt and others, as well as the Topkap1 Palace, all located on the

42



Marmara Coastline of the city and next to the city walls, eventually leading to the
very heart of the city. Walls alike were deliberately torn down in European cities for
various reasons, from opening new avenues to laying down train tracks, or simply
securing margins of the city, including Vienna and Cologne. Unique geography of
Istanbul in which city walls continued from margins of the city to the city center and
the main harbor, created a great advantage that most European cities did not have
despite paying high costs. In most cases, city walls only past through the outer
neighborhoods, even though these cities had river harbors. In Istanbul, which was
located on a natural harbor, city walls passed through there. Therefore, demolishing
these walls next to the harbor and building a railroad on the footprint of older walls
and locating one train terminal in the heart of the city was possible in the case of

Istanbul.

Figure 3. Route of the rail in Intramural Istanbul (shown by blue line). Cut and
compressed by the author. Source:
http://hgl.harvard.edu:8080/HGL/jsp/HGL.jsp?action=VColl&VCollName=G7434 1
8 1882 S86

In that aspect, Istanbul had a positive disengagement, a rare example as an older city
with a single train terminus. In the end, much newer cities also had multiple train

termini, due to the fact that different lines served by different companies, most
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having their own terminal. One of their best examples could be seen in the United
States, where most of the cities were built from scratch. The west coast of Hudson
River was filled with piers with rail connections, creating multiple train termini in
one area. Adding those in New York City, the multiplicity of train termini in and
around a relatively newer city was visible. Despite all these factors worldwide,
Istanbul managed to locate the train termini at the heart of the city, and the other had

a direct ferry connection to the same point.

3.5. Trams and Ordering the Streets

After some twenty years of ferry operations in Istanbul that connected the suburbs to
the city, the system eventually became stable. The increased supply did not only
further increase the demand to take the ferry, but also stimulated further needs. For
instance, after arriving in the city center, passengers had limited choices. Carts were
a relatively new method and the city was also too hilly, limiting the operation of the
hired carts significantly. The road quality was low and although demolitions were
taking place to expands streets and squares, streets were still mostly narrow even in
the limited flat areas of the city. For instance, the Sixth Municipal Chamber
eventually demolished the old city walls of Galata for the sake of construction,
including the widening of the roads, as the region of Galata was in a phase of a
development so rapid that most of the people who visited the city years ago could not
recognize the streets easily'?’. The eventual implementation of gridiron layout and
buildings of kargir materials, the first for a more organized street layout and the

second for higher and more fireproof building stocks were also facts.'*°

In the end, streets became more walkable, and as they got wider buildings got taller.
However, this was not the sole solution to increase the mobility in the city. Carts
only served higher classes as it was the case all around the world. Moreover, they
were seen as relatively unreliable, due to severe conditions of the road surface.

Feeding the ferry service was not an urgent need in the suburbs, as most of the

129 Edmondo De Amicis, Istanbul, trans. Seving Tezcan Yanar, 2nd ed. (Istanbul: Pegasus Yayinlari,
2017): 57.

130 Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: 55
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settlements were developed to make walking to the pier possible. In addition, caiques

were still going to places not served by any ferry operator.

However, this was not the case in the city center. Anyone who got off from the ferry
at the Bridge had several options. Exchanging to another ferry service or to a caique
was an option, which was only viable where the destination was also situated in a
place where it was feasible to walk from the anchored area. Another option was to
hire a cart, which its problems already mentioned. The only remaining solution was
to walk anywhere in the city. The city was covered with hilly terrain, even though
the streets were widened eventually. Therefore, walking was a much more
challenging mode of mobility in Istanbul, compared with many of its
contemporaries. Baku and Vienna all had wider streets outside of the historic walls,
or wherever they used to be located. Those cities expanded mostly through wide and
straight streets and boulevards. American cities were mostly established on flat
terrains with a gridiron pattern, including their city center. Paris, on the other hand,
witnessed a Haussmannization process, rebuilding the city proper. Meanwhile,
London, the most congested of all, was the first city in the world to lay down metro
lines under the congested streets. It can even be claimed that the first role of the
London Tube was to feed the suburban trains laying to the suburbs and making the
commute from train terminals to the main destination in the city center remarkably
easier. Meanwhile, other cities have mostly relied on above-ground systems for a
while. The omnibus system in Paris, trams in Baku, and tram and train systems in
American suburbs may be shown as examples of this pattern. Vienna, meanwhile,
had a network of overground Stadtbahn, which only moved underground when

approaching the old city.

In other words, wherever the street layout was designed in a proper way to ease
commuting between two points, heavier investments in public transportation were
less of a need. Istanbul and London had similar street standards in terms of width and

layout, while Paris, Baku, and most American cities had a much better standard.'*!

BU McAuliffe, Paris, City of Dreams: 86, Fotullayev, Bakida soharsalma XIX asr va XX asrin
avvallorinds: 94, and Muller, “The Evolution of American Suburbs: A Geographical Interpretation.”:
4.
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The situation was more hybrid in Vienna and Boston where the inner city mostly
lacked a standard while suburbs were better organized. Cul-de-sacs were also
common in Istanbul, a remnant of Islamic urban fabric.!*? The hilly terrain and
challenging geography also played a role, though it shall not be forgotten that
Istanbul also used to lack cul-de-sacs before the Ottoman era, as most Byzantine and
Roman cities were built on grids and forums. In this way or around, it was a

challenge to commute around Istanbul either on foot or with a carriage.

These factors, which limited the mobility around the city with irregular street
layouts, widths, and slopes, brought about a need for an inner-city transportation
network: The answer was the tram. Preparations for the first tram service in Istanbul
was dated to 20 August, 1869 when the rights of operating trams and omnibuses
were given to Istanbul Tramway Company. The first line was between Azapkap1 and
Besiktag, opened in 1871, followed by the extension of the line to Ortakdy in 1872.
Some other lines were to Aksaray, Yedikule and Topkapi, while two omnibus lines
to Eyiip and Edirnekap: were operated for a short while.'*> However, it could be
understood that the priority was given to the line between Galata and Ortakdy, a line
parallel to the route of Sirket-i Hayriye. Lines built later also predominantly served the

northern side ofthe Golden Horn, where the city expanded and suburbanized the most.

Inevitably, tram lines were a little cumbersome in the face of the centuries-old
topography of the city. Enormous transformations occurred in road standards, newly-
established road hierarchy, mostly together with efforts to replan burned-down
neighborhoods with gridiron plans were already well-known. In other words, trams
inevitably played a role also in transforming the urban fabric of the city immensely
as roads became available for it after these newly-introduced set of road design rules.
Istanbul was as unready for trams beforehand as it was ready for ferries. Despite all
challenges, trams obtained a crucial role in public transport and in urbanizing the
suburban areas by connecting and annexing their landmass to Istanbul, as well as

influencing the centuries-old urban space through transformations on road standards.

132 Tnalcik, “Istanbul: An Islamic City.” Journal of Islamic Studies, vol.1, 1: 14

133 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 399
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There was a city in the world that was more than ready to establish a tram and an
omnibus network: Paris. Thanks to the good planning and orderings of streets under
Haussmann, it was possible to establish an effective above-ground transportation.'>*
Suburban lines and subway networks were established later in Paris, as it had a
developed omnibus system running under a monopoly. McAuliffe argues that the
transportation through omnibuses was mostly accessible for all classes, with a
successful planning which managed to both make profit and stay monetarily
accessible to all.”*> The omnibus monopoly served 110 million passengers in 1860,
thanks to the new road system and the policy of Napoleon III to satisfy all classes as
much as possible, in order to avoid yet another revolution. However, class
segregation was also visible in the city. The crammed-up double-decker omnibuses
had 34 seats in total, 14 in lower deck and 20 in upper deck with no ceiling,'*® which

was marked as the second-class deck.'?’

Meanwhile, it may be claimed that trams took a slightly different role in the United
States. There, electric trams became the turning point in making transportation faster
and expanding the city core at a more rapid pace, closing the urban gap between
further suburbs and the CBD. As Ward argues, the streetcar network of Boston
tripled after the introduction of electric-powered trams.'*® Electric trams also brought
accessibility of the service for the middle classes, therefore populating the suburb
with them as well as the wealthier. Land was in abundance in suburbs, therefore
building and land costs were much cheaper, allowing a financially accessible
residence, together with a healthy atmosphere.'** As in London, the further the

suburb, the wealthier it was. Even though seemingly more people from different

134 Arnaud Passalacqua, “Reluctant Capitals: Transport Mobility and Tramways in London and Paris
1830-1950,” Town Planning Review 85, no. 2 (January 2014). https://doi.org/10.3828/tpr.2014.13. :
213.

135 Mary Sperling McAuliffe, Paris, City of Dreams: Napoleon IIlI, Baron Haussmann, and the
Creation of Paris (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2020).: 81

136 McAuliffe: 124
137 Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity: 110.
138 Ward: 486.

139 Muller, “The Evolution of American Suburbs: A Geographical Interpretation.”: 4.
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classes were able to settle on the suburbs, hierarchy was still visible. Even this
changed, however, when factories moved through rail corridors in urban peripheries,
lower classes eventually became visible in suburbs.'*” As a result of this continuous
urbanization, in the U.S. cities, the demand for commuting was strictly between the

city center and the periphery, making them create radial line schemes.

Trams, both in Istanbul and in the world, inevitably played a role in expanding urban
areas of the city landbound and made commutes much more practical within the city
center, as well as filling the gaps between settlements by providing a linear service
instead of a nodal one. The tram system as a whole also played a role in feeding the
ferry system as they enabled passengers living in Pera, Sisli or Aksaray, to reach the
nearest ferry stop, which was indeed mostly the Bridge. The fact that trams were not
able to go across the Bridge due to its structural limits may have also increased the
effect of the phenomenon. Thus, the Bridge naturally became an exchange point
between all modes, including trams, ferries, and the Tiinel. It is not surprising that,
given the similarities between Istanbul and London, Istanbul was the second city in

the world to implement a subway solution after London.

3.6. Human Geography

Another factor that determined the development of modes of mass transport was the
occupation of urban space by different social, ethnic, religious and economic groups;
in other words, human geography. It was not a surprise that spatial separation
through social class lines was not very common before, but it was also clear that
things were changing. The 18" century witnessed a new urban elite, who preferred to
settle along mansions to imitate royal palaces, along Golden Horn and the
Bosphorus. The upper middle class also became more visible through centuries, as
Kopriili family building a mansion along the Bosphorus could be seen earlier than
the 18™ century. Istanbul, which influenced patterns of construction, while a change
in social order was apparent. Construction on the periphery of the city continued as

the dynasty expanded its network of palaces into the countryside. This activity was

140 Muller: 3.
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concentrated in the area between Besiktas and Bebek, an arca I have defined as
proximate and peripheral above. As Hamadeh argues, this kind of a construction
boom on those peripheral areas could no longer be explained as sayfiyyes, they were
the “most phenomenal suburban expansion” of Istanbul during the mid-18™"

century.'#!

Celik makes the point that the upper-class Muslims moved towards Galata and its
suburbs in the 19th century and organized around the royal palaces in particular.'*?
Hamadeh develops this argument by referring to a demographic change along the
area populated by higher classes. She claims that the middle-class neighborhoods,
particularly non-Muslim quarters between Besiktas and Bebek, were demolished and
their residents were relocated. Meanwhile, the older sayfiyye locations of the Sultan
along the Anatolian shoreline were predominantly Muslim. The places around
Bosphorus where residents relocated mostly to the neighborhoods around Golden
Horn, were settled first by the dynasty members and their palaces, and later by
mansions of high state officials. After a certain period of time, this suburbanization
“extended beyond the ruling class”, as some members of Christian and Jewish

communities gained wealth.'*

For the 18™ century, Hamadeh portrays a picture of hierarchy of suburbs, as high and
middle-ranking state officials mostly resided between Tophane and Findikli, the
Ulema was concentrated around Bebek, and non-Muslims were in distant
settlements, between Arnavutkdy and Tarabya'#, minding that they did not exceed
Tarabya towards Biiyiikdere, as the layer of foreign missions started northbound
from Tarabya. Numerous factors created this spatial hierarchy bordering on
separation: class tensions, the expanding network of imperial palaces, increasing
number of foreigners and investors. The spatial separation was based not only on

faith but also the socio-economic status of people.

4l Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 34-40.
192 Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: 38
143 Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 41.

144 Hamadeh: 17-47.
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A highly similar kind of spatial separation was also witnessed in the city center.
Galata, the infamous Genoese settlement of Constantinople, kept its unique identity
throughout the Ottoman period. The area was mostly home to merchants and non-
Muslim higher classes, despite the Islamisation of intramural Istanbul. Forming a
metropolitan area with Istanbul proper, Galata continued to flourish. Throughout the
18™ century, it tended to grow and became the primary axis of urban growth in the

19% century.

Bilad-1 Selase, Galata, Eyiip, and Uskiidar, three towns surrounding Istanbul, all had
distinct characteristics. Although they were clustered around Istanbul proper, the
Walled City, these four cities created a kind of metropolitan area. Eyiip represented
the older direction of growth of the city, towards the Golden Horn coastline and to
the caravan route leading to Edirne, connecting both naval and land axes of foreign
trade. Eyiip was also situated just outside the Theodosian Walls, mostly identified as
a different but integrated entity to Istanbul. In the following centuries, direction of
growth slowly moved from the northwest to north. This could also be explained by
the change in the mindset of the state officials and the elite, leaning more towards the
West. Therefore, the direction of growth moved from the traditional Ottoman image
to a more Western image. This might also explain why, in the first phases of the 18
century, the Golden Horn was one of the leisure hotspots of Istanbul, even
overshadowing the Bosphorus; while the Bosphorus shores were highly favored in
the 19" century and the Golden Horn axis was mostly abandoned until its later

industrialization.

This change in the direction of growth of the city reinforced a separation of space
based on ethnic and religious identities and social classes. Southern side of the
Golden Horn and the Asian side of the Bosphorus kept their traditional identities for
a longer period, while Galata was rising as the new CBD. Grand Bazaar was losing
ground to Galata, while Golden Horn coastline took a role as a zone of production
and shipping. The heartland of commerce and administration moved to the north side

of Galata and European side of the Bosphorus.

Of course, many other cities had a distinct urban character but was separated along

class and ethno-religious lines. Paris and Baku stand as two concrete examples. Baku
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was split between ethnic groups,'*® while Paris was separated among social
classes.!*® Altstadt-Mirhadi discusses the issue from the perspective of a traditional
mahalle structure in Baku, as Muslims were located westbound of the city, where

Fatullayev mentions unorderly settlements,'4’

and Armenian quarters on the north
part of the city. The town also had a CBD, called the Black City, industrial districts,
and an administrative region. Keeping the political turmoils in mind in both cities,
competition between classes in Paris and ethnicities in Baku, it may be no surprise
that class struggle and ethno-religious conflicts played a role in shaping the urban

space and spatial distribution of classes in these cities.'*3

Transportation schemes were affected as well. In Paris, higher-income groups were
in the West of the city while people from the lower classes were pushed eastwards;'*’
it has been argued that transport systems avoided connecting western and eastern
sides of the city, the respective strongholds of bourgeoisie and proletariat. This could
also be seen from the first metro lines built in Paris after 1900, which prioritized

northern and western sides of the city.

As Paris was split into two from its core, there were different clusters in Baku, a
factor that also influenced the tram system. There were four tram lines in Baku in the
year 1892. Line 1 connectied the Igorisohor and southwestern administrative quarters
with the train terminal. It should be remarked that the line did not enter the Icorisohor
itself, but rather created a belt around it, from eastern and southern sides, like
Stadtbahn created a belt around the old city, together with Ringstrasse. In this regard,
the line shows a radial character in the vorstadt while feeding igorisohor orbitally.
Line 2 connected Muslim quarters on the northern flank of I¢orisohor with the train
terminal and the CBD. This line showed both a radial and orbital character too,

looping around the Muslim quarters orbitally and reaching the CBD radially. Line 3

145 Altstadt-Mirhadi, “Baku: Transformation of a Muslim Town.”: 289.
146 Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity: 266.

147 Altstadt-Mirhadi, “Baku: Transformation of a Muslim Town.”: 295 and Fotullayev, Bakida
soharsalma XIX asr va XX asrin avvallorinda: 78
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9 Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity: 162.

51



was a true orbital line, connecting the termini point of Line 1 and Line 2,
administrative quarter and Muslim quarter. Finally, Line 4 was looping around the
Black City."** There was a visible segregation of the roles of tram services regarding
the profile of connected quarters. For instance, Armenian and Muslim quarters were
not connected by a tram service, but all were directed to the train terminal and the
CBD. Meanwhile, settlements with similar identities were orbitally connected with
each other. For instance, Line 3 created a belt along the western flank of the city, not

entering the CBD. Line 4 also looped around Black City.

Both in Paris and in Baku, streets were orderly and walkable, enabling operations
above-ground. In Baku, the urban area of the city was around 5 square meters at that
time and mostly flat, in the second half of the 19" century; meaning that the city, at
least the central parts, was mostly walkable. Followed by streets as wide as more
than 25 meters.!*! Baku was mostly navigable on foot or with carriages like Fiacres
and Taxis of Paris, Vienna, and the New York City. The terminal was accessible by

foot along the CBD although being situated far from Armenian and Muslim quarters.

Therefore, most cities who had clusters of different entities developed a kind of
orbital scheme of transportation. De Amicis, regarding Istanbul, claimed that Galata
was alike a “liberated area” for Christians, as Muslims even felt shy there.'** Celik
also questions if an analogy could be made with Istanbul and colonial cities due to
this separation.'>® Indeed, caiques, a mode with a highly similar working principles
of Fiacres of Paris, Vienna, and Baku, were already highly popular in Istanbul.
However, it would not be accurate to claim that Istanbul had an orbital scheme of
transportation. The city mostly had radial lines, as orbital lines appeared only after

the system was well established.

130 Rustem Aleskerov, “From Horse-Trams to Trolley Cars in Old Baku,” Visions of Azerbaijan
Magazine, June 2012, http://visions.az/en/news/392/15ecc052/.
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CHAPTER 4

DEFINING PRINCIPLES OF MASS TRANSIT IN GREATER ISTANBUL

The previous chapters aimed to introduce the system of mass transit in Istanbul, in
accordance with the political and social atmosphere, changing world and the place of
Ottomans in it, and growth of the city and its suburbanization. In sum, Ottomans
changed as the world changed, and those changes were reflected in the city, both
qualitatively and quantitively. In an industrialized world under Western dominance,
Ottomans tried to pace up. Political and social transformations were underway;
however, Istanbul never become a powerhouse in industrial production, like its
counterparts around the world. Despite there were evidences of industrialization,
such as those done by Dadian brothers,'* it could be said that the city continued the

role as “the consuming city”.

Massive transformations occurred citywide. The shift in diplomatic theater
redesigned the direction of growth of the city, in favor of traditionally Western side
of the metropolitan area, Galata. The city also became a haven for European
merchants, the Levantines who seek opportunities in Ottoman soil. As the empire
shrank, immigrants from lost territories were also settled in and around Istanbul.
Therefore, the population of the city skyrocketed as its European contemporaries,
reproducing a result similar to industrialization with strikingly different reasons. The
city expanded so much that it was no longer walkable, skyrocketing the number of
caiques and bearing a need for contemporary transportation methods. In 1850, Sirket-
i Hayriye was established to serve Bosphorus villages and towns, turning them into
suburbs and annexing them into the urban area and the sphere of daily life of
Istanbul. It was followed by tram service two decades later, in the city center and

proximate suburbs.

134 Clark, Istanbul: 101.
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This chapter explains the dynamics and characteristics of the system, based on
different variables. To briefly explain some concepts, radiality refers to a gradual,
Chicago-style hierarchy of the urban space, where the center was for production and
the periphery for residence of those who could afford to commute. Orbital systems
were mostly seen in cities where a gradual hierarchy of space and classes in to out
replaced with a fragmentation of the city center, where classes, mostly tend to
commute within their “assigned” areas. Nodal systems refer to transportation modes
which take passengers from certain nodes and attract activity in a particular dot,
recreating a miniature version of radial hierarchy. Train stations, harbors, or access-
controlled motorways may be given as an example. Linear systems, on the other
hand, meant to refer modes of transportation which do not favor a single dot, but take
passengers along a continuous line, attracting activity not in a single node but a
whole linear segment. Cars, buses, modes of micromobility and taxis can be
contemporary examples of those. Finally, hierarchy means an interaction between
modes to feed each other and create a whole. For instance, if a bus line collects
passengers from a neighborhood and takes them to a metro station to help them reach
the city center, this refers a hierarchy between the bus and the metro. Numerous bus
lines feed a metro line at sub-centers, leading passengers to central locations.
Meanwhile, competition occurs when, for example, one metro and one bus line
shares the same route, trying to take as many passengers as possible from the other

mode.

4.1. Radiality and Orbitality in Transportation Schemes

The spatial and social situation, especially the human geography of Istanbul, may
create the idea that the main characteristics of the commute between Istanbul and its
suburbs refer to a predominant radiality in the directionality of the daily commute, at
least in the earlier periods. The picture was basically drawn by upper classes
commuting to the city center for work and turning back to suburban residences in the
evening. This was also the primary aim of Sirket-i Hayriye when it was first

proposed to be established.'” Unlike the American and London examples,

155 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 20.
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Bosphorus was not being settled due to the establishment of emergence of the ferry
service,'*® but because both suburbanizing areas and the city center required a sound
system of transportation between the center and the periphery. The goal was both a
further increase in population of suburbs by connecting them more strongly to the
center to relieve congestion and higher density in the city center.!>’ The targeted area
was already “embellished and adorned” at least since the middle of the 18%
century,'*® while it was time to make them integral suburbs of the city, even
annexing some to the urban scheme directly. It should be noted that, although the
ferry service was established later than the demand, it was not as late as in Vienna
where only the closer and more populated suburbs received tram service.!> Instead,
Istanbul had a vast network of ferries, combining three different establishments for

Bosphorus, Golden Horn, and Marmara.

Two main radial lines existed in the Bosphorus: European and Asian lines. These
services moved along the coastlines of the Bosphorus and merged at the Bridge with
different operators, from Sirket-i Hayriye to Golden Horn ferries and the tram service
in the later periods. As mentioned above, the European line was expected to have a
greater role in the system, that Basiret¢i Ali also complained from.'*® Yet, orbital
service was also considered during the establishment phase of Sirket-i Hayriye,
though only theoretically. Sirket-i Hayriye was meant to operate on the Bosphorus,
yet all the service was assigned to these two radial lines. When the idea of
establishing a ferry service was proposed in the first place, it was hoped to make
caiques feeders for the surrounding areas by giving them the role of orbital service.
Yet, the boatmen strictly rejected this new role and instead, they tried to compete
with the ferry by blocking their routes, protesting, and even burning down the

infrastructure.'®! Despite decreasing share caiques had in the transportation and
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decreasing number of caiques in the service, they mostly managed to keep their

positions,'®? surviving as an alternative to ferries.

4.1.1. Radiality: Bridge, The Main Destination

The main chunk of the transportation system of Istanbul, as mentioned, had a radial
character, moving passengers between the city center and the periphery. A radial
system consists of two primary elements: starting and ending points, which are the
center and the periphery in most cases. The central point of the whole system in
Istanbul was the famous Galata Bridge, referred to as the Bridge throughout sources.
The Bridge was the hub of the whole system where all modes of transportation
integrated at and all nodes led to. Indeed, the Bridge was not only the main
destination, but it was also the main exchange point, as it was possible to exchange
not only between lines of Sirket-i Hayriye and the city center, but also trams, other
ferry companies and authorities, traditional methods such as carts and caiques, and
boats sailing outside of Istanbul and even the Empire. The Bridge did not only
connect Galata and Eminénii but also was home to ferry piers to serve any adjacent

settlement or to make daily trips, from Bosphorus settlements to Izmit.!%3

Main services terminating at the Bridge were as follows. Sirket-i Hayriye was one of
the most significant services terminating at the Bridge. It was reportedly the only
eligible entity to run between Bosphorus settlements and the Bridge, obtaining a
monopoly on company level. Hazine-i Hassa was another entity, which mainly
served the Marmara shorelines but was not limited to it, as its service area expanded
through the Aegean Sea and the Black Sea. Two entities shared piers on the
eastbound wing of the Bridge. On the westbound side of the Bridge, barges of the
Golden Horn Ferries could be seen. Those three entities were the main operators
running in Istanbul, with allocated served regions. There were also foreign

companies such as the Lloyd,'%* Messageries Maritimes,'®> and reportedly two other

192 Cox, Bir Amerikan Diplomatinin Istanbul Anilari, 1885-1887: 417-421.
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British and Russian operators in different periods of time.!*® Caique service also
continued without interruption but with newer safety rules regulating the relations
between services of ferries and caiques.'®” There was also a countless number of
regulated and unregulated ferry services from and to different cities around the
world. The insanity of the usage of the naval trade can be seen in an anecdote from
Samuel Sullivan Cox, claiming that most of the wheat consumed in Istanbul was
shipped from New York Harbor, as it would be more expensive to bring the wheat
grown in Anatolia to Istanbul, while American wheat can reach Istanbul Harbor, or
the Bridge, within a couple of weeks.!®® Even though this claim may be an
exaggerated one, it may still be considered as an evidence of how dense the shipping

traffic in Istanbul Harbor was.

Naval service was one element of the node, and land transportation was the other.
The area always witnessed intense traffic, whether supported by vehicles or not, both
at the two shorelines and on the bridge itself. The bridge had an enormous amount of
pedestrian traffic according to many sources, as numerous carts and caique services
also followed the pedestrian flow between two sides of the Bridge before the tram

service and the Tiinel started their operations.

When the tram service was first established in 1871, vehicles were unable to go
across the Bridge as the structure was from timber until 1912, making it impossible
to apply rails on the bridge surface. It means that exchanges between different tram
lines had to be done on foot, by going across the Bridge, next to numerous barges of
numerous entities, including Sirket-i Hayriye. Two decades later, the Sirkeci side of
the bridge, where numerous lines and services including the famous Orient Express

terminated, also obtained a train service moving deep into Europe.

165 Siileyman Uygun, “Messageries Maritimes Vapur Sirketi’nin Istanbul’'un Yolcu ve Esya
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In the end, the Bridge was not only a node of destination, but also a node of transfers
to any kind of service, from inner-city services to intercontinental routes. Regarding
the flock of foreigners into the city, it directly increases the connectivity of the
suburbs of Istanbul with the world as much as with the workplaces of residents of

Bosphorus settlements.

Meanwhile, the case of Haydarpasa stands as an intricate case in terms of centrality.
Despite the existence of one central node; Haydarpasa Train Terminal, one of two
main train stations of Istanbul, had to be located on the other side of the Bosphorus,
due to geographical reasons. However, it did not mean that the path terminating in
Haydarpasa did not lead to the Bridge: There are numerous indications that
abundance of ferry services served Haydarpasa. Not only the Bridge, but Haydarpasa
pier also had orbital services, such as to Besiktas.!® It could be commented that as
any road leads to the Bridge, it would be highly surprising if there was no direct ferry
service between Haydarpasa and Bridge while all piers had one route to arrive at the
Bridge. However, the question in this regard was not only the existence of a direct
ferry link between Haydarpasa and Bridge, but also the location of the train terminus
in the area. The train station was situated highly far from both Uskiidar and Kadikdy,
two main towns of the time. As could be seen from the map, the terminal was
between the towns. It might be considered that locating the train terminus as such
may be meant to serve both towns; however, it must be kept in mind that the train
terminus was situated in the closest spot possible to the Bridge, keeping geographical
limitations in mind, shortening the ferry trip to the Bridge considerably. In the end,
the case of Haydarpasa did not cause a breakdown on the single-nodality of the

system, it even fed it.

The Bridge did not connect only the peripheries to the center, nor did it only connect
the world with Istanbul. The Bridge connected two sides of the CBD, while it was
easy, practical, and efficient to anchor ships operating towards Bosphorus

settlements. Ferries anchored in the middle of the Bridge!”® enabled reaching most
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parts of the CBD on foot, while further quarters of the city center and distant
neighborhoods required a vehicle to reach. Before the arrival of the tram, horse
carriages tried to meet the demand,'”! while the tram system was established twenty
years after the establishment of the ferry service, creating a hierarchy between the

modes.

Uskiidar. Source: eskiharita.istanbul. Compressed for convenience.

Keeping the other examples around the world in mind, a single predominant node
was quite unique to Istanbul. Even Baku, with one train terminal, did not have a
single node as the city mostly consisted of clusters.!”” The Bridge and surrounding

squares were the main nodal point of Istanbul where all roads, inner city or

17! Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulasim1.”: 395-97.
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intercontinental, meet. Not only did all ferry services terminate in the Bridge, but
also the main train station of the city was also located next to it. The CBD was also
adjacent to the Bridge. From the 1870s, Tram services and the Tiinel terminating on
the Bridge made the single-nodality even stronger. All these elements possibly made

exchanges between modes easier, user-friendly, and efficient.

Throughout the story, Bridge maintained its central position in the system mostly due
to its strategic location. Almost all travelogues, newspapers, and other written
sources refer to the crowd and the people with different entities, nationalities, and
classes on the Bridge. Actually, this crowd could be easily explained due to its
location of crucial importance. There was also a structural factor that rather
strengthened the role of the Bridge as the main node of exchange. The first bridge in
the area was built in 1836, and replaced five times until today. The first three bridges
were constructed of timber, while two newer bridges iron. Until the first iron bridge
was built, being the fourth bridge at the same point, and until the system was
electrified, trams were not able to pass through the bridge as timber structure of older
bridges were not possible to build rails. Meanwhile, it was possible to anchor ships to
piers built on the bridge, and even let for stores, coffee houses, and waiting halls
inside the bridge, as it was in the third bridge of 1877. The southern flank of the
Bridge was surrounded by piers of ferries working along the Bosphorus, while only

some of them were left to ferries operating to Prince Isles and the Anatolian Side.

Therefore, almost all passengers had to pass through the Bridge and on foot for both
trams and ferries. There was also plenty of commercial and leisure activities taking
place on the Bridge. The impossibility to put rails on a timber bridge and abundance
of activities for people who waited for an exchange became factors in the fact that
the Bridge did not only sit at the crossroads of the city but also became the main

transfer node.

4.1.2. Orbitality and Feeding: Linking Peripheries In Between

As discussed before, due to the flexible mass transport system of the city, caiques

still worked on orbital services. A caique service was not working on a fixed route,
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as their passenger capacity was already limited. They mostly acted like taxis of
today, such as the fiacre services of Vienna and Paris. Indeed, Cox already viewed
them similar to taxis in the New York City of 1880s.'”> Some sources also claim
them as a predecessor of the dol/mus system, while an analogy with a shared taxi

service may suit better when a caique was taken by multiple passengers.

Lower capacity of caiques and unregulated routing permitted them to work on
wherever the passenger demands and boeatmen desires. For instance, Seetzen tells an
anecdote where they had to find a caique from Uskiidar to Pera. However, this
system also brings a level of unpredictability, as in his case no caique desired to go
across in the evening, as it would be dangerous to navigate and the possibility was
low to find another passenger on the other side of the Bosphorus to turn back their
home. Therefore, they only managed to find a caique around the wheat depot
building (today used by State Theatres), which has a distance of 750 meters from the
town center, which needed to go across, to Ortakdy. They accepted the offer and
commuted to Ortakdy by caique, then walked to their residence at Pera,'’* a distance

around five to seven kilometers.

In this case, Seetzen and his colleague were not aiming for an orbital route, but they
had to take one. This anecdote shows how unreliable the caique service was,
especially in the evening, and it already shows the potential of an orbital commute
taken by the caique. Taking the caique from point A to point B without any exchange

can still be possible, if a caique willing to go the desired point was found.

Therefore, the quality of the orbital service was remarkably lower than that of radial
services, at least in the earlier phases of the ferry operation. However, it should be
kept in mind that most of the contemporaries of Istanbul with a radial line scheme
had neither an orbital service, nor a widespread network of private enterprises
without a fixed route that can practically work between any point. Indeed, methods

of this character similar to caiques were mostly seen at cities with orbital line

173 Cox, Bir Amerikan Diplomatinin Istanbul Anilari, 1885-1887: 417.

174 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 145: 417.

61



schemes, such as the fiacre service of Paris and Vienna. Therefore, Istanbul, which
had a predominantly radial line scheme in public transport, continued to have an age-
old transportation method, similar to methods used in cities with orbital line

schemes.

However, catching the ferry might be more of a challenge, as finding a caique was
one challenge, and reaching the destination on a foreseen time was another. Adding
the fact that there was no fixed and punctual timetable which was announced
beforehand did not exist in the earlier years of the ferry service, as passengers could
only learn the departure time of the ferry by asking the staff on the pier,!” the time
of departure of the ferry would be a total surprise for those who arrive at the pier

from elsewhere except the settlement where the pier was located.

Later decades witnessed orbital ferry services established in different areas of greater
Istanbul. The first could be referred to as the exchange of Yenikdy. Yenikdy was an
interchange station for the northern shorelines of Anatolian coastline, as people
coming from those settlements commuted to Yenikoy by ferry and waited there for
the next ferry going to the Bridge to arrive. Those passengers did not pay any extra

fare at Yenikoy.!”¢

Tutel provides limited information about the establishment date and the continuation
period of the service, as he only states that the service lasted until the 1950s and
“continued for a long time”. The exact date of the start of the exchange service is
unknown, as Tutel merely uses the expression “in the days of Sirket-i Hayriye”.!”’
Keeping the developmental scheme of the area in mind, it could be inferred that the
service was in the later periods of Sirket-i Hayriye, might be after 1890s or the even
after the Great War, when the system was settled and an exchange point in northern

Bosphorus was seen as a need. This service was also aimed to carry passengers

between the center and the periphery in the first place. Therefore, the service was a

175 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 61.
176 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 83.

177 Tutel: 84.

62



feeder in its nature. However, it is also important to pay attention that this kind of
service also permits an orbital service, as a more direct commute between Beykoz
and Besiktas was possible with this service, without having to make a transfer at the

Bridge or taking a caique, making Yenikdy exchange an alternative.

Another service was a ring route between Ortakdy, Besiktas, and Uskiidar.
According to Kurtoglu, a ferry service was established between those towns,
following the route of Uskiidar — Besiktas — Ortakdy — Uskiidar respectively.
Kurtoglu remarks that this service was established in the later phases of the 19%
century. He also points out that the main aim of this service was to create an
alternative to the car ferry service between Kabatas and Uskiidar, which haf been in
operation since 1872. Kurtoglu also explains that naval motors, which were the
successors of caiques, competed with the ferry service between Besiktas and
Uskiidar, although as late as in the 1930s.!7® This shows us that there was already a
demand for direct commute from Besiktas and Ortakdy to Uskiidar. In other words,

an orbital line was already seen as a necessity, as the car ferry line, which was not

supposed to carry passengers, indicated Sirket-i Hayriye that there was a demand.

Besiktas and Ortakdy were annexed to the city in the later phases of the 19" century,
as the city expanded northbound and those settlements sprawled towards the city.
Therefore, this service can be also seen as a ring route between two peripheries,
Uskiidar and Besiktas. Therefore, this line was still connecting areas with remarkable

population and was not serving outer suburbs but rather urban peripheries.

Lastly, there was the ferry ring between the Bridge, Harem, and Salacak. It should be
noted that this area was theoretically out of the Bosphorus, located at the mouth of
Marmara. Therefore, it should have been normally under the responsibility of
Fevaid-i Osmaniye, an entity that operated at more distant settlements and along the
shorelines of Marmara. However, Tutel argues that the service there was fully
provided by Sirket-i Hayriye. The service took a ring route of Bridge — Harem —
Salacak — Bridge.!” The date is not exact, but it fell around the late 19" and early
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20" centuries. It is known that the pier of Harem was built during the administration
of Hiiseyin Haki Efendi, between 1867 and 1894.'%° Basiret¢i Ali also gives an
anecdote regarding the dissatisfying frequency of service to Harem,'3! as this service
was also done with ferries smaller in capacity.'®? According to Basiret¢i Ali, Sirket-i

Hayriye made an excuse that the zone normally belonged to Fevaid-i Osmaniye.'*?

Actually, the Bridge — Harem — Salacak — Bridge route was not designed as an
orbital line, but as a service to the Bridge. However, it still allowed for a one-way
orbital route from Harem to Salacak, although it is questionable how effective it was,
and how many people preferred to go from Harem to Salacak on a one-way journey.
This scheme of operation was seemingly established to service these two settlements

with the same line, probably in order to limit the expenses.

Another service around this vicinity was between Haydarpasa and Besiktas, a proper
orbital service connecting one of two train termini, the one not located in the heart of
the CBD, to a peripheral quarter that was once a town and a suburb in the earlier
phases of the ferry service. According to Akyildiz, the profit of this service, which
was established after the establishment of the train service, was shared between

Sirket-i Hayriye and Fevaid-i Osmaniye, line,'%*

This service can be considered as a true orbital line. It connected the train terminal
directly to a peripheral town, Besiktas. It was possible to make transfers to the tram
from Besiktas and reach the Bridge, but a question may arise as to why the service
was not going into the center, but a periphery instead. The answer was that the
services directly leading to the Bridge were done by Fevaid-i Osmaniye, as the naval
area around Istanbul was allocated to three authorities: Sirket-i Hayriye was

authorized with the Bosphorus, Golden Horn Company with the Golden Horn, and
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Fevaid-i Osmaniye with the Marmara shoreline and distant settlements, including

Kadikdy and vicinity.

It is clear that there was a direct service between Haydarpasa and the Bridge. Indeed,
there were piers on the Bridge dedicated to the Haydarpasa Line.'®> Haydarpasa —
Bridge line was totally under the responsibility of Fevaid-i Osmaniye. However, the
Besiktas — Haydarpasa line covered both zones of operation. Therefore, the service to
Besiktas was done by Sirket-i Hayriye, and a portion of the profit was given to

Fevaid-i Osmaniye.

In the end, the transportation system in Istanbul predominantly showed a radial
character at least until the Great War. Yet it is obvious that services on orbital routes
made progress over time. At the end of the day, the mass transportation network in
the city can be classified as hybrid. Although the bulk of the system was always
radial and did not show orbital characteristics as much as in Paris or Vienna, its
radiality was also not as strict as it was in and around London or American cities,
showing similarities with Baku. The city also had a tradition of caiques that managed
to stay alive despite the introduction of ferries and trams. It must be pointed out that
all those problems regarding mobility justice witnessed in orbital services were not a
phenomenon in most of the radial services, at least in most cases. However, radial
services have unjust servicing standards either, as Basiret¢i Ali mostly complains
about the remarkably lower quality of service on the Anatolian Line, compared to the

European line. '8¢

The Bridge-centered zoning system to assign different zones to different
establishments was another factor that limited orbital services. Inevitably, most
orbital services would occur around the city, as services seen in the suburbs would be
much lower due to the comparatively low demand. Therefore, orbital services must
be adjacent to the city, and distributing the zones into three and assigning different

authorities to all of them created a challenge for serving routes between the

185 Tutel, Iskeleler Sehri Istanbul: 212.
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peripheries. Haydarpasa was a striking case in this scenario, as most of those
problems were seen at the collision points of these zones. For instance, services
between Uskiidar, Besiktas, and Ortakdy mostly worked fine, as can be said for the
exchange in YenikOy. Otherwise, periphery-to-periphery commutes would be a
challenge in building the strategies of mass transit. In sum, the system was designed
as a radial system beforehand, and the orbital layer appeared through time as the
demand became clear, drawing a hybrid character in which radiality was still

dominant.

Loadive ez

Figure 5. Approximate Zones of Operational Distribution of Transportation Entities
around early 1900s. Cyan: Sirket-i Hayriye. Navy Blue: Fevaid-i Osmaniye. Blue:
Golden Horn Ferries. Red: Istanbul Tramway Company. Orange: Uskiidar Omnibus
Company. Green: Railroads. Dot: Bridge. Produced by the author using Yandex Map
Constructor.

4.2. Hierarchy and Competition Between Modes of Transport

The fact that two modes have a different nature than each other does not mean that

they did not interact with, influence, feed, cooperate, and challenge each other.
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Indeed, they heavily influenced how each other operate and how those different
establishments used different strategies. Actual relations on the field created both a
hierarchy and competition between modes. Hierarchy means establishing a
harmonious network by integrating different modes and operators, designating a
distinct and well-defined role for all, without making one encroach upon another’s
area. For instance, if a bus line was dedicated to feed a metro station in a certain
neighborhood, it creates a hierarchy between those two modes. The bus line feeds the
metro by collecting passengers from a certain neighborhood and the metro line
brings passengers to the city center. In Istanbul, the Tiinel, for example, took
passengers from Sirket-i Hayriye and brought them uphill to Sishane. Meanwhile, if
both the bus and metro lines run in the same corridor, between the neighborhood and
the city, they compete with each other, such as ferry and tram lines between Karakdy
and Ortakdy. In other words, competition refers to the opposite of hierarchy:
operators competing on the same area to satisfy more demand than others. Although

mutually exclusive in theory, both phenomena existed in Istanbul.

4.2.1. Competition Between Modes: Bridge to Besiktas

All the structural differences between ferry and tram did not prevent a competition
between Sirket-i Hayriye and Dersaadet Tramvay Kumpanyasi. First of all, it should
be born in mind: The first route the tram operated, between Azapkapi and Besiktas,
extended to Ortakdy after a year, was directly parallel to Bosphorus and the
European line of Sirket-i Hayriye. In other words, this first tram route deliberately
aimed to compete with the ferry on the route that had the highest demand in the city.
According to Engin, Sirket-i Hayriye took some precautions regarding competition,
as it was mentioned that some of the passengers who used to take the ferry started to
prefer the tram. Therefore, Sirket-i Hayriye purchased new boats and announced a
discount on fares. Carts also applied a policy of discount.'®” However, this does not
explain everything and does not totally deny the fact of hierarchy. Hierarchy and

competition may coexist at the same time. Although their limits were drawn before

187 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 403-04
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the establishment and mostly preserved in the upcoming years, those entities had a

remarkable level of liberty in their choices.

Indeed, it was not regulations but technical differences, challenges, and opportunities
that created both hierarchy and competition. According to Muller, the average speed
of a horse-drawn tram was around 5 to 6 miles (equal to 8 to 9.5 kilometers) per hour
in American cities,'®® which was probably slower in the congested streets of Istanbul,

2 and

where vardacis literally ran along the carts and warned people about the tram'®
people jumped on a running tram.!'*® Indeed, there were still accidents there were two
incidents reported by Engin, even leading to casualties. Cases of derailment were
reported with limited or no injuries, but there were pedestrians who died because of a
collision with the tram. Climbs, descents, and rain were a challenge, too, as horses
would suffer when passing through those areas. Rain was an extra challenge as it
lowered the friction on rails, climbing steep slopes and accelerating the train became
harder. Even though streets were sanitized to a degree, it was still dangerous to
accelerate at faster speeds. There were lots of blind spots where it would be nearly
impossible to stop the tram if a pedestrian suddenly appeared, and sidewalks may be
too narrow at some sections. Brake systems of those tram cars were also reported as
primitive, and horses may get tired leading to hazardous situations.'”! To sum up,
trams had to move cautiously and slowly due to the crowded pedestrian traffic and
low road safety, together with being prepared for additional challenges like climbs,

descents, and unpleasant weather.

Another problem was that the tram lines were built in a one-rail configuration with

yield pockets. As one tram approaches the pocket, it waited for another tram coming

2

from the opposite direction,'®? increasing the travelling time and creating another

188 Muller, “The Evolution of American Suburbs: A Geographical Interpretation.”: 3
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obstacle on speed. When the stops of trams were not practical to walk, the answer
was jumping to the tram, as mentioned above. Therefore, trams were moving not
faster than a running human, resulting in spending more time on commuting.'
Indeed, commuting consumed a significant amount of time of the city dwellers. In
addition, trams may get slower due to the coupling of the cars without increasing the
number of horses.!** Therefore, both designated stops and the hop-on system were in

effect at the same time.!*?

Meanwhile, ferries were seen as faster in speed, according to the regulations.
According to Engin, ferries of Sirket-i Hayriye between Bridge and Kavaklar
(northernmost end of the Bosphorus) were to be operated on speeds no less than 12
nautical miles (equal to 22 kilometers), as ferries with lesser speeds were to operate
in shorter lines.!”® The speed of 12 nautical miles were also verified by Cox about
ferries between Istanbul and New York.!”” Tutel, on the other hand, gives the
number of 8 miles (14.8 kilometers) as the maximum speed for the first ferries of
Sirket-i Hayriye."”® Akyildiz gives the same number as a legal requirement for
Golden Horn ferries, a ferry service for lesser distances.'” Koraltiirk refers to

maximum speeds of Sirket-i Hayriye ferries varying mostly between 8 to 12 miles.?%

In other words, all numbers indicate higher maximum speeds for any kind of ferries
than trams. However, maximum speed cannot be the sole variable. Ferries were
subjected to longer stopping times as it was more time-consuming to depart from a
pier than riding a horse hooked to a tram. Procedures for safety 1f naval traffic and

passengers were also remarkably complicated in ferries. Weather was also as
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important a factor as for trams. Indeed, this was one of the points residents of
Kurugesme and Arnavutkdy raised when they demanded an extension of tram line
towards these suburbs was that ferries may not operate in severe weather conditions,
lowering the reliability of daily commute.?”! Akyildiz gives an example of some
other ferry establishments regarding journey duration. For instance, journeys
between Bridge and Kadikdy took around 45 minutes when the weather was
pleasant, but the time may extend up to three hours if the weather and waves were
not favorable. It must also be said that ferries in this line were remarkably slower
than those in Sirket-i Hayriye.””> Meanwhile, a ferry trip to Biiyiikdere from the city
took around 1.5 hours in February 1852.2%% It should also be recalled that stop
spacing was less frequent in ferries, at least in earlier periods. For instance, there was
no stop between the Bridge and Besiktas for a long while, as Salipazar1 and Tophane

204 while the picture was more dramatic in the

piers were established in later periods,
list of Lutfi.?> The frequency of stops eventually increased, becoming as frequent as
those in trams, at least on the coastline of urbanized areas between Bridge and

Ortakdy.

Travel time from Bridge to Kadikdy and Biiyiikdere can be used as a method of
calculating the approximate time of travel. The distance to Kadikdy can be
approximately calculated as 5.5 kilometers. In other words, 5.5 kilometers of
distance was taken in 45 minutes, addressing 7.3 kilometers per hour. Keeping in
mind that those ferries may be one of the slowest, possibly 14.8 kilometers per hour,
the average speed was still higher in ferries, but this win was not flawless. In the case
of Biiylikdere, there was approximately 23 kilometers of distance, with 9 stops in
between, according to the Summer Tariff of 1858. As this journey was taking around
1.5 hours, the median speed of the journey must be around 15.2 kilometers per hour.

Regarding the fact that the maximum speed of ferries was around 8 nautical miles

201 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim.”: 404
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(14.8 km/h), the journey was probably slightly longer than Akin mentions.
Considering that those numbers were approximate and relied on the travelogues, the
formula may seem as mostly coherent. According to a later convention regarding
ferry operations, minimum speeds were also bind by rules, that ferries operating
between the Bridge until Kavaklar, the northernmost settlements, must operate in a
maximum speed not less than 12 miles (22.22 km/h), while slower ferries must be

operated in shorter routes.?’

A case regarding a ferry operation on the Bridge — Salipazar1 — Kabatas line around
the year 1905 may be fruitful to show the scale of the competition. According to
Tutel, smaller and slower ferries were used in this operation, with a maximum speed
of 6 miles (11 kilometers) per hour, while claiming that this ferry operation was
“easier, cheaper, and faster” than taking the tram.?’’ This means that when trams
were already well established, a ferry line was initiated on a corridor directly parallel
and limited to the areas served by the tram. The establishment of a boutique ferry
service concretely shows the scale of the competition between different modes of

transport.

4.2.2. Hierarchy Between Modes

An idea of competition between Sirket-i Hayriye and the Tramway Company was
apparent, especially on the route between the Bridge and Ortakdy. However, a
natural hierarchy between these two modes was also apparent. Actually, it was not a
hierarchy between naval and land transport, but a hierarchy regarding the range of
service. Before diving into, it would be fruitful to remember all services apparent,
with their roles: Sirket-i Hayriye is the one which mostly runs between the Bridge
and the shorelines of the Bosphorus, both in European and Asian shorelines. Sirket-i
Hayriye was also responsible for orbital services in the given area. Exceptionally, it
was also documented that Sirket-i Hayriye also operated to Haydarpasa and Princes’

Isles, at least occasionally. Normally, those areas were under the responsibility of

206 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 60.
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Fevaid-i Osmaniye, which served around Marmara and cities located further. Golden
Horn Ferries was the third ferry company of Ottoman origin. Golden Horn Ferries
was, as its name suggested, limited its operations to quarters near Golden Horn. As a
result, it was an inner-city service, serving urban quarters and adjacent suburbs like
Balat, Haskoy, and Eyiip. Istanbul Tramway Company was the entity holding the
monopoly of tram operations in the southern and northern shorelines of the Golden
Horn, or Istanbul proper and Galata/Pera, in other words. Tramway Company was
also responsible for omnibus operation in that area; however, it was unsuccessful,
and the license was eventually canceled. There were also two train terminals, one on
the Haydarpasa at the Asian side and one on Sirkeci, adjacent to the Bridge. Lastly,

there was Tiinel, running between Galata, near the Bridge again, and Pera.

It is possible to group those entities into two: Those serving between the city and the
suburbs and those operating inside the city. The first group consists of Sirket-i
Hayriye, Fevaid-i Osmaniye, and train companies on shorelines of Marmara. The
second group consists of Golden Horn Ferries, Istanbul Tramway Company, Tiinel,
and Uskiidar omnibuses. Except for Uskiidar omnibuses and the one train route, all

modes met on the Bridge.

From the perspective of Bosphorus suburbs, the main travel destinations were
between the suburb and the city center, and the feeder service letting passengers
depart from the ferry to be transferred to the final destination was the tram, as in
London tube. In London, the upper class residing in suburbs reached the outskirts of
the city center by train, then took the tube to reach the final destination in the city
center. In that sense, trams in the city and 7iinel/ were doing the same: distributing

the passengers from suburbs around the city center.

However, one should not go far in creating an analogy between London and Istanbul
in this limited sense. Even though Bosphorus suburbs were home to the upper
classes, some parts of the city center were also inhabited by them, particularly in the
Sixth District. In other words, the urban core was not a mere CBD. Of course, central
locations in the city were where governmental and commercial functions were

concentrated. In the old city, there were governmental offices between Eminonii and
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Sultanahmet, while Galata and Emindnii were home to most of the commercial
activity, and Dolmabahge and Yildiz were home to the dynasty. In the outer urban
areas, residential areas such as Pera were concentrated. Therefore, the urban area
proper also had a considerable population that include middle and upper-class

elements, as there had been no mass migration to the suburbs from the city center.

Therefore, the tram system had a dual role: establishing a network of transportation
systems in the urban area and feeding the suburban ferry lines. The feeder role was
arguably strengthened by the trams' inability to move across the Bridge, interrupting
mobility between the two sides of the city center where the ferry barges and the train
terminal were located. Except for the Bridge — Ortakdy corridor, there was no
competition between the tram and the ferry, and a competition attempt on the
Emindnii — Eyiip corridor had already failed due to the severe condition of the road
infrastructure. Therefore, the areas where these two modes serve were naturally

separated in the majority of the routes.

In the end, it cannot be claimed that the sole purpose of the tram and Tiinel was to
feed the ferry, but it was one of their roles: Thanks to the existence of the tram,
suburbs served by ferries became more accessible. Most of the suburbs in the
Bosphorus were already developed as the most outbound quarter of those suburbs
were still within walking distance of the closest ferry pier; however, accessing the
ferry with ease in the city was only possible thanks to the existence of the tram and
Tiinel. A similar story may also be told for Uskiidar, where five omnibus routes

served the widely sprawled suburban fabric of the Asian side.?*

Even though the tram network was eventually extended towards Bebek,
strengthening the competition in this same corridor, it may be said that both systems
fed each other while simultaneously extending the theater for competition. It would
not have been possible for tram lines to be extended until Bebek if those areas had
not been suburbanized by the ferry. Another explanation may be the fact that ferries

served the suburbs, and areas within the scope of the tram were in the phase of

208 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 400.
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becoming an urban area of the city. For instance, the first tram route between
Azapkap1 and Besiktas was extended to OrtakOy after one year, where those places
became more populated and spatially more integrated with the city beforehand.
However, as Engin points out, the tram was not extended towards Kurugesme and
Arnavutkdy even though it was demanded due to the interruption of ferry services
during unpleasant weather. However, it did not happen until the tram line was

electrified.?”

In other words, until the Republican era, the tram line did not pass the limit of
proximate settlements and did not reach the peripheral ones. The tram service
operated in the urbanized areas on the shoreline, while ferries were the service
operating in suburbs. This may also be similar to the fact that horse-drawn trams in
the vicinity of Boston were serving the more proximate suburbs while trains were
used for further ones, while the train could reach those suburbs within a similar
timescape as the trams reached their destination.”!’® In other words, there was a
distribution of roles between the ferry and the tram, as was the case in American
cities in general. Trams in Istanbul reached areas that had more spatial integration
with the city, while ferries served further distances, and when a settlement became
more urbanized, it became an operation area for the tram. Therefore, as ferries
suburbanized those settlements and urbanized some of them, they naturally opened
an area of competition with the tram. On the other hand, ferries became the sole
option for a long time until their era was ended by rubber-tire systems, and even
though electrified trams exceeded faster speeds, ferries remained the most viable

option to serve suburbs of the city.
4.3. Modes Shaping and Being Shaped by Space
One comment could be derived from the discussion of hierarchy and competition is

that the both variables were determined by the technical abilities and geography-

related characteristics of those modes. Trams were destined to operate either within
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the urban area or in areas into which the city was rapidly expanding. Their advantage
on ferries, on the other hand, was that trams were able to collect passengers in any
place that was on the route, triggering a concentration of urban activities around the
tram line. Meanwhile, feeding was done by tram routes sprawling inland and
competition was between ferries and trams following the coast. However, if there
was no possibility to apply a ferry solution, such as in Sisli, this further supported the
tram option. Meanwhile, ferries were able to operate to further suburbs and collect
the passengers from there to depart to the CBD. In other words, ferries could move
along urban gaps to reach further suburbs, while trams mostly served along denser
areas or higher-class suburbs. However, ferries had to stop in certain nodes, to collect
and depart passengers. Their ability to reach passengers were shaped by the urban
density around the piers and the ease of passengers in reaching the services. It was
mostly done on foot in suburbs such as in Ortakdy, while trams served as a feeder in
the urban area. In sum, it would be appropriate to call trams as a line-based mode, or

open-access system and ferries as node-based and restricted-access system.

4.3.1. Node-Based Modes: Ferry

Node-based modes, such as ferries, trams, trains, metros, aircrafts, and even
controlled-access motorways to a degree, tend to either create a node or pass through
existing nodes. Contrary to line-based modes, these tend to increase the density
wherever they let access to the system. They do not favor a sprawling urban space
with a relatively equal density around the urban space, but rather concentrate the
activity in a single node. In other words, this creates a hierarchy of densities. As it is
essential to reach the system to go from point A to B, the user first needs to reach the
accessing point of the system. Therefore, both the density and the economic activity
is higher wherever the node is, and the footprint per population of the settlement is

also mostly smaller than those served with line-based systems.

One of the most important features of ferries is that they highly depend on piers to
approach, except the earlier periods when people were reaching ferries via caiques as
piers were not yet built. A ferry line is highly dependent on nodes due to its nature.

An efficient ferry line either stops at centers of towns, suburbs, and settlements, the
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main nodes of these locations, or creates these nodes themselves by pulling the
economic and social activity around the pier. Indeed, most piers of Sirket-i Hayriye
were built as close to the main node of the settlement as possible, even ignoring facts
like wind and streams as in the case of the first pier of Ortakdy.?!! One significant
advantage of this attitude was that ferries enjoyed a far wider range of operation than
trams. No matter how far the stop was from the destination if there were enough
passengers able to reach the ferry, both in terms of distance to the pier and economic

accessibility, a ferry line could be extended towards furthest suburbs.

Applying this analysis to greater Istanbul, we see the traditional zoning hierarchy of
the mahalle system. Ferries inevitably preferred to approach those existing nodes to
take as many passengers as possible. Due to the mountainous geography of
Bosphorus, most settlements were nestled in the most available land possible,
avoiding a kind of sprawl. Therefore, when the ferry service started operation, it
already had the most suitable spatial organization in the destinations served: Even
from the most distant place in the town, passengers were able to reach the town
square, where the ferry pier was also located, on foot. They were also able to spend
time on the square, in coffeehouses, mosques and many other facilities. When the
ferry approached, they hopped on the ferry and eventually reached the Bridge. The

rest was either on trams, the Tiinel, Golden Horn Ferries, or on foot.

This kind of spatial interaction between transit networks and towns inevitably
affected the growth of these places. One of the results expected from a stable
transportation link from these places to Istanbul is the spatial expansion and
population increase in those towns, on the path of suburbanizing these by connecting
their daily life sphere with Istanbul. The ferry line was expected to pull some of the
population in Istanbul towards suburbanized towns, therefore increasing the
population there. The newly-settled residents were naturally expected to commute
between the town and the city center, which means that they needed good access to
the pier from their residences. Therefore, these towns could be expected to expand in

two main forms:

211 Eser Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler, 1. baski, Istanbul Dizisi 12 (Cagaloglu, istanbul: iletisim
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The first option was to grow in a relative balance, keeping the radius of the town
mostly even by expanding equally from different sides. This type of expansion
makes the distance between the main node and the periphery as even as possible;
however, it also mostly depends on a lack of factors that prioritizes certain corridors.
In the rigid geography of Bosphorus, this was not a main form of radial expansion.
The second option for these towns was to expand their footprint in a form of
branches going out from the main node, creating corridors to access the main node
easily by using natural landscape and existing roads and alleys for their benefit. A
modern example of this is the infamous five-fingers plan of Copenhagen, while an

earlier example could be seen in Besiktas and Ortakoy.

Figure 6. Ortakdy in 1880. Besiktas in 1890.

I
Figure 7. Ortakdy in 1880. Besiktas in 1890.
Source: IBB Atatiirk Kitapligi
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Both maps indicate the branch-type radial expansion of these towns. In the picture on
the left, the southernmost avenue leads to the pier of Besiktas, while the avenue
branches into two main streets on the north, indicating that the town was prone to
expand inwards. In the map on the right side, two main streets, one of them
following a creek, were seen leading to the pier and the mosque. However, there was
also another main street in both maps, cutting the towns through east to west, which
could be explained by another growth pressure on Besiktas and Ortakdy, this time a

line-based one: the tram!

4.3.2. Line-Based Modes: Tram

Unlike ferries, trams either depend on a continuous urban area or shorter distances to
city centers, as seen in the so-called Streetcar Suburbs in the United States?!?; as well
as a viable infrastructure to build tram tracks and a suitable urban density to operate
the system profitably and effectively. That said, at least as in the case of Istanbul, the
main style of getting on and off the tram was to jump. Passengers would jump on and
off while the tram was moving at the speed of running.?'* Trams were also stopping
or slowing down occasionally, to collect and depart passengers on the route while
running. Taking those passengers on the road, whether there was a stop or not, was
compulsory for trams from the onset of tram service, to 1911. Especially regarding
the summer carts, it was remarkably easier to jump on and off the cart thanks to
staircases and ‘“‘schooldesk-like” sitting order, as the ticket sellers did their job
onboard. In the end, trams mostly stopped in central locations and in other places

they ran on a pace that people were able to jump onboard.

This dynamic of the jump-on system in Istanbul bears a fact: a feasible tram route
must pass through either highly urbanized areas or neighborhoods where residents

could compensate for higher costs of operation per passenger. Trams in Istanbul
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would create the highest benefit and ease the life of the residents where those
requirements were satisfied the most. Therefore, a continuous urban scheme was
almost a requirement, which can also explain why the Tram Company refused to
serve until Arnavutkdy and terminated the service in Ortakdy between the years 1872
and 1928,%'* even though there was an existing road that reached Kurugesme long

before.?!3

Looking back to years without tram, it would be seen that Istanbul was home to
another line-based mode, the caiques. Although having a pier used as a headquarter
for different chambers of caique operators, where most of them could anchor
together, caiques tend to collect and depart passengers anywhere having a coastline
that is approachable and in a reasonable height. Private caiques were also seen
anchored to seaside mansions. It might be accurate to create an analogy between
caiques, and taxis and cars. Caiques mostly create their routes dynamically,
depending on where the passenger or passengers want to go. It was also possible to
hire or buy a private caique if the user was able to pay. Like a car of today, they were
mostly able to move freely. The point they share with tram is that they also
stimulated a linear growth of buildings along the coastline, where every building was
a natural stop for a caique. Bosphorus was a natural path for caiques that made
caiques act as a line-based mode. Indeed, the dependence on caiques was so high that

there was barely a regulated walking path between two adjacent mansions.?!®

Trams played a role in extending the city towards its close vicinity in London and
Boston, establishing streetcar suburbs for the middle class.?!” Although this was also
seen in Istanbul, especially on the Sisli axis, it was much less emphatic than the other

two cities. Instead, tram lines expanded where there was a continuous urban fabric

?!* Vahdettin Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulasim,” in Antik Cag’dan XXI. Yiizyila Biiyiik Istanbul Tarihi
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along its route, probably due to the availability of boarding without stopping. For
instance, the tram line to Besiktas was extended to Ortakdy just a year later, while
extension to Arnavutkdy took decades. Exceptionally, Sisli, a northbound suburb
situated inland, was considered by the tram company, the absence of competition
from ferries was probably a dominant factor in this. Meanwhile, the quarters of
intramural Istanbul, were mostly neglected. In the longer run, contrary to the ferry
service, trams filled the space between nodes (as between Karakdy, Besiktas, and
Ortakdy) and promoted linear urban expansion and a balanced urban density among
their routes. It could be also argued that trams played a role in relieving congested

nodes, competing with the ferry.

There was also a hybrid model: the case of Uskiidar, when a node-based system was
introduced in an area with traditionally open-access mobility. There were several
villages sprawling around Uskiidar, creating mostly homogeneous lower-density
areas that acted as suburbs. Uskiidar was still the main node but its sphere was
expanded back to land, mostly towards east. From 1873, five omnibus lines had to be
established to feed the Uskiidar ferry line.?'® As a result, a passenger living in
Baglarbag1 had to take the omnibus and reach Uskiidar, then spend time while

waiting in the town center for the next ferry.

218 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 400.
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CHAPTER 5

RESHAPING BOSPHORUS WITH MASS TRANSIT

Characteristics of the system, which consisted of a combination of different entities
and modes, inevitably played a role in shaping the expansion of Istanbul. Nascent
neighborhoods, annexed towns and settlements became suburbs to Istanbul and got
integrated into a kind of metropolitan area. Ferries connected the furthest Bosphorus
settlements to Istanbul, expanding them in size and population. Some towns closer to
Istanbul, such as Besiktag and Ortakdy, were to become outer districts of Istanbul
urban area thanks to being fed by the ferry service, followed by the arrival of the
tram. Meanwhile, trams made commuting between the neighborhoods and quarters
of the urban area to the city center easier, also feeding ferry lines and further
stipulating the demand of the Istanbulite to reside in the suburbs and the suburbanite
to integrate with the daily life sphere of Istanbul. In the end, both systems played a
significant role in shaping the suburb and urban core. As three variables were
discussed in the previous chapter, this chapter focuses on the impact that

transportation modes had on those areas.

It would be beneficial to start with explaining general characteristics of Bosphorus
settlements. Indeed, at the beginning of the story, the pattern of development of these
settlements did not carry strikingly different elements than that of traditional
Ottoman towns and cities. These settlements had a main focal point, a typical
Ottoman town square with elements including buildings of worship, piers, fountains,
sometimes hamams, coffee houses and stores. Another layer was residential quarters
surrounding the town square. Residential areas closer to the town square were mostly

inhabited by middle-class families with modest housing. Some neighborhoods
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developed along valleys. Meanwhile, shorelines were mostly reserved for upper-

class mansions. Lastly, there were narrow paths connecting quarters.>!

Waterside mansions resulted from proximity to Istanbul, and therefore with a clear
class-based spatial distinction, created a layer which mostly was missing in other
Ottoman towns. Therefore, being a summer resort to upper-class Istanbulites and
having spatial separation, these settlements could already be described as proto-

suburbs before the arrival of mass transit. I would avoid calling them proper suburbs

yet as these settlements were still not connected to the daily life in Istanbul.

e 0O
©)
®

©®

Yandex

Figure 8. An illustration for a Bosphorus settlement: Yellow area represents the
square with some common features. Red area represents middle-class residential
quarters. Dark Blue for waterside mansions of higher classes. Light Blue is the Sea
and Dark Green is the land. Drawn by the Author using Yandex Map Illustrator.

It can be seen above an illustration for a typical Bosphorus settlement in the 18
century and early 19" century. Proximity to Istanbul was one of the variables
shaping settlements and their assets, directly influencing connectivity to the city. For
instance, settlements closer to Istanbul were greater in population and tended to have
more assets, therefore becoming a town, becoming a part of the urban area in later

periods of the timetable covered in the study. Some in-between areas, such as Bebek

219 Tanman, “Osmanli Dénemi Bogazigi Uygarligi.”: 31.
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or Arnavutkdy, became suburbs and achieved a safe and tight connectivity to the
Istanbulite daily life while spatial connectivity was not totally completed. Some areas
further from the city remained a village and some further areas became home to

foreign missions, gaining the title of “Petite Italy”.

Therefore, due to these differences, it would be beneficial to consider Bosphorus
settlements in three categories: proximate, peripheral, and distant settlements. They
are discussed here starting from the closest and ending with the furthest. I call the
first group “proximate” as those towns were within commuting distance of Istanbul
even before the ferries. Furthermore, settlements under this category were eventually
included in the range of trams twenty years after the service of Sirket-i Hayriye. 1

cover Besiktag and Ortakdy under proximate settlements.

5.1. Proximate Settlements

Besiktas and Ortakdy had one common aspect that makes it logical to discuss them
together. Those two towns were one of the earliest to undergo total annexation to the
city. Taking the tram as a distinguishing factor between suburban and urban areas,
Besiktas was one of the first quarters to enjoy tram operation in the year 1871,
followed by Ortakdy the following year. The reason trams are taken as a criterion is
that they were able to take on and off passengers on-route without stopping. As trams
are considered as a line-based mode in this study, they required continuous urban
fabric to collect and depart passengers along the route. Meanwhile, ferries and trains
were node-oriented. It would make no difference how dense the areas ferries were
passing through, instead it was concentration on the nodes that determined the
viability of the system. Thus, the fact that Besiktas and Ortakdy were the first to
obtain the tram service indicates that they were already on the verge of annexation by

the urban scheme.
However, the story had been different just two decades previously. As late as in

1845, those two towns were still distant from the city, acting not as urban quarters of

Istanbul, but as independent towns. This spatial separation can be seen in the map of
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1845.22° However, those two towns would witness a spatial integration with the city
within decades, becoming peripheral urban quarters of northern Istanbul and
eventually becoming sub-centers in the urban area. Therefore, the common theme for
Besiktas and Ortakdy was an eventual urban annexation that almost skipped the

phase of suburbanization.

Figure 9. European side of Bosphorus between Galata and Ortakdy. Source:
eskiharita.istanbul. Compressed for convenience.

5.1.1. Besiktas

Besiktas was one of the main settlements on the European side of the Bosphorus, and
one of the first settlements to have a ferry pier as early as 1851.%?! Besiktas was

adjacent to the city, as well as holding the southern flank of the clusters of Bosphorus

220 Miihendishane-i Berr-i Hiimayun, Map of Istanbul, Southern Sheet, A3 (SALT Arastirma, 1845),
SALT Galata.

21 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 79.
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villages, and making the Levent Barracks and the northeastern flank of Pera to be
accessible via sea. Traveling between Besiktas and Koprii would take 15 to 20
minutes by ferry, while it took much longer by land.?*? Besiktas was also preferred as
one of the main summer residences of the Sultan since the 18" century due to its
proximity to the city. It enabled immediate action to control the city, if anything

unpleasant happened.??

A road following the coastline, reaching towards Ortakdy from the Tophane
direction, is seen on the map of 1845.2>* Serdar Geng narrates that firefighters had to
come from Istanbul by land in 1811, when they could not take to the sea.’?
Therefore, as early as 1811, a sustainable land connection existed. That the road
between Kurugesme and Magka was paved with cobbles in the last years of the reign
of Selim III,%*® indicating a sustained land connection from Istanbul to Kurugesme.
Seetzen writes that by December 1802 the road was paved until Arnavutkdy, while

its quality was still low.??’

Besiktas was also seen as one of the crucial bridging points between Europe and
Asia, referred to as the greatest and the most crucial settlement on the route. It also
had a ferry pier used by the majority of the orbital routes. Indeed, the bridging
position of Besiktag between the two continents had deep roots, so much so that it
had a square named after the camel caravans crossing the Bosphorus between

Besiktas and Uskiidar.2?® Although this issue may be seen as more related to the

222 [brahim Akin Kurtoglu, “Besiktas’m Kent I¢i Ulasim Tarihi Ozeti,” in Begsiktas Meydan: ve
Cevresinin Degisim Hikdyesi, ed. Silleyman Faruk Gonciioglu, Kiiltiir Medeniyet Serisi 56 (istanbul:
Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir A.S, 2019): 36.

223 Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: 36-37.

224 Miihendishane-i Berr-i Hiimayun, “Map of Istanbul, Southern Sheet, A3.”

* Serdar Geng, “IIl. Selim’den II. Mahmud Dénemine Bogazigi’nde Bir Kéy: Ortakdy,” Osmanli
Istanbulu 1V: 1V. Uluslararasi Osmanli Istanbulu Sempozyumu Bildirileri 20-22 Mayis 2016, 2016:
554.

226 Geng: 555.

27 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 21.

228 Siileyman Faruk Génciioglu, ed., Besiktas Meydani ve Cevresinin Degisim Hikdyesi, Kiiltiir
Medeniyet Serisi 56 (Istanbul: Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir A.S, 2019): 24.
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location of Besiktas standalone, it was undoubtedly strengthened by the town’s
proximity to Istanbul. This was also seen from the fact that Besiktas was the home of

the first tram line in Istanbul as of 1871.%%°

In addition, Besiktas had a natural harbor and had also enough buildable area to build
quarries to take care of boats and a coastal location to anchor in a bay safely;>*
however, the buildable area was not extremely large, making the settlement compact
and keeping any neighborhood within walking distance of the pier.”*! Besiktas was
also where the navy anchored before campaigns.?*? Indeed, the tomb of Hayreddin

Pasha still stands in Besiktas. Therefore, Besiktas was also historically important.

Besiktas received its direct ferry link with Uskiidar around the end of the 19
century, with a route circling Uskiidar, Besiktas, and Ortakdy.??* As drawing a semi-
circle around the city center and bypassing it, this was a direct example of orbital
lines in the system. Without stopping at the Bridge, those three settlements obtained
an orbital line, making mobility between peripheries much easier. Together with

Yenikdy,?*

located north of the Bosphorus, those three towns were in a unique
position to establish a tight link between themselves and create alternatives in the
transportation scheme of the city. Indeed, in a Nizamname, it was ordered to
establish a car ferry line if a demand appears between those areas,”* signifying that

an eventual demand for an orbital line was already foreseen beforehand.

The town was also one of the first stops of the first car ferry of the world, Suhulet,

which began to run around the 1880s. That Besiktas became one of the first towns

229 Vahdettin Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulasimu,” in Antik Cag’dan XXI. Yiizyila Biiyiik Istanbul Tarihi
(istanbul: istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir A.S. Yayinlar1, 2015): 402

230 Gonciioglu, Besiktas Meydani ve Cevresinin Degisim Hikdyesi: 24.

231 Miihendishane-i Berr-i Hiimayun, “Map of Istanbul, Southern Sheet, A3.”
232 Gonciioglu, Besiktas Meydani ve Cevresinin Degisim Hikdyesi: 24.

23 Kurtoglu, “Besiktas’mn Kent I¢i Ulasim Tarihi Ozeti.”: 36

234

Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 83.

235 Engin, “Bogazi¢i’nde Deniz Ulagim1.”: 178
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annexed by the urban scape of Istanbul in the process of suburbanizing the North is
seen in Dolmabahge Palace and its lodge houses, Akaretler. The urban expansion of
Besiktas was towards the south instead of northbound, bridging the gap between
Istanbul and Besiktas. Eventually, Besiktas acted as an outpost of urbanizing
adjacent towns and suburbanizing the distant ones. Its pier was one of the busiest and
oldest piers of the system. The pier witnessed several upgrades and changes
throughout its history, with upgrades of 1884 and 1898%*¢ and the rebuilding of 1913

being among the most remarkable.

ez

Figure 10. Istanbul, 1840. Sparseness and disintegrity of urban activity in Besiktas
and Ortakdy visible. Source: SALT Archives.

Looking at the settlement pattern of Besiktas, the effect of axes connecting the town
with Istanbul and the outside world was highly visible. There were two main streets

on north-south axis, meeting at the coastline to reach the pier. Vertical roads also

26 Eser Tutel, ed., Iskeleler Sehri Istanbul (Istanbul: IDO Kiiltiir Yaymlari : T.C. Bagbakanlik Devlet
Arsivleri Genel Miidiirliigii, 2008): 79.
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existed, possibly due to the establishment of a paved road from the city until
Kurugesme, >’ while later Azapkapi-Ortakdy tram line only strengthened the axis. In
other words, there was two methods of transit affecting the settlement pattern of
Besiktas: Ferry and the tram. While the ferry system strengthened node-based
expansion of the town by letting it expand mostly evenly and on two main streets
leading to the pier, the tram line created a pressure on linear expansion to the
northeast. The ferry made the town expand inland, while the tram expanded it along

the coastal road, filling the urban gap both between Dolmabahge and Ortakdy.

Figure 11. Galata-Pera and Proximate Settlements, 1918. Spatial integrity mostly
established. Source: eskiharita.istanbul. Compressed for convenience.

5.1.2. Ortakoy

Ortakoy was another considerable settlement relatively close to the city and with a
land connection. Just a year after Besiktas obtained a tram service, Ortakdy was one

of the first places in the city that received a tram link through the extension of the

27 Geng, “II1. Selim’den II. Mahmud Dénemine Bogazigi’nde Bir Koy.”: 555
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Azapkapi-Besiktas Line.?*® The town was already a lively place and had connections
with the city beforehand. Seetzen, as early as 1803, referred to Ortakdy as a town
looking like a city.?* Feridun Andag quotes from Evliya Celebi that the landscape
was surrounded by mansions and gardens. Meanwhile, it should be stated that the
relation between Ortakdy and Istanbul goes far back to Byzantium when Bosphorus
shores were populated by mansions and monasteries until Bebek.?** Therefore,

Ortakdy, such as Besiktas, had strong ties with the city beforehand, as could be

understood from the map below:

_ A
2

Figure 12. A map of Besiktas (green) and Ortakdy (red), 1845. Prepared by
Miihendishane-i Berr-i Hiimayun. SALT Archives

The map above shows the state of urbanization in the area five years prior to Sirket-i

Hayriye and twenty-eight years before the onset of service by Istanbul Tramway

238 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulasim1.”: 403.
239 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 135.

240 Feridun Andag, Zamamn durdugu bir yerde Ortakdy, st ed., Istanbulum dizisi 47 (Istanbul:
Heyamola, 2010): 20.
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Company. The area was served by Dockyards ferries and caiques beforehand, while
a road connecting those two settlements to Istanbul, together with the outskirts of
Istanbul, are clearly visible on the map. Between Besiktas and Ortakdy, there was a
little area without a settlement except seaside mansions, later to be filled by Yildiz

and Ciragan Palaces.

Besides these two palaces, Biiylik Mecidiye Mosque, which was at the center of the
town and where the pier used to be located, was built in the mid-1850s. At the same
time, the architectural drawings of Ciragan Palace, which is situated on the road
connecting Ortakdy to Besiktas, is dated to 1862,%*! while mansions used to exist in
this area before Ciragan Palace was built.>*? In 1877, a language school for the
British embassy workers was also reportedly built in Ortakdy, which was close
enough to the city and embassy and far enough for the students not to be “distracted
by the charms of the city”.>** This balance of distance is an important indication that

Ortakdy had still not become a proper neighborhood of Istanbul as late as 1877.

A number of maps show that the ferry pier was around the main square in front of
the Biiyiik Mecidiye Mosque.** Even though Ortakdy had a little bay, where the
dock was eventually moved into,* the first location of the pier was the heart of the
marketplace, at a narrow cape. In the 1879 fire maps, the pier's location had not
changed after the fire, as maps until 1880 show the pier's location at the square. Even
though the street layout dramatically changed, the pier and the square kept their
original locations. It took approximately 500 meters to walk to the furthest distance
seen on maps.”*® Later, the pier was moved to an adjacent bay, still in the town

center but further from the mosque.

241 Clark, Istanbul: 116.
242 Andag, Zamanin durdugu bir yerde Ortakoy: 22.
243 Clark, Istanbul: 189.

244 Sehremaneti, Begsiktas - Ortakoy'de Meydana Gelen Yangindan Sonra Haziralanan Yangin
Mahalli Haritasidwr. (Istanbul Biiyiliksehir Belediyesi, 1879), Nadir Eserler, IBB Atatiirk Kitapligi.

25 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 80.

246 Sehremaneti, “Besiktas - Ortakdy’de Meydana Gelen Yangindan Sonra Haziralanan Yangin
Mabhalli Haritasidir.”, Sehremaneti, Besiktas - Ortakdy’'de Yangin Sonrasi Diizenlemeleri Gosteren
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It would be easy to claim that geographical ease and protection from wind used to be
sacrificed in order to locate the pier strategically at the heart of the settlement. It can
also be assumed that the changing locations of the pier affected the growth direction
of the settlement as more residents and commercial entities sought to be close to
ferry pier. In other words, a pier in the bay would be more beneficial as it shortens
the walking distance towards inland. However, the map below suggests that reality

might be somewhat different:

Figure 13. Plan of Ortakdy with newer regulations on streets, after 1879 fire.
“Sehremaneti, Besiktas - Ortakdy’de Meydana Gelen Yangindan Sonra Haziralanan
Yangin Mahalli Haritasidir. (Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 1879), Nadir Eserler,

IBB Atatiirk Kitapligr)

As it could be seen, the pier was in front of the mosque. A mosque traditionally

brings social and commercial activities around its vicinity, where people spend time

Haritadir. (Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 1879), Nadir Eserler, IBB Atatiirk Kitapligi, and
Sehremaneti, Begiktas - Ortakéy Harik Mahallinin Hey ‘et-i Cedidine Dair Ma'rifet Ahiresiyle Tersim
Olunan Bir Kita Haritasidir. (Istanbul Biiyliksehir Belediyesi, 1880), Nadir Eserler, IBB Atatiirk
Kitapligi.
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after the prayer. It is already known that the main marketplace of Ortakdy was
around the mosque, following the creek northbound and reaching to the main street
to Besiktas. Meanwhile, the closest coastline to the geographical center of Ortakdy
was in the bay shown down the mosque, where the pier was located later, due to a
more pleasant environment to anchor, being safer from winds and streams. However,
at least in the first decades of the service, the pier was insisted to be located next to
the mosque; in other words, the most commercially active area of the town.
Establishment of the tram service to Ortakdy might also have played a role, as the
new pier automatically located much closer to the main street where the tram runs, in

order to compete with the tram more effectively.

Figure 14. Ortakdy, 1918. Source: eskiharita.istanbul, Pafta 2. Cut for convenience.
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Similar to as those kinds of towns located on a bay and nestled around a valley or a
creek, Ortakdy tended to extend inwards to the land. It could be also seen from the
map that Ortakdy did so, along the creek. Even though the main road to Besiktas also
played a role in promoting a building activity alongside, especially after the arrival of
the tram, the creek also played a similar role. As the ferry pier was also located on
the spot where the creek ended, it naturally created a linear route for outer quarters to
have a direct and uninterrupted access to the pier, shortening the walking distance
and possibly increasing comfort. In sum, mass transit turned Ortakdy into a suburban
center and then, an urban neighborhood. It already had a lively commercial and
social life and flourished even more with the introduction of ferry and tram. The
town was always connected in some way with the city while the availability of mass
transit integrated it closely with the daily life of Istanbul, leading to a spatial

integration during the Republican period.

5.2. Peripheral Settlements

Kurugesme, Arnavutkdy, and Bebek were the last settlement clusters integrated with
the city through land before 1908. Despite severe road conditions, those settlements
had obtained road access to Istanbul at least as early as 1802. As mentioned before, a
paved road was built until Kurugesme during the reign of Selim III.?*7 Ubucini, who
visited Istanbul in the year 1855, wrote that it was possible to move a military
cortege between Ciragan Palace and Arnavutkdy Mansion through land, taking a few
hours.>*® Even though the road was paved, at least to around Kurugcesme and
Arnavutkoy, it was still challenging and time-consuming to navigate the road by
carts; indeed, the state of roads was also a reason that the omnibus had failed to work
though.?* Seetzen points out that the distance to the city, wherever he started his

journey, was around two and a half hours by horse carriages.>°

247 Geng, “II1. Selim’den II. Mahmud Dénemine Bogazigi'nde Bir Kdy.”: 555

248 Jean Henri Abdolonyme Ubucini, 1855 °te Tiirkiye, trans. Ayda Diiz, 1st ed., vol. 2, 1 vols.,
Terciiman 1001 Temel Eser 98 (istanbul: Kervan Matbaacilik, 1977): 115.

249 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 399.

250 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 22.
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However, eventually, those settlements became closer to the city in terms of daily
life; the ferry service undoubtedly played a strategic role in integrating those places
into the city. Engin states that the people of Arnavutkdy eventually demanded the
extension of tram service from Ortakdy as early as 1872 when Ortakdy received the
tram link.?>! This is an essential piece of information as it reflects the residents of
Arnavutkdy who thought their settlement as proximate to the city, making a tram line

worthwhile.

Figure 15. Bebek, 1918. Source: eskiistanbul.harita, Pafta 4. Cut for convenience.

However, the extension of tram service to Arnavutkdy was realized as late as 1914,

together with the electrification of the route. This also shows us the difference

251 Engin, “Istanbul’da Kara Ulagim1.”: 403.
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between spatial integration and the mental and integration of residents into daily life
in Istanbul. Those three settlements, Kurugesme, Arnavutkdy, and Bebek, were
peripheral to the urban scape and conditions making a tram service profitable were
not present yet. In other words, even though these settlements were integrated into
the daily life sphere in Istanbul, their spatial annexation was not done yet. There was
no satisfactory continuity between Ortakdy and Kurugesme. Therefore, it could be

said that there was an urban gap between them.

When the tram service reached the area a kind of continuous urban fabric was made.
Increasing population of the area could also be a factor, as commuters from these
suburban town centers may already fill the tram cars. Indeed, as seen from the map,

the tram service terminated at Bebek, in the main square.

In the end, those areas showed in-between characteristics, showing urban and
suburban characteristics in urban space and daily life, a perfect example of non-

Euclidian urban geometry.

5.2.1. Kurug¢esme

Kurugesme was already filled with mansions around the 17" century, extending
towards Sarrafburnu (between Kurugesme and Arnavutkdy) as there were 24
mansions and three piers between the town center and Akintiburnu®>? (around the
easternmost edge of Arnavutkdy). The distance between the two places is roughly
750 meters, though the building stock was much tighter when the article was
written.>> Twenty-four mansions along 750 meters indicate a higher density than
one that would allow a definition “rural”. Therefore, the built environment shows a
sprawl of mansions relatively densely between Kurugesme and Arnavutkdy, though

not as dense as making a tram service feasible.

Kurugesme, unlike the other settlements, was not located in a valley, nestled into a

narrow strip between the land and the sea. Therefore, the area was mostly occupied

252 Nayir: 162.

253 Nayir: 162.
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by mansions. It was already mentioned that a road from the city center terminated in
Kurugesme, probably with an intention to serve these mansions in the first place.

This map may be fruitful to show the density of mansions along the road and the sea:

Figure 16. A map of coastline of Kurugesme and Arnavutké for road extension
project, 1907. Hrt 003611, IBB Atatiirk Kitapligi. Land use and building materials
on parcels mentioned. Split into three for convenience on the computer by the author.

On the left of the uppermost map, which was a road widening project probably to

make trams able to pass through, it could be seen that there was a street leading to
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the Kurugesme pier, and another street called “Kilise Caddesi”, Church Street. Other
than that, there were very few roads moving inside the land in Kurugesme, even as
late as in 1907. One of the main reasons for this might be the geography of

Kurugesme: a cliff and a coast.

Figure 17. Kurugesme, 1918.

Source: eskiistanbul.harita. Pafta 4. Cut for convenience.

5.2.2. Arnavutkoy

Unlike Kurugesme, Arnavutkdy had plenty of streets, showing how the landscape
affects two adjacent settlements differently. The area was also seemingly urbanized

earlier. For instance, the year 1832 is pointed out for the erection of the first police
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station and a mosque at Akintiburnu,?*

signifying the growing importance and
population of the area. Topographical changes renewing the urban scape due to fires

were some other aspects that triggered changes.

The fire of Arnavutkdy which occurred in 1887 also created a distinct phenomenon
among other Bosphorus settlements: the grid layout. Although some other towns
such as Besiktas and Ortakdy witnessed fires, they apparently did not undergo a
change in urban setting as much as in Arnavutkdy, keeping their general organization
and even improving it, with better connections to the tram and ferry network.
Meanwhile, Arnavutkdy was reorganized with a grid plan. Arnavutkdy was linked to
the tram line later than 1908, and it was one of the first towns to be served by ferry.
As the town was already on a grid, roads were not expected to grow organically
around tram and ferry facilities. However, the connections were to become

accessible from anywhere in the town, if placed appropriately.

As to the exact location of the pier in Arnavutkdy, its first location was reportedly
around the old dumpsite adjacent to the police station.?>> Taking the police station
building as a reference, built in the era of Abdiilmecid around the year 1843,%%° the
old pier might be located slightly eastward, at the end of Dere Sokak (Creek Street).
The pier was also reportedly repaired in 1890.%7 It must be pointed out that the
locations of piers in Istanbul changed frequently; therefore, finding their original spot
is usually a challenge. However, in a map of 1918, the area of the pier was clearly
indicated, showing that it was centrally located in the town, at the end of a street
(Beyazgiil Caddesi, then Ayazma Caddesi) which continued inland passing through
the town center. The modern pier is located at the end of the same street, now on the

new coastal road.

254 Nayir: 162, and Giinhan Danigman and Ismail Ustiin, “Arnavutkdy 1900-2000. Transformacién
urbana de un barrio multiétnico de Estambul,” Historia, Antropologia y Fuentes Orales, no. 25
(2001): 128.

255 Tutel, Iskeleler Sehri Istanbul: 63-66.

¢ “Arnavutkdy ve Bebek Arasinda Yiiriirken Kesfedebileceginiz Tarihi Yerler ve Yapilar -
KULTUR.ISTANBUL.”

257 Tutel, Iskeleler Sehri Istanbul: 63-66.
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Figure 18. Arnavutkdy, 1918. Grid layout, organic extensions and transit facilities.
Source: eshiharita.istanbul. Cut for convenience.

Two pier structures could be seen in the map above. The lower one was supposed to
be the older pier, while the upper one to be newer. The tram line passes through the
coastline. Both systems were successful in accessibility, as the walking distance from
the pier to the furthest point of the town did not exceed 500 meters. Taking the
distance from Arnavutkdy to the Bridge as 8 to 9 kilometers and counting the stops
as three, the travelling distance between Arnavutkdy and Istanbul stands as

acceptable, making the town ready to expand.
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5.2.3. Bebek

Bebek was established as a mahalle in 1725. The mahalle was established in a
classical Ottoman sense of building a religious structure and settling people
around,>® although the area had been inhabited since the 1500s. A masjid was also
dated to the 1700s, with a school beneath, parallel to the date of establishment of the
mahalle in Bebek. Evliya Celebi states that 40 to 50 residences were situated around
the mosque. Bebek also had a humble marketplace®® that permitted a local

commercial life.

The establishment of Sirket-i Hayriye played a role in increasing the population in
Bebek as well as in Bosphorus proper. This period also falls parallel with the
expansion of Bebek through the valley into the land. The ferry pier was built at
Bebek as early as 1851, witnessing repairs and upgrades in 1886, 1894, 1898, and
1918. There were requests to move the pier to the “central village” in 1899, but this
was done only in 1920.2° Keeping the distant location of the pier and the
connectivity with the daily life in Istanbul in mind, this is quite late. The pier was
moved in 1920 to where it is today, a much more central location. Among all other
Bosphorus settlements viewed in the study, Bebek had the least advantage in
connectivity with the pier, as it took around a kilometer of walk from the furthest

place in Bebek to access the pier.

The dock was first located near Kiiciik Bebek, an extension of Bebek towards a
neighboring valley. Tutel claims that the pier of Bebek was one of the hardest piers
to approach.?®! On the website of Istanbul Sehir Hatlar1, the successor authority of
Sirket-i Hayriye, it was reported that the first pier was situated between Sultan Ahmet
Camii Mektebi and Kadi Mehmet Efendi Yalisi.***> Even though locations of these

28 Sezgi Giray Kiigiik, “Bogazi¢i Bebek Semti Tarihi ve Yapilar1,” IDEALKENT 12, no. 34
(December 31, 2021), https://doi.org/10.31198/idealkent.937428. : 1763.

239 Giray Kiigiik: 1763.
260 Giray Kiigiik: 1771.
261 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 66-70.

262 “Bebek Iskelesi - Sehir Hatlar1 ®,” accessed May 8, 2024,
https://web.archive.org/web/20230928115454/https://sehirhatlari.istanbul/tr/iskeleler/bebek-136.
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buildings are not evident, it could be seen from a map of 1918 that the pier was in
front of Ayse Sultan Forest, remarkably distant from Bebek,. Tutel gives the date of
1851 for this first pier, adding that a clock was added in 1910 to the waiting hall 2%

Figure 19. Bebek, circa 1918.

Source: eskiharita.istanbul. Cut for convenience.

263 Tutel, Iskeleler Sehri Istanbul: 66-70.
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Bebek was remarkably rich in terms of social facilities, in addition to being home to
nine schools. The oldest of them in the 19" century was St. Joseph High School,
dating back to 1853; in other words, two years after Sirket-i Hayriye. Other schools,

especially those of foreign origin, closely followed St. Joseph,*¢*

showing an overall
increase in educational services, therefore indicating connectivity with Istanbul and
its suburbs. A general argument could be made that as long as the suburbs developed,

educational activity, especially those of foreign origin, witnessed a sharp increase.

The area also was home to not one but two police stations. The first one was at
Biiytiik Bebek Police Station, dated 1843, and the other was at Kiigiik Bebek, built in
1904.26° The presence of two police stations at one settlement could be evaluated as a
sign of population increase. Indeed, tram service was extended until Bebek after a
short while, making it the terminus. The area continued to be served by one ferry
pier, meaning that Biiyiikk and Kiiciik Bebek were connected by land, and it was

highly possible to commute between the two just on foot.

5.3. Distant Settlements

This last part on Bosphorus settlements focuses on an area that kept a sub-urban
identity, in changing dates between the second half of the 20" century to 2000s.
These settlements started with Rumelihisar1 and continued northbound, with
Boyacikdy, Istinye, Yenikdy, Tarabya, Biiyiikdere, and Sariyer. This northern side of
the Bosphorus consisted of fishing villages until the nineteenth century, contrary to
the southern side that took the role of vacation spots and summer residences.?*®
There was no regulated land access reaching even Tarabya until later periods,?’

Therefore, this area, either by Euclidian or non-Euclidian geometry, was distant from

the city.

264 Giray Kiigiik, “Bogazici Bebek Semti Tarihi ve Yapilar1.”: 1774

265 Giray Kiigiik: 1778-1779.

266 Akyildiz, “Osmanli Istanbul’unda Deniz Ulagimi (Modern Dénem).”: 436
267 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 16.
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As residents of those distant settlements commuted to the city, the quality of
commute became more important. Especially in longer commutes like that between
Biiyiikdere and the Bridge, the transportation vehicle had to become a part of the
urban space itself, where the passengers did not waste their time desperately trying to
reach the destination but enjoyed their time or did work. This question is critically
important to understand the dynamics of relations between distant settlements and

the city center.

There are instances about a ban of selling newspapers on ferries, or a lack of quality
in coffee sold on ferries. There were even cabinet meetings held on specified ferries
or in dedicated rooms in them.?®® Similar instances also occurred around the world,
in an era when mobility was re-invented. Harvey discusses how train carriages
became an urban space and an interaction point of Parisians, for example.?®
Therefore, in an era when the time spent on commute skyrocketed, there were some
other methods found to incorporate the time on commute to the daily life as effective

as possible.

However, only the one who could afford to pay for a long-distance commute would
enjoy it. Whether populated by the rich or the poor, most of these settlements
obtained a direct link with the city, from Besiktas to Yenimahalle; however, the time
and money costs spent on the commute to the city were naturally higher. According
to Nur Akin, Yenikdy costs 4 Kurus and Boyacikdy costs 3 Kurus to travel in 1852
while traveling to Tarabya and Biiyiikdere costs 5 Kurus in the same period. Travel
duration between Biiyiikdere and the Bridge was around 1,5 hours, for instance.?”
These variables directly affect the development of both those settlements and their

residents.

Settlements in this group mostly obtained a relatively independent characteristic.

Those areas were not a novelty for Istanbul either; indeed, those were the places

268 Akyildiz, “Osmanli Istanbul’unda Deniz Ulasimi (Modern Dénem).”: 450.
269 Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity: 110.

270 Akan, 19. yiizyihin ikinci yarisinda Galata ve Pera: 33.
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where the nobles settled in summers by the edict of the Sultan. Indeed, those areas
were given priority in the first phases of the ferry service before the establishment of
Sirket-i Hayriye which followed a more balanced operation scheme.?’! However,
those settlements, at least the most distant ones, were less integrated into the urban

life of Istanbul.

5.3.1. Zone of Diplomats: Biiyiikdere and Tarabya

The importance of Biiyiikdere and Tarabya lies in them being home to summer
offices of embassies.?’?> Although most of these summer embassies were erected in
the 18" century, the trend of foreigners buying estates on Bosphorus settlements
dated back to the era of Mehmed IV, which is mid-17" century.?”® According to
Peter Clark, the phenomenon of having summer residences goes back to the Kopriilii
family having mansions in these areas. Later, he also gives the date of establishment
of the Spanish Embassy in the mentioned area, in 1783.27* British, German, Polish,
Austrian and Dutch embassies, some both with their chanceries and residences, were
some other diplomatic missions settled in this area. Main buildings of foreign
missions were mostly settled around Pera, while their summer branches were
concentrated in this area of suburbs. One of the reasons these settlements were
chosen at first glance to locate diplomatic missions and summer residences far from

the city was to be safe from diseases in Istanbul, as plagues were common.?”

De Kay refers to Biiylikdere around the date of 1831-1832 as a European “colony”
resembling an Italian village. This resemblance of Italian village did not change after

50 years, as Richard Davey points out the same issue. De Kay also points out that

271 Kurtoglu, “Besiktas’n Kent I¢i Ulasim Tarihi Ozeti.”: 36.

272 Haluk Y. Sehsuvaroglu, “Onsekizinci Yiiz Yilda Bogaziginde Sefarethaneler,” Tarih ve Edebiyat
Mecmuast XVII, no. 12 (1981): 30-31.

273 Tanman, “Osmanli Dénemi Bogazici Uygarhig1.”: 23.
274 Clark, Istanbul: 188-190.

275 Banu llker, “19. yiizy1l basindan Cumhuriyete kadar Bogazi¢i’nde Yali nitelikli yapilar” (Master’s
Thesis, Istanbul, Istanbul Teknik Universitesi, 1995): 10-21.
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this area became permanent residence after the fire of Pera,?’® though probably for a
while. The fire of Pera possibly triggered permanent residences in proximate
settlements around Bosphorus, where it was possible and sufficient to make daily
commutes to the city. However, Biiylikdere was not one of them in the long run as it

took 1 hour and 30 minutes between Biiyiikdere and the Bridge.?”’

One of the answers why these two towns, Biiyiikdere and Tarabya, were chosen as
embassy spots may lie in their relation with geography. Both of these towns were
situated on spots where anchoring a ship was easier as the water was more stable.
The wavy geography of Bosphorus created highly unstable streams, and unusual
naval topography like that the water level in Marmara is lower than the Black Sea,?’
made the area uniquely advantageous. Biiylikdere was located where Bosphorus is in
one of its widest states and behind a hill. Meanwhile, Tarabya was located behind a
hill and in a bay. In the end, both towns were protected from winds and streams,
creating safe harbors. This greatly reduced the need to visit the crowded and distant
harbor of Istanbul. For instance, de Fontmagne remarked that their ship directly

arrived in Istanbul and anchored around Biiyiikdere, as well as in Tarabya.?””

Biiylikdere and Tarabya were a unique case among other settlements and towns.
Together with the increasing distance, Biiyiikdere maintained its daily life cycle
mostly independent from Istanbul while maintaining its refined identity. As
Sehsuvaroglu mentions, there was a different social life in Biiyiikdere and Tarabya
than the rest of Turkish social life. They further claim that the locals became a part of

280

the local life of the foreigners," at least to a degree that class differences permit.

Biiyiikdere had a direct ferry link with the Bridge since Sirket-i Hayriye was

established. However, it must be kept in mind that Lutfi did not mention Biiyiikdere

276 De Kay, 1831-1832 Tiirkiye sinden Goriiniimler: 72, and Richard Davey, The Sultan and His
Subjects, 1st Gorgias Press ed (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2001): 461-62.

277 Akan, 19. yiizyiin ikinci yarisinda Galata ve Pera: 34.

278 Clark, Istanbul: 187.
27 De Fontmagne, Kirim Harbi Sonrasinda Istanbul: 67-68.
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on the list of ferry stops, for the ferry service period before Sirket-i Hayriye
established its operations.?®! It may be tied to the already limited demand for
commuting to the city, or that most of the people of higher economic classes, which
makes the majority of the population of Biiyiikdere, had their own vehicles, primarily
caiques.?®> However, limited demand of commuting does not hide the reality that
Biiytikdere, such as all other Bosphorus settlements, take its significance from its
relative proximity to Istanbul. Residents of Biliyiikdere were mostly staff of
embassies, directly connected with the political power in Istanbul. Therefore, there
was less need than in other settlements to make daily commutes to the city center;
though this does not change that it was possible to commute between Biiyiikdere and
the city, though with a cost of 5 Kurus and one and a half hours for each direction.?*?
There is a detail regarding the accessibility to the service by all classes of the society:
The longest journey on the line in the year 1851, between the Bridge and Sariyer,
costs 6 Kurus, which was more than the daily salary of an unqualified laborer at that

time, and equal to 12 kilograms of bread.?%*

The location of the old pier is crystal clear in today’s Biiyiikdere; it is now a branch
of a coffee brand. If one asks whether the location of the pier affected the spatial
development in Biiyiikdere, at least as much as in some other settlements, the answer
would probably be negative. As the demand for commutes was not as high in
Biiyiikdere as in more proximate settlements, and as the history of settlement
foreigners or upper-class residents was older, the pier probably had less effect in

reshaping space than its southern counterparts.

Tarabya, although mentioned less in the studies and travelogues, had a similar
characteristic in terms of daily life integration. Seetzen argues that there was the
French Embassy. Sehsuvaroglu adds the Swedish, de Fontmagne gives informations

about British and French, and Davey adds British and German diplomatic

81 Kayserilioglu, Osmanli’da Ulasimin Seriiveni: 65.
282 Tutel, Sirket-i Hayriye: 16.
3 Akan, 19. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Galata ve Pera: 33.

284 Koraltiirk, Sirket-i Hayriye (1851-1945): 110
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missions.”®> Meanwhile, De Kay defined the settlement as a “filthy Greek village”,
which actually refers Tarabya’s local characteristics even after the flood of
foreigners. ¢

It can be seen that there were mostly two groups of people living in Tarabya, locals
and the Europeans. Even though the population ratio between foreigners and locals is
unclear, the settlement did not have an “Italian-looking” and “colony-like” character
such as Biiytlikdere. In the end, Tarabya shows similarities with Biiyiikdere in terms
of mobility in daily life. Indeed, Tarabya and Biiyiikdere had their own mobility
practices in daily life that was mostly independent of Istanbul, but also made possible

by Istanbul as those missions were there because of the proximity to the capital city.

The question, then, must be why these two towns were primarily selected by foreign
missions. The answer might be geography and distance. Tarabya, even though not
located at the widest point of Bosphorus, was situated around a narrow bay, allowing
for a safe anchor. De Fontmagne also adds that Tarabya had a lively harbor, as the
ship they traveled from Europe directly anchored to Tarabya as well as to

Biiyiikdere.?’

The location of the pier is roughly given by Eser Tutel, who writes that the area of

the pier was given to the Tarabya Oteli*®

which also destroyed a considerable
chunk of the northern side of Tarabya. The pier here used to be placed probably for
convenience. This also applies to other settlements as well, but what makes Tarabya
special was its geography. The narrow bay of Tarabya requires longer distances to walk
around the coast, between practically anywhere in the settlement. When the pier was
located at the northernmost edge of the town, it became further challenging to walk

to the pier, especially for the ones living in the southern wing. A possible solution is

caique; however, there is no indication about any caiques used to reach the pier.

285 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 344, ve Sehsuvaroglu, “Onsekizinci Yiiz Yilda Bogaziginde
Sefarethaneler.”: 31 ve De Fontmagne, Kirim Harbi Sonrasinda Istanbul: 38, ve Davey, The Sultan
and His Subjects: 461-62.

286 De Kay, 1831-1832 Tiirkiye sinden Gériiniimler: 79.

287 De Fontmagne, Kirim Harbi Sonrasinda Istanbul: 38.

288 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 84.
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The financial accessibility of the ferry service must also be considered. This
phenomenon becomes more important in Tarabya, where was a large local
community in addition to foreigners. The cost of ferry was the same as in Biiyiikdere,
and the travel time was probably slightly less.?® While foreigners and the locals both
had an independent life from Istanbul, however, one was a choice while the other
was forced. Keeping in mind that a fare to Biiyiikdere cost around the daily wage of

an unskiled worker, also equal to 12 breads,?*° this becomes clear.

In the end, Biiyiikdere and Tarabya, as well as Istanbul proper, was part of their era
and the world. It is visible that both the inner-city areas and suburbs follow a pattern
of hierarchy referring to the place people take on the society. An eminent theme seen
on all these cities was a theme of separation, one way or another; and Istanbul was

also following the path.

5.3.2. Zone of Locals

Biiyiikdere and Tarabya were cases on their own, as they had highly different
characteristics than all other settlements mentioned. However, distant settlements
other than Biiylikdere and Tarabya were in another different place in daily life
integration and the main characteristics of residents. One of these settlements was
Kire¢cburnu, the settlement between Tarabya and Biiylikdere. There is limited
information about a ferry service to Kiregburnu, as this settlement was neither
included in the 1858 Summer Tariff?®! nor mentioned by Lutfi?*?. It must be added
that the geography was not pleasant either. The place was mostly on steep terrain and
in the middle of a faster stream, where Bosphorus suddenly got narrower and started
waving, meaning that the speed of wind and streams increased. However, there is
one point worth mentioning regarding Kirecburnu. Seetzen, half a century before

Sirket-i Hayriye, pointed out the construction rush along the whole Bosphorus

89 Akin, 19. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Galata ve Pera: 33.
290 Murat Koraltiirk, Sirket-i Hayriye (1851-1945), 1. baski (Istanbul: IDO, 2007): 110
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shoreline, and he witnessed an explosion of rock around Biiytlikdere for terraforming,
to open new land for buildings. He also mentioned similar stories about the
construction boom, particularly around Yenikdy and Baltalimani.>® Davey, after
some ninety years, stated that Bosphorus shorelines started to be “invaded” by

suburbs resembling those in London and Paris.>**

As Akyildiz stated, the northern shores of Bosphorus used to consist of mere fishing
villages until the mid-19" century.?®> There were two exceptions, Tarabya and
Biiyiikdere, two towns that were crammed up with summer residences of diplomatic
missions. Other than those two, the observation falls true, despite all the reported
construction boom along the shoreline.?’® De Fontmagne also thinks that settlements
were more neglected as one went further from Istanbul.?’ It is considerable that,
although a good deal of information can be found on Tarabya, Biiyiikdere, and the
settlements between Rumeli Hisar1 and Istanbul, there is more limited information

about the settlements in between.

However, it should also be kept in mind that the older ferry service prioritized those
distant towns?>*®, and Rumeli Hisar1, Tarabya, and Sariyer were included in the list of
Lutfi>®’. One of the reasons for this may be the fact that from those areas it was not
cheap or convenient enough to commute, nor were they distant enough from the city
to obtain an independent daily life. Meanwhile, maps from early 20" century show
that the gap in built environment was eventually filled, which could be explained by

the sharp rise in the population of Bosphorus after 1908.3%
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Remembering the developing pattern witnessed in peripheral settlements, it would be
incorrect to link the lack of development of the mentioned area in the earlier periods
to the absence of either middle class or a financially feasible transportation.
Particularly in London and American cities like Boston and Chicago, streetcar
suburbs became home for middle classes, while all areas beyond Ortakdy were
serviced by ferries due to both incontiguous urban fabric as well as an
underdeveloped road network. Difficult topography of the area also influenced these
matters. In the end, a linear mode, tram in particular, became less feasible. That said,

1

as transportation services got cheaper over time,**! it might have been possible for

those areas to be populated more and to be integrated to the daily life of Istanbul.

Contrary to post-1850s, there were reports of an increasing trend in settlements and
transportation services in some localities in earlier phases. Yenikdy, which witnessed
a construction boom around 1802, is one of them. According to Lutfi, Yenikdy was
one of the first five settlements that obtained a ferry service, together with
Arnavutkdy, Rumeli Hisar1, Tarabya, and Sartyer.’®> Nur Akin points out that a
commute between Yenikdy and Koprii costs four kurus, two-thirds of that of
Sariyer.’®® Yenikdy is one of the settlements that was less mentioned, but there were
wagqf activities since 1591, continuing until 1883.3%* Therefore, the area had human
activity, much older than that at Bebek. YenikOy was a place where there were little
signs of upper-class presence, as most of the activities were by locals, mostly
Armenians and Greeks.?% In other words, Yenikdy was one of those settlements that
did not witness a considerable demand for daily commute to the city, in the first
decades of the ferry service of Sirket-i Hayriye when prices were inaccessible for

middle and lower classes.
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Tutel gives an important point about YenikOy: an interchange station! People
commuting towards the settlements at the northern shores of Anatolian coastline of
Bosphorus came to Yenikdy, then made an exchange to another ferry route towards
proximate settlements at the Anatolian shorelines. There is a lack of information
about the period of service and exactly when the exchange service started, as Tutel
briefly mentions that the service terminated around the 1950s and was continuing

since the “old days”.3%

A plan of a burned area in Yenikdy around the year 1868 or 1869 clearly shows a
pier structure; a pier was built and there was a supply for a commute to the city and
closer settlements, including those on the other side of the Bosphorus. Using two
maps, | have come to a conclusion that its location might be intact even today, as
another map from 1880 shows some streets that I have managed to find their
locations, around 29.0691107, 41.1237055, which was around today’s pier.
Therefore, the area around was approximately the settlement center, where the pier

had to be located.

Figure 20. Sartyer - Bogazi¢i’nde Yenikdy Birinci Caddesinde Gegende Vuku’bulan
Harik Mahallinin Haritasidir. (Istanbul Biiyiliksehir Belediyesi, 1869), Nadir Eserler,
IBB Atatiirk Kitaplig:.

306 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 83-84.
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Figure 21. Sehremaneti-i Heyet-1 Fenniyesi, Sariyer - Aya Nikola Mahallinde
Koybasi Caddesinde 117 Numarali Tasgazdare [?] [zzetli Petri[?] Ve Novaran [?]
Efendilerin Mutasarrif Olduklar1 Sahilhanesinin Tariki Terk Olunan Mahallerinin

Irae Olunan Haritasindan Bir Kit’a Kopya Haritasidir. (Istanbul: istanbul Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesi, 1880), Nadir Eserler, IBB Atatiirk Kitaplig1.

Istinye was another town that laid at a distance from the city while not full of
foreigners. Its geography is strikingly similar to Tarabya, as both settlements were
located in a narrow bay and safe from winds and waves. Seetzen defines Istinye as a
safe harbor’®” and Tutel affirms, saying that there was an idea that first surfaced 1856
in to build a dockyard here, which was realized in 1912. He also adds that the area
was already home to ateliers for the maintenance of ships.*® Today, the bay is home

to a marina and a car ferry terminal.

The first ferry pier was built in Istinye in 1851, together with the establishment of
Sirket-i Hayriye.?® However, despite all the geographical advantages, Istinye did not

307 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 345.
398 Tutel, Gemiler, Siivariler, Iskeleler: 156.
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112



share the characteristics of Tarabya, instead drawing a strikingly different picture.
One of the reasons may be the closer distance to Istanbul and sayfiye places for the
nobles. Another, and more considerable reason, might be the industrial past of the
settlement, as there was already a ship-building industry, and the town was not that

much of a haven for those who sought a joyful living.

The case with Baltalimani, Boyacikdy, and Emirgan was the same. They were a trio
with no clear borders, as the topography here was not forcing them to separate as
between Kurugesme and Bebek. The location of the pier here was unknown, as it
disappeared through time.*!° Different pier names are given here in different time
periods, but I could not find a list that gives more than one of those settlements

simultaneously.

Rumeli Hisar is the last settlement on the list. Actually, this settlement is between
Bebek and Baltalimani, the boundary point between the old sayfiye destinations and
fishing villages, or the suburbs and villages. However, it seemingly did not share its
culture with the southern settlements. Located on the narrowest point of the

Bosphorus, the place was the least suitable for allowing a pier or a settlement.

310 Tytel: 62-70.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

Istanbul, an age-old city, a city of constant movement, is not a stranger to rapid
changes. It became the capital of the Roman Empire, expanded at an unprecedented
pace until the late Medieval era, and shrank until the Ottomans arrived; it flourished
with the Ottoman rule since the earlier days. The population of the city entered into a
trend of increase in parallel with the rising importance of the ruling empires.
Actually, one of the defining elements of the urbanism in the city was that it was at
in the focus of the region, if not this side of the world. Indeed, late Byzantine and
early Republican periods could be regarded as two sole periods in the history of
Istanbul when the popularity of the city decreased. In the period this thesis covered
on, namely late 19" century, Istanbul witnessed a growth in population for two
reasons: Immigrants from lost territories and European merchants in search of profit
in Istanbul and Ottoman territories, especially after the Crimean War. Indeed, as
pointed out above, after 1850s, for the first time since the conquest, the number of

non-Muslim inhabitants of the larger city surpassed the number of those Muslims.*!!

Although population statistics of Istanbul are mostly problematic and insights from
different travelogues regarding the population are incoherent, we can estimate that
the number of inhabitants were likely close to a million in its peak point. Despite the
inconsistency in statistics, maps could tell that the area of the city grew and the urban
space did not lose density. The city even had “satellite cities” around, primarily

Eyiip, Galata and Uskiidar, and incorporating some other towns through time.

Some of these towns annexed into the metropolitan area are in the scope of research

in this study: the northbound settlements on the European side of the Bosphorus

31 Clark, Istanbul: 102-105.
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coastline. Although being an age-old vacation spot for rulers of the city since the
Byzantine era, Bosphorus shorelines were slowly, but surely, annexed to the
metropolitan area of Istanbul. Once a summer hotspot for the dynasty and fishing
villages alongside, the area was slowly inhabited by upper classes of the society,
such as state officials and merchants. Especially after the Crimean War, the number
of Europeans settling Istanbul skyrocketed, whose majority was European and high
society. Most of them have chosen to settle in the part of the metropolitan area of the
city with a similar culture and urban space: the northern side of the Golden Horn.
Galata, being a Genoese colony during the late Byzantine period, preserved its
character under the Ottoman rule, eventually being a home to those coming from
Europe. Some of the foreigners also chose a summer residence, mostly around
Biiyiikdere and Tarabya, the northern side of the Bosphorus. Summer residences of
embassies were also located there, resulting in the creation of a commute standard
between Galata and Bosphorus settlements. Not only Europeans, but also high-
ranking officials were moving their summer residences along the Bosphorus in
summers, allowed by an edict of the Sultan. Since the 18" century, Bosphorus
shorelines were also open for middle classes, though not for summer residences but

as a spot for daily trips.

The increasing population brought not only an increase in the importance of the city,
but it also brought about some problems and intensified existing ones. One of them
was the density of the urban area. Back in history, medieval cities almost always
intended to be compact as it increases efficiency in different factors, such as the
amount of building material used in building a house, accommodating most people in
an area, and decreasing the time spent on commute where people walk from one
place to another. Old cities, therefore, were compact. As populations of these cities
were mostly remarkably lower until the 19" century, it was possible to walk from
one point to the other, until the Industrial Revolution which created a reality called
rural-urban migration. Istanbul had a slightly different yet in many ways surprisingly

similar story with those industrialized cities.

Istanbul was a city of the industrial era, without actual industrialization. The city

witnessed most of the effects and consequences seen in industrializing cities without
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a proper industrialization. What scholars commonly tell about Victorian London on
the verge of industrialization was mostly filth, smog, and diseases. Indeed, the
problems in London, where most of the factories were at the heart of the city,
prompted the birth of urban planning discipline. Istanbul, although not industrialized
in this period, witnessed a steep increase in population. The result was the
transformation of old Istanbul, which was mostly spoken of with admiration by

travelogues, to a city with crammed streets and almost-regular plagues.

6.1. Sirket-i Hayriye: A Successful Attempt?

The project of Sirket-i Hayriye was built on top of this emerging phenomenon: The
population of the city was increasing and living conditions were getting worse day
by day. The population did not fit in the already-large urban area anymore; thus, the
city had to be expanded. People, many of who were able to do so while keeping their
ties with the city, chose the northern flank of the Bosphorus, where people admired
but settling there was only possible in summers. The idea was that if the Bosphorus
settlements were accessible in all seasons of the year, it would automatically drag
some of the population of the old city to the to-be-annexed suburbs of the Bosphorus.
Policymakers believed that people already wanted to move in those places, and if it

becomes possible, they would.

As the statistics show, the number of commutes increased in the era of ferries. It was
already increasing in the 18" century, as could be said by the skyrocketing number of
caiques, and the trend continued in the 19" and early 20™ centuries. The total number
of commutes done by Sirket-i Hayriye was in a trend of increase from 1880 to 1913.
Except 1897 and 1898, almost no significant drop in passenger statistics was seen.
Especially between 1905 and 1912, the number of commuters almost doubled.
Unfortunately, there is no information on tickets sold before 1880 as their statistics
were not kept by Sirket-i Hayriye. However, the trend in rising frequencies in daily
trips, increasing capacity and maximum speed of ferries and increasing number of
ferries in stock could represent an increase in the demand for daily commutes

between the city and the Bosphorus suburbs.
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However, ferries also had their drawbacks. Although one of the aims of the founding
fathers of Sirket-i Hayriye was to annex the northern sides of the Bosphorus to the
urban area, there was a missing point. Although not as much as caiques, ferries were
also vulnerable to weather conditions. When the Bosphorus was windy and choppy,
ferries offered a less pleasant journey. The comfort of the trip significantly dropping,
timetables of journeys missing, and trips being cancelled. Therefore, both comfort
and reliability of the service was sharply lowered in winter. In addition, the Bosporus
was mostly reported as too cold in winters. It is hard to reach an exact conclusion of
how many of the residents of Bosphorus became permanent in this area, staying four
seasons in these suburbs. It could be easily seen that commutes increased in summers

and population of Bosphorus settlements increased in this season.

However, it could be inferred that the demand for winter commutes on ferries were
initially below the expectations, due to the vulnerabilities of the ferry system. On the
other hand, an increase in population in Bosphorus settlements and a demand for
permanent residency in these areas were visible. For instance, residents of
Arnavutkdy collected petitions for demanding the tram line of Ortakdy to be
extended to Arnavutkdy, pointing out that the population of the area had increased
and trams were more reliable than ferries in winter. Although tram had its own
drawbacks in rain and snow, such as lowering friction on rails and a risk of road
closures under heavy snow, it was seen as a more reliable mode as it was mostly

immune to strong winds and not affected by waves as ferries and caiques.

Ironically, the main goal of Sirket-i Hayriye was accomplished by one of its main
competitors, Tramvay Kumpanyasi. Offering reliable land access to Bosphorus
settlements, also a significant rival for ferries especially during winter, it played a
significant role in making these places permanent residences. However, this only
happened after the electrification of the system after 1912. Adding that the northern
shorelines of Bosphorus were declared as no-man zone during the Great War, and the
fact that tram horses and ferries were confiscated for the war efforts,*'? the dynamics

of mass transit in the area was redefined after the war. After the war, ferries started to

312 Akyildiz, “Osmanli Istanbul’'unda Deniz Ulagimi (Modern Dénem).”: 461-62, and Engin,
“Istanbul’da Kara Ulasimi.”: 408

117



lose the competition against trams; and when buses and cars arrived, trams also faded
away. Today, this area is one of the most expensive housing and business areas in the

entire Tiirkiye.

6.2. Two Faces of Urban Annexation

The thesis has defined urban annexation in two senses: space-based and daily-life-
based. The space-based annexation meant that the urban area of Istanbul and those in
suburbs were spatially integrated, creating a continuous urban space. These areas
tended to be closer to the city center and lack natural boundaries between themselves
and the city center. Eyiip was a traditional example of this. The town lay next to the
historic walls of the city and on the Golden Horn, becoming a spatially integrated
satellite town to Istanbul. As Istanbul also grew on the shorelines of Golden Horn
since the earlier periods, Eyiip, together with Galata, could be considered as one of

the first towns annexed by Istanbul.

Galata had a natural barrier with Istanbul, the Golden Horn. Unlike Istanbul and
Eylip, Galata was located on the northern flank of the Golden Horn. Albeit being so
close to Istanbul, it managed to obtain an autonomous characteristic and a separate
dynamic of living. Once controlled by Ottomans, Galata mostly kept its autonomy
while, day by day strengthening the link with Istanbul. Before the Bridge was built
between Eminonii and Karakdy, there was a heavy traffic of caiques between two
sides of the Golden Horn.*!® The first bridge was between Azapkap: and Unkapani,

further from both city centers, until the Bridge opened in its current place.

It is harder to define when Galata could be classified as “annexed”. Although the
term Bilad-1 Selase stayed alive for a long time and used for pointing out Eyiip,
Galata, and Uskiidar at the same time, all these cities had strong links with Istanbul

in changing relativities, and all were spatially annexed in differing periods of time.

Between 1850 and 1908, which is the time period the study mainly covers, there

were two more towns spatially annexed to the metropolitan area of Istanbul: Besiktas

313 Seetzen, Istanbul Giinliikleri: 65.
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and Ortakdy, which are considered in the study under the title of “Proximate
Settlements”. Maps dating around the 1840s show that although these towns were
close to Istanbul, their urban areas were not connected; while later maps clearly show
that the two became urban quarters of Istanbul. It could be assumed that a town
spatially annexed to the city was also annexed in terms of daily life rhythms of the
residents. Besiktas and Ortakdy were also one of the first areas in Istanbul that
obtained a direct tram service to Azapkapir and the Bridge, thus getting direct

connection to the city center.

However, there were some in-between areas, which were on the verge of spatial
annexation but still kept a distance, which are discussed under the name of
“Peripheral Settlements” in the study. The main towns and villages in these areas
were Bebek, Kurugesme and Arnavutkdy. They had been inhabited by state officials
in summers since the 18" century and were in a certain proximity to Istanbul.
However, the gap between these settlements and the city proper was on the trend of
closing during the late 19" and early 20" centuries. They were mostly nestled
between valleys and creeks, situated on the point valleys met with the Bosphorus.
Therefore, there were natural barriers not only between settlements, but also between
this part of coastal area and the city. The latter distance was suitable for daily
commutes to the Bridge; therefore, the daily life cycle in this area was incorporated
to Istanbul despite still being spatially distant. In other words, there was no
connectivity, except a cobblestone road built in the 18" century, but the ferry.

However, people easily commuted to the city, especially in summer seasons.

It could be also assumed that most of these areas initially mostly acted as a dormitory
during the earlier phases of the annexation, a strictly residential zone. However, in
time some amenities and services were provided. For instance, many foreign schools
were located in Bosphorus suburbs. Baths and mosques were already there, of
course, together with stores that provided basic needs. Other amenities, such as
police stations and piers were also built over time. Piers were also lively places by
commercial and leisure activities such as coffee houses where people spent their time
while waiting for the ferry. Therefore, these suburbs gradually became work spaces
for some residents, who either commuted to these areas for work or both lived and

worked in the suburb.
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Finally, there were more distant areas located, from Emirgan to Biiyiikdere.
Especially Tarabya and Biiyiikdere were home to residences of foreign embassies
and seen as “little Europe” in travelogues. Those areas were only not annexed to the
urban space, their daily life integration was also limited. There was little or no land
access to these areas, as ferries and caiques were the only methods connecting these
areas to the city. Although it was possible to commute between Biiyilikdere and the

Bridge in an hour, it was expensive and could be afforded only by the well-to-do.

Creation of jobs around piers in some of the settlements also signified the emergence
of a central node for these suburbs, as ferries were defined as a node-base mode in
the study. As seen from most of the maps presented above, there was a mutual
relation between transportation links, geography and the way urban space was
arranged. Piers were located based on two variables: the most central area of the
town with the highest degree of accessibility, and the area with least disturbance and
hazard by winds and waves. Streets and roads were intended to take people from
their neighborhoods and take them to the town center and the pier, where these two
were mostly in the same place, with some exceptions mostly dictated by the
geography. As these towns expanded in population due to the people emigrating
from the city center, the roads expand further as much as the geography permits.
However, both geographical limitations and a need to access the pier and town center

on foot, required distances to be relatively short, as in earlier medieval towns.

Besiktas and Ortakdy had one more layer, the land connection. There, there were two
directions with a pressure of growth: to a node where pier was based, and to a line
where the main connector road to Istanbul and the tram line lies, adding a layer of
orbitality in these towns on top of a radial layer from the pier to the peripheral

quarters of these towns.

6.3. Unintended Consequences? Deriving Cases from the Past

In the end, one of my main targets was to, humbly, prepare a case study for viewing
historic cities in favor of serving contemporary transportation planning efforts by

presenting a theoretical background. Especially urban planning, together with the
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issues of transportation planning, may require a vernacular addition in order to view
the background of demands, characteristics, and attitudes. Viewing the centuries-old
transportation network of Istanbul might help understanding the present and shaping

the future.

On the other hand, modern problems require modern solutions, Chappelle once said.
Though, are our problems really “modern”? Or, how could we define “modern”?
One of the main questions in my mind when I decided to write this thesis was that
how history could teach us in finding solutions for modern problems. One of the
greatest motivations of mine on writing this paper was to find solutions and cases on
how modern problems were solved in earlier times. Remembering that Romans were
the first ones who made their streets pedestrian-only may give us ideas about how

some problems might be older than people would expect.

In this way, I have also tried to seek what could be derived from the unintended
consequences seen the past. How did rulers of the city, Sirket-i Hayriye, Tram
companies, and people react to changes, aim at something and achieve some of that,
when urban planning was on the verge of birth? I humbly think that one of the links
missing in modern Turkish planning studies was to make things in harmony with the
people, their ideas, cultures, and the past. History shows us that among an infinite
number of events and phenomena, there might be something that may enlighten our
very modern problems. How people, institutions and the space reacted on novelties,
without a theoretical framework and practical experience should be reviewed, I

believe.

For instance, policymakers tended to separate areas of operation for different entities.
However, they may not expect that trams and ferries may be intended to compete
with each other or create a hierarchy of modes between them. Or, they may not be
intended to designate satellite towns as suburbs, with a self-established suburb
methodology with a radial expansion mode and eventually becoming a part of a
greater linearity spread from the radius of the Bridge. They may have only seen an
opportunity in establishing a direct link between Besiktas and Uskiidar and did not

realize that they created a kind of northern ring line to the city, an orbital layer on the
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metropolitan area itself. Or, when rulemakers tend to separate areas of operation in
order to eliminate competition between entities, they may not be realized that they
automatically created a Bridge-based nodality in making the Bridge as the main
exchange point between modes, or how trams from inland fed the ferry system and
how they distributed their roles not only in terms of land versus sea but also between

short and long distances.

The list of unintended consequences may be even larger than this, or may not be

even mentioned in this whole study.

I believe that the unintended consequences of those actions in history, accomplished
without a theoretical background, could be an enlightening case on our perspectives
of modern urban planning. These cases may help create a vernacular theoretical
background for the modern urban planning in Tiirkiye, in relation with contemporary
methodologies studied for years. The issue is not to scrap any kind of methodology
to replace it with its vernacular one, but applying contemporary methodologies
paying attention to the existing urban culture of Tiirkiye, regarding its past, the
people, common behaviors, and more. The solution is not copying and pasting a
successful attempt in a different environment, but applying it with a blend with the

existing urban tradition in Tiirkiye.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu Yiiksek Lisans tezi, esasen 1850-1908 yillar1 arasinda Istanbul metropoliten
alaninin Bogaz aksinin Avrupa yakasinda biiyiimesi ve bu olgunun toplu tasima
sistemleriyle olan iliskisini ele almakta, ayrica Istanbul’u siklikla donemindeki
cagdaslartyla kiyaslayarak tartismak vasitasiyla bir vaka analizi olma iddias1 ihtiva
etmektedir. Tezin bahsi gegen tarih araligini baz almasindan yana temel gaye, 1850
yilinin gerek Sirket-i Hayriye’nin kurulusu, gerek Kirim Savasi ve kaybedilen
topraklar vasitasiyla artan niifusun kent ortamini kalabalik ve sagliksiz bir ortama
bliriiyiip, genel hayat kalitesini daha asag1 ¢ekmesi gibi kentin kuzeye genislemesini
tesvik eden pek cok faktoriin kesisim tarihine tekabiil etmesi, tezin ana baslangi¢
tarihi olarak 1850 yilinin tezin ana kismimin baslangi¢ tarihi olmasina 6n ayak
olmustur. Bu hususla beraber, isbu tez, yerli yerince olmak kosuluyla 1850 yilinin
oncesinde vuku bulan gelisme ve degisimlere de atifta bulunma hususunda ¢ekingen
bir tutum sergilemekten kaginmaktadir. Ornegin, Sirket-i Hayriye’nin 1858 yil1 sefer
tarifesi ile Sirket-i Hayriye oncesi donemdeki vapur seferlerine dair bilgiler sunan
Tarih-1 Lutfi, ¢ogunlukla birbirleriyle karsilastirmali bir temelde ele alinmakta ve iki
belgede yazan farkliliklara binaen Sirket-i Hayriye ile 1850 Oncesinde Bogaz
civarinca isleyen Tersane vapurlarmin sefer stratejileri lizerindeki farkliliklar ele

alinmakta ve bunun mekansal etkileri iizerine yer yer tartisiimaktadir.

Tezin 1908 yili civarlarinda sonlanmasinin temel sebebi ise Osmanli Devleti ve
Istanbul 6zelinde de@isen siyasi atmosferin ulasim dinamiklerine ve sistemin
kendisine olan etkileridir. Ornegin, II. Mesrutiyet sonrasinda Bogaz kiyisindaki
yerlesimlerin daha da yogunlagsmasi ve ayni donem zarfinda Sirket-i Hayriye nin
hasilat ve donemlik yolcu sayisindaki yiikselis, Bogaz kiyisindaki banliydlerin bu
donemde artik yeni bir faza gectigini isaret edebilir. 1907 yilindan itibaren hiz
kazanan grevler yine dinamikleri degistirme potansiyeline sahip bir baska etkendir.
Ayrica, bu siirecin hemen akabinde takip eden Birinci Diinya Savasi ile beraber

Bogazin bir bélgesinin askeri alan ilan edilip tahliye edilmesi, ayrica elektrikli
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tramvaylarin athi tramvaylarin yerini almasi, yine bu geg¢is doneminde Tramvay
seferlerindeki kesintiler, kisa siire icinde bambaska tarihsel fazlara isaret etmektedir.
Bu fazlarin ulasim ve banliyé dinamiklerine etkisi baz alindiginda, tezin kapsadigi
zaman araligi i¢in kabaca 1850 ile 1908 yillari; bir diger deyisle kabaca Kirim Savasi
ve Sirket-i Hayriye’nin kurulusu ile Ikinci Mesrutiyet’in ilan1 arasindaki siire baz

alinmustir.

Bu donem, ayni zamanda Sanayi Devrimi’nin diinya sathinda hissedilmeye
baslandig1 ve etkileri ile yeni teknolojilerin Osmanli topraklarina da erismeye
basladig1 bir zaman aralifini isaret eder. Bu dénemde, Istanbul’un biiyiimesindeki
ana temanin sanayilesme olmadigi goz oOniinde tutulmalidir. Dadyan ailesi gibi
girisimciler bulunmakta olup, bilhassa Zeytinburnu — Yesilkdy aksinda bir
fabrikalasma yogunlugu ile birlikte sehrin ¢esitli bolgelerinde agilan fabrikalardan
s6z edilse bile, donemin sanayilesme yogunlugu ve Istanbul bazindaki degisimler
gbz oniine alindiginda, sanayilesmenin Istanbul’da koklii degisimlere sebep olan en
temel faktdr olmadig1 sdylenebilir. Bununla beraber, isbu tezde deginilen bir diger
husus, Istanbul’'un “sanayilesme olmaksizin sanayi sehrine benzemesi” halidir.
Istanbul sehri; Londra, Bakii veya cesitli Amerikan sehirleri gibi hizli bir
sanayilesme fazina girmemistir. Basta Londra olmak iizere, bilhassa erken donem
sanayilesmenin kdyden kente gocii yiiksek derecede tesvik ettigi ve kent merkezini
hizla fabrikalarla doldurdugu, bunun sonucunda kent merkezlerinin fazlaca
pislenmesi, kalabaliklagsmas1 ve saglikli bir yasama elverisli olmayan mekanlar
haline donilismesinden hareketle, kentin iist sinifinin bilhassa Thames nehrinin
batisinda kalan yerlere yerlestigi ve sehir merkezine gidip gelebilmeleri ile “banliyd”
ve “banliyd treni” diye zikredilen sistemlerin modern anlamda dogusunun
gozlemlendigi bilim camiasinda yaygm bilinen bir olgudur. Istanbul’un ise,
sanayilesme olmaksizin, benzer durumlardan gectigini sOylemek isabetsiz
olmayacaktir. Gerek kaybedilen topraklardan Istanbul’a gd¢ eden muhacirler,
gerekse Osmanli’nin bu donemde yatirimcilara sundugu imkanlarin Avrupali st
sinifi bdlgeye yerlesmesini tesvik ile Istanbul ve ¢evresinin niifusunun kisa zamanda
hizli bir yiikselise gectigi sdylenebilir. Modern ulagim sistemlerinin ve diizen ile
standartlara haiz bir yol aginin heniiz kurulmamasi, sehir i¢i mobiliteyi

zorlagtirmakta ve kent i¢inin niifus yogunlugunun gittik¢e daha da artmasina sebep
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olmustur. Nitekim, on sekizinci ve on dokuzuncu yiizy1l seyyahlarinin istanbul’a
bakisindaki radikal farkliliklar, gozden kagmamaktadir. Sehirdeki yagam kalitesinin
genel olarak diisme egiliminde oldugu ortadadir. Buna eslik eden susuzluk ve iklim
degisikligi ile beraber, kentte salgin hastaliklar da bas gdstermeye baslamistir.
Sikisik ve yogun kentsel topografyada yaygin olarak sahit olunan ve ¢ogunlukla bir
hayli yikici etkiler doguran yanginlar da kentlinin yasam kalitesini asagi ¢eken bir

bagka etmendir.

Bu baglamda, tezin teorik baglamda bina oldugu ii¢ temel sac ayagini okuyucuya
tamitmak gerekir. Bunlardan ilki olarak pliiralizm 6rnek verilebilir. Istanbul,
birbirinden farkli aktorlerin ve bunlarin yol actigi farkli taleplerin sistemi nasil
sekillendirdigi iizerine bir saha olarak ele alinabilir. Banliydlesen bolgelerin yerel
sakinlerinden, buralara sonradan yerlesen yabanci diplomatlara, hanedan
mensuplarindan bu hanedan mensuplarinin etrafinda kiimelenmeyi terci eden iist
sinif devlet erbabina, biitiin bunlardan Istanbul’a yerlesen ve is yapmay1 amaglayan
kesime kadar, Istanbul’daki ulasim ve yerlesim taleplerini sekillendiren cesitli
gruplar mevcuttur. Ornek vermek gerekirse, yabanci diplomatlar Tarabya ve
Biiytikdere gibi uzak yerlerde konumlanmigken saray erbabi Arnavutkdy gibi gorece
daha yakin bolgelerdedirler. Ayrica Ortakdy gibi yerlerde yabanci okullarin
yogunlugu da g6z onilinde bulundurulmas: gerek olan unsurlardan bir digeri olarak

karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Ornekler artirilabilir.

Tezin teorik boyutunun ikinci sac ayagi olarak simifsallik sunulabilir. Bu hususta,
toplumun c¢esitli sosyal ve ekonomik siniflarinin ¢agdas ulasim sistemlerine finansal
erisim kabiliyeti kiymetli bir yer istigal etmektedir. Tezin ilgili yerlerinde, ulagim
giderlerinin insanlarin gelirlerine ve basit tliketim esyalarina oranla maliyeti
sunulmaktadir. Bunlarla karsilagtirildiginda, sistemin zamanla ucuzlama trendinde
olmakla beraber, orta ve alt siniflarca finansal olarak erisilebilir bulunmasinin belli
bir zaman aldig1 sdylenebilir. Yine de, tezin kapsadigi zaman araligi boyunca,
sistemin c¢ogunlukla ekonomik olarak daha {iist smiflarca tercih edildigini goz
oniindedir. Nitekim, farkli sosyal ve ekonomik gruplarin ulagim sistemlerine finansal
erisim kabiliyeti, kentli i¢cinde bu adi edilen smiflarin 1sinsal bazda bir hiyerarsi

esliginde kentsel mekani paylagmalar1 seklinde bir sonu¢ dogurmustur. Elbette,
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Istanbul’un kendine has sosyal, mekansal, kiiltiirel, dini, etnik, cografi ve diger nevi
faktorlerinden sebeple, kesintisiz ve miikemmel bir 1smnsal hiyerarsi tesvik
etmemektedir. Ornegin, kent merkezinde de bu siiflarin bir ayrisma durumuna
ayrica sahne oldugu, ayrica banliydlerin paylasiminda 1sinsalliktan bagimsiz pek ¢ok
oriintii goriilebilir. Ornegin, Galata Kopriisii niin bir yakast ile diger yakasinin yapist,
Arnavutkoy, Besiktas, Emirgan ve Tarabya’nin yapilari birbirinden ¢esitli farkliliklar
arzetmektedir ve bunlar1 dogrudan 1sinsal hiyerarsiyle iliskilendirmek indirgemeci
bir yaklasim olacaktir. Mesela, Londra’nin mekansal hiyerarsisinde bu i1sinsallik
olgusu Istanbul’dan daha net gozlemlenebilirken, Paris’in bir nevi dogu ve bati
olarak smifsal bazda ikiye ayrildigi, yine Bakii’nlin mahallelerinin c¢ogunlukla
Miisliiman, Rus, Ermeni gibi etnik ve dini baglar vasitasiyla sekillendigi ve kentli

arasinda paylasildig1 gézden kagmamalidir.

Tezin teorik temelinin iiglincii ve son sac ayagi ise kurumsal ve organizasyonel
baglardir. Bilhassa ulasim isletmecilerinin farkli karakterleri ve aralarindaki iliskiler
ile devlet yapisinin ¢esitli karar ve uygulamalar1 vasitasiyla buna miidahalesi, ulagim
sistemini sekillendiren faktorlerden biri olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Buna en temel
orneklerden bazilari, Osmanli idaresinin Istanbul ve cevresinin ulagim hizmetleri
yetkilerini ¢esitli olusumlar arasinda paylastirmasi ve yer yer bu olusumlar1 kendi
bolgelerinde tekel ilan etmesidir. Ornegin, Hali¢ Vapurlar1 Sirketi yalnizca Galata
Kopriisii'niin bat1 kesiminde islemekte, Sirket-i Hayriye ise, istisnalar haricinde,
Uskiidar dahil ve Kadikdy hari¢ olmak iizere, Bogaz cevresini tekeline almaktadir.
Tramvay Kumpanyasi ise en basta Istanbul genelindeki tramvay ve omnibiis isletme
imtiyazina sahip olmakla beraber, zaman icinde Uskiidar tarafinda bu imtiyazi
kaybetmistir. Sirket-i Hayriye’nin isledigi rotalarda, 6zellikle yabanci feribotlarin
islemesi yasaklanmis, Tersane vapurlari ve sonrasinda kurulacak Idare-i Mahsusa ise
Bogaz ve Hali¢ disinda faaliyet gostermistir. Ayrica, Sirket-i Hayriye’nin 6zel ve kar
amaci giiden statiisiine ragmen en biiyiik hissedarimin Sultanin ta kendisi olmasi, yine
hissedarlarinin kayda deger bir kisminin devlet ricalinden olmasi, hatta Pasalar
Kumpanyasi olarak anilmasi, 6zel sermayeye devletin miidahalesi ve devletin
sermaye iizerindeki giicli vasitasiyla sistemi dizayn etme kabiliyeti agisindan dahi

tartisilabilir.
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Bu ii¢ temel sac ayagi vesilesiyle tezi okumak miimkiindiir. Bununla beraber, tez ilk
olarak 1850 oOncesi donemi ele alarak baslamaktadir. Ana c¢ergeve itibariyla,
Istanbul’un kendi ¢evresine yayilma egilimi tarih boyunca gozlemlenebilir. Bizans
doneminden beri Bogaz kiyilarinin tatil bolgeleri olarak kullanildigina dair bulgulari
elde tutmakla birlikte, Istanbul’un erken ddnemlerden itibaren g¢evresinde uydu
kentler meydana getirme egiliminde oldugundan bahsedilebilir. Nitekim, bu uydu
kentlerin en eskileri arasinda Eyiip, Galata ve Uskiidar gésterilebilir. Bu kentlerin,
ayn1 zamanda Bilad-1 Selase olarak anilmasi, bunlarin uydu kentler niteligi
tasidiginin bilinmesi baglaminda bir ipucu da ayrica teskil edebilir. Bununla beraber,
bilhassa Lale Devri olarak anilan donemle beraber, Hali¢ ve Bogaz c¢evresindeki
yazlik yerlesimlerin hiz kazandigi, 6zellikle hanedanin bu bolgeleri tercih etmesi ve
bu konutlarin gevresine kiimelenme egilimi gosteren iist sinif ile beraber, bu uydu
kentler siireciyle beraber bir banliydlesme siirecinin de yavasca basladig1 izlenebilir.
Zaman i¢inde ilerleme egilimi gdsteren bu siire¢ vasitasiyla bu yerlesimler ile sehir
merkezi arasindaki ulasim talebi de artis egilimi gostermistir. Kayik ve kayike1
sayilarindaki arti, bu baglamda bir Ornek olarak sunulabilir. Ayrica 1828’de
Osmanli topraklarma ilk feribotun gelmesi ve ardindan baglayan ilk feribot
seferlerinin, bu talebin daha da tetiklenmesine ve daha da hizli artmasina sebep
oldugu sdylenebilir. Nitekim, feribot ile beraber kayiklardan daha giivenli, daha
ongoriilebilir ve daha konforlu bir ulasim sistemi Istanbul ve ¢evresine tanitilmistir.
Bununla beraber, seferlerin azlig1 ve yetersizligi giin yiiziine ¢ikmakta ve yalnizca
mesai saatlerinde degil (ki bu mesai saatlerinin tam olarak tutturulamadigr da
belirtilmektedir), giin icinde de bu feribot seferlerinin isletilmesinin 6nemi zamanla
su yiiziine ¢ikacak ve Sirket-i Hayriye’nin kurulusunun temel gayelerinden biri

olacaktir.

Iste bdyle bir ortamda Sirket-i Hayriye’nin kuruldugu sdylenebilir. Kegecizade Fuad
ve Ahmet Cevdet Pasa’nin kaleme aldigi ve Bogaz aksinda isleyecek bir feribot
sirketinin kurulmasini 6neren bir mektupta ele alinan meseleler kisaca, vapur
seferlerinin  standart ve kalitesinin  yiikseltilmesi, Bogaz yerlesimlerine
erisilebilirligin daha da artirilmasi, bu hususlarin ayrica sehrin yogunluguna ¢6ziim
getirip kiralar1 diislirebilecegi, daha ¢ok yazlar1 aktif olan Bogaz kiyilarimin kigin da

yerlesilmekle beraber yazlik hiiviyetini zamanla birakarak sehrin tam bir banliydsiine
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doniismesidir. Bu hususlarin 1s1ginda, 1850 yilinda Sirket-i Hayriye’nin kurulus
caligmalar1 baglamis olup, ilk birkag y1l sonrasinda sistemin genel olarak oturdugu ve

yiikselis profili gdsterdigi goriilebilir.

Bu tartismanin akabinde, 1850 sonrasi kurulan toplu tasima sistemini genel bir
cerceve icerisinde konumlandirmak gerekir. Bu hususta bahsedilecek faktorlerin
basinda Bogaz ve Bogaz kiyilarinin cografyasi gelmektedir. Bogaz kiyilar1 genel
olarak daglar ve vadilerle kesilen bir cografyadan teskil olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
bolgeye kara ulasimi ve mekansal entegrasyon sorunludur. Ne var ki, dalgali ve
riizgarl olsa da, Bogaz dogal bir yol olusturmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, bu yerlesimlerin
eskiden beridir Bogaz odakli oldugu sdylenebilir. Bolgede yasanan banliydlesme de,

en azindan erken fazlarda, bu baglamda olmustur.

Bu husustan hareketle, kentin genel olarak dogal koridorlar etrafinda biiylime
egiliminde oldugu sdylenebilir. Nitekim Sirket-i Hayriye’nin iki ana hatti, Rumeli ve
Anadolu hatlaridir ki bu hatlar Galata Kopriisii'nden baslayip Bogazin Rumeli ve
Anadolu kiyilarina paralel olarak devam ederler. Bu baglamda, Sirket-i Hayriye’nin
bu iki omurga hatti, merkez ile ¢evreyi 1sinsal diizlemde birbirine baglar. Bununla
beraber, Sirket-i Hayriye oOncesi vapurlarin daha agresif bicimde daha uzak
yerlesimlere Oncelikli olarak hizmet verdigi, mesela Besiktas’1 pas gectigi, Sirket-i
Hayriye’nin ise, 1858 yili hizmet tarifesi uyarinca bu baglamda daha dengeli bir
politika izledigi goriilebilir. Bu politika degisikliginin de etkisi olacak ki, Besiktas ve
Ortakdy gibi Istanbul’a daha yakin yerlesimler biiyiimiis ve kisa siire icinde kentsel
mekanla entegre olmugtur. Bu hususta bir kanit olarak, Sirket-i Hayriye’den 20 yil
sonra hizmete giren tramvay sisteminin hizmet verdigi ilk koridorun Galata Kopriisii
ile Ortakdy arasinda oldugu gosterilebilir. Nitekim yol boyunca yolcu indirip
bindiren tramvaylarin  bu yolcu likiditesini  saglayabilecekleri  hatlar

onceliklendirdigi, tezin ilgili yerlerinde deginilen bir husus olmustur.

Bu husus 15181nda, sistemin temel organizasyonel semasi hakkinda konusmakta yarar
vardir. Istanbul’daki biitiin ulagim sisteminin merkezinde Galata Kopriisii’niin (tezde
kisaca Koprii olarak bahsedilmistir) oldugu tespiti yersiz olmayacaktir. Nitekim

Galata Kopriisii’niin de bulundugu Istanbul Limani, gerek sehir ici, gerek bolgesel,
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gerek ulusal, gerek uluslar arasi, gerekse de kitalar aras1 gemi ulagiminin son derece
yogun ve bir arada oldugu bir nokta hiiviyeti teskil etmektedir. Ayrica, Galata
Kopriisi'niin bir ayagimin Bahgekapi, diger ayaginin ise Karakdy oldugunu
diisiiniirsek, Koprii Surigi ile Galata’nin en merkezi noktalarini birbirine dogrudan
baglamaktadir. Bir diger deyisle, Galata Kopriisii, bu kentsel alanin tam ortasinda ve
birbiriyle diigiimlendigi noktada yer almaktadir. Tiim bu faktdrlerin yaninda, sehrin
iki tren terminalinden biri Galata Kopriisii’niin Sirkeci ayagimin dogrudan yaninda
yer almaktadir. Diger gar ise Istanbul Bogazi’nin diger tarafinda olup, ayn1 bolgeye
dogrudan feribot aktarmasi vasitasi ile ulasilabilmektedir. Istanbul’un ¢agdaslarmin
aksine tren garlar1 ¢ok sayida ve kentin ceperlerinde degil, olabilecek minimum
sayida ve sehrin dogrudan merkezindedir. Tiim bu bulgular1 topladigimizda istanbul
Limani, dolayisiyla Galata Kopriisii, uluslararast ve ulusal ulasim aglartyla beraber
kent i¢i ve bolgesel ulasimin merkez noktas: tammimi hak etmektedir. Oyle ki, bu
merkezi hiiviyetin, kentin ¢agdaslar1 arasinda nadiren goriilen bir giicte oldugundan

da soz edilebilir.

Bu noktadan hareketle, bu merkez noktay1 besleyecek alt merkezlerin banliydlerdeki
varligindan ve bunlar arasinda bir “noktalar hiyerarsisinden” séz etmek yerinde
olacaktir. Bu husus, s6z gelimi, banliyddeki mahallesinden sabah yola ¢ikan bir
kisinin merkeze ylriimesi, merkezdeki iskelede feribot beklerken g¢evrede vakit
gecirmesi, ardindan vapura binip Galata Kopriisii'nde inmesi, ardindan yiiriiyerek
yahut diger vasitalar yardimiyla varis noktasina ulasmasi seklinde bir hikayeyle
aciklanabilir. Bu baglamda, 1870 sonras1 donemde, bu yolcunun Galata Kopriisii’'nde
indikten sonra tramvaya veya Tiinel’e aktarma yapmasi hususunda, bu vasitalarin
hiyerarsik olarak vapuru besleyici sistemler olarak rol aldig1 gz oniinde tutulabilir.
En azindan, bu tarz bir hiyerarsinin sistem i¢inde varligindan soz edilebilir ve
bolgesel tekellesme ve rekabetten kacinma ilkesi dogrultusunda bdyle bir hiyerarsi
kural koyucu tarafindan arzu edilebilir. Bununla beraber, bu feribot yolculugunun
sozgelimi 1875 yilinda Ortakdy ile Galata arasinda olmasi durumunda tramvay

vapurun hiyerarsik olarak altinda olmayip, vapurun dogrudan rakibi olur.

S6z buraya gelmis iken, Istanbul’daki toplu tasima sisteminin ilkelerine géz atmak

gerekir. Tezde merkez-¢evre geometrisi, kuruluslar arasi iliskinin tesisi ve ulagim
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sistemlerinin yolcu ve mekanla etkilesimi lizerinden {i¢ ana baglam ve bu baglamlar
tizerinden birbirine zit ikiser ilke ele alinmakta ve sistemin hiiviyeti bunlar {izerinden
okunmaktadir. Bu zit ilkelerinin hepsinin, belli donemlerde ve belli agirliklarda

kendilerini ana hikayede gosterdikleri dile getirilebilir.

Merkez-¢evre geometrisi baglaminda birbirine zit iki ilke, 1smsallik ve
yoriingeselliktir. Isinsallik, daha ¢ok merkezden cevreye yayilan i1sinsal hatlar1 ve
giiclii bir merkezin sistemin ortasinda yer almasini tanimlar. Vaka analizimizde, bu
durum kisaca Galata Kopriisii bazli sistemi agiklar. Gerek tramvay, gerek feribot,
gerek tren servisleri Galata Kopriisii'ne endekslenmis durumdadir. Bununla beraber,
yoriingesellik de kendisini gostermis ve zaman ic¢inde ulasim sistemindeki
goriiniirliigii artmugtir. Ornegin, Besiktas — Ortakdy — Uskiidar gibi ring hatlari ortaya
¢cikmis, yine Besiktag’tan Haydarpasa Gari’na Galata Kopriisii aktarmast olmaksizin
dogrudan seferler saglanmistir. Tam burada, ikinci baglamimiz olan ulasim
sistemleri arasi iliski boyutu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamin birbirine zit iki ilkesi
hiyerarsi ve rekabettir. Ulasim sirket ve olusumlarina kati seklinde ayrilan bolgeler
ve bu bolgelerin Galata Kopriisii’nde birbirleriyle kesismesi, ayrica bir isletmecinin
bolgesinde digerinin hizmet vermesinin biiyiik 6l¢iide sinirlandirilmasi, hiyerarsik bir
sistemin kurulmaya c¢alisildigin1 gdosterir hiiviyette emareler olabilir. Bununla
beraber, tramvayin hizmete girdigi ilk hattin Galata — Ortakdy hatt1 oldugu
gerceginden hareketle, sistemde zamanla bir rekabet de dogmustur. Esasen, feribotlar
sisteme ilk girdikleri andan itibaren kayiklar ile bir rekabet halindeydiler. Kececizade
Fuad ve Ahmet Cevdet Pasa’larin yazdiklar1 mektupta kayiklara hiyerarsik olarak
feribotlar1 besleme rolii bigilse de, kayiklarin genel olarak bu rolii reddettikleri
goriilmektedir. Nitekim feribotlara karsi protestolar, sabotajlar, hatta kundaklamalar
goriilmiistiir. Bununla beraber, 6zellikle iskeleler heniiz insa edilmeden 6nce, kiyiya
yakin bekleyen ama tam yanasamayan vapurlara kayiklar vasitasiyla binildigi de
goriilmektedir. Ayrica, Besiktas kayik iskelesinin 1950’lere kadar eski yerini
korudugu bilgisi, feribotlarin kayiklar1 tamamen yok etmedigini gosterebilir. Bir
baska husus da, Besiktas — Haydarpasa hatt1 vakasindan goriilebilecegi iizere, ayn
anda iki farkli idarenin sorumlulugunda kalan hatlara dairdir. Bunlara, saha tahsisinin
Galata Kopriisti merkeze alinarak yapilmasindan 6tiirii, 6zellikle yoriingesel hatlarda

rastlanabilmektedir. Ornegin, Besiktas — Haydarpasa hatti hem Sirket-i Hayriye nin,
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hem de Fevaid-i Osmaniye’nin yetki alanindadir. Bu vakada, isbu hatta iki olusumun
da feribotlarinin c¢aligmasi ve karin iki olusum arasinda esit olarak paylasilmasi

seklinde bir orta yol bulunabilmistir.

Son olarak, ulasim sistemlerinin yolcu ve mekanla etkilesimi lizerinden birbirine zit
iki ilke daha vardir ki, bunlar noktasallik ve ¢izgisellik ilkeleridir. Noktasallik, genel
olarak noktasal bir ¢ekim merkezi iizerinden yolcu toplanmasi ve sistemin bu
noktalar kontroliinde mekana agilmasi olarak Ozetlenebilir. Vapurlarin dogalar
geregi iskelelerden yolcu alip indirmeleri, vapurlart nokta bazli bir sistem olarak
tanimlamamizi saglayabilir. Aymi sekilde trenler, gilinlimiizde ise metrolar,
havalimanlari, hatta bir noktaya kadar erisim kontrollii otoyollar bu siiflandirmaya
dahil edilebilir. Sistem, yolcunun noktaya erismesi, en az iki nokta arasinda seyahati,
ana noktada (Istanbul vakasinda Galata Kopriisii) son olarak hedef noktaya varisi
tizerinedir. Sistem kontrollii noktalar lizerinde durdugundan nerede duracag: bellidir,
dolayisiyla buna gore hizini artirabilir, noktalar1 stratejik olarak belirleyebilir, bu
sayede menzilini artirabilir. Bundan otiiriidiir ki, feribot seferleri Biiylikdere’ye dek
uzayabilmistir. Cizgisellik ise, bir noktanin degil, bir ¢izginin tamaminin ¢ekim alani
olmasidir. Tramvaylar, kayiklar, at arabalari, giiniimiizde ise sahsi araglar, taksiler,
caddeler bu simiflandirmaya dahil edilebilir. Bu sistemlerde noktalar birbirine daha
yakindir ve daha kii¢iikk olma egilim gosterirler, yahut ayrica bir nokta hig
olmayabilir. Ornegin, ath tramvaylar, duraklar1 olup olmamasindan bagimsiz olarak,
yol iistiinden devamli olarak yolcu indirip bindirirler idi. Hatta, tramvaya kosarak
atlamak ve tramvayda bekleyen bilet¢iye tramvay iicretini 0demek, goriildiigi
kadariyla yaygindi. Dolayisiyla, yalnizca kontrollii ve dnceden belirlenmis alanlarda
degil, hat boyunca her yerde yolcu indirip bindirebilen bir sistem olarak tramvaylar
ve kayiklar tanimlanabilir. Bundan 6tiirii, bilhassa tramvaylarin devamli bir kentsel
alanda karliliklarinin daha yiiksek oldugu tartisilabilir. Sonu¢ olarak, niifus
yogunlugunun daha diisiik veya kentsel mekanin kopuk oldugu bolgelere gitme
egilimde degillerdir. Ornegin, Arnavutkdy ahalisinin tramvayin Ortakdy’den
Arnavutkdy’e uzatilmasi i¢in topladiklar1 imzalar sonugsuz kalmis, sistem
Arnavutkdy’e on yillar sonra uzatilmistir. Ustelik, bu donemde Kurugesme’ye kadar

karayolu oldugu bilgisi kayitlarda mevcuttur. Kayiklarda yol ve ray insa maliyeti
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olmadigindan ve daha esnek sistemler oldugundan bu daha az olsa da, yine de

feribota nazaran daha fazla oldugu sdylenebilir.

Son olarak, ulasim sisteminin bu dinamikleri 1s131nda Istanbul metropoliten alaninin
Bogaz’in Avrupa yakasindaki banliydlerini incelemek gerekir. Tezde bunlar yakin,
siirsal ve mesafeli olarak iige ayrilmistir. Yakin yerlesimler kategorisinde Besiktas
ve OrtakOy incelenmistir. Bu iki yerlesim, sehirce ilk ilhak edilen yerler olmustur,
hem mekénsal olarak hem de sakinlerinin giinliikk yasam dongiisiince sehrin biitiin bir
pargasi haline gelmislerdir. Nitekim Sirket-i Hayriye kurulduktan 20 yil kadar kisa
bir zaman sonra buralarda tramvay seferleri islemeye baslamistir. Bu bdlgelerde
ulasimin da daha erisilebilir oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir. Ayrica, sehirde ulasim
aglarmin yogun ve hareketli oldugu yerler olarak yukarida zikredilen ilkelerin
birbiriyle ¢akistig1 ve yer yer ayni anda iki zit ilkenin goriilebildigi yerler olarak
tezde kaydedilmistir. Ikinci grup Arnavutkdy, Kurucesme ve Bebek’ten
olusmaktadir. Bu bdlgeler giinlilk yasam dongiisiince kente ilhak olunan yerler
olsalar da mekansal olarak ilhak olmamislardir. Nitekim, tramvayin uzun siire bu
bolgeye gelmedigi goriilmektedir. Bunda kentin ve banliydlerin biiylime hiziyla
beraber, cografi engeller ve bolgelerin dort mevsim erisilebilirligi de etkili olabilir.
Nitekim, bu bolgelerde kisin ve kotii havalarda ulasim aksama tehdidiyle karsi
karsiyadir. Bolgeye giden bir karayolu olsa da, yol durumunun koéti oldugu

goriilmektedir.

Son grup ise mesafeli yerlesimlerdir. iki bdlge de kente mekansal oalrak ilhak
olunmayip, giinliik hayat entegrasyonlari1 da siirhidir. Bunlar kendi arasinda
diplomatik bolgeler ve yerel bolgeler olarak ikiye ayrilabilir. ilk sinifa, dncelikle
Tarabya ve Biiyiikdere gibi diplomatik misyonlarin yogun oldugu yerler yer
almaktadir. Bu bolgelerde, tercih edilen bir mesafe durumu ve kasitli bir mesafelilik
goriilebilir. Ekonomik erisilebilirlik sayesinde bu bdlgedekiler istediklerinde
Istanbul’a erisebilmekle beraber, toplumun kayda deger bir kismimin buna giiciiniin
yetmedigi anlagilmaktadir. Nitekim, yerel olarak tanimlanan ve Rumeli Hisari’nin
kuzeyi olarak tanimlanan bolge, bu sebepten yerelligini bir siire daha korumustur. Bu
bolgelerin en azindan kentsel hayata entegrasyonu kent biiyiidiikkce ve sistemin

finansal erisilebilirligi arttikga miimkiin olmustur. Bir diger deyisle, Tarabya ve
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Biiyiikdere’nin mesafeliligi bir tercih, digerlerinin ise ulasim sistemlerine finansal

erisimin yetersizligi sebebiyle bir mecburiyet oldugu kaydedilebilir.

Bu tez, Istanbul’un erken dénem ulasimini inceleyerek bunu bir vaka analizine
dontistirmek ve literatliire kazandirma amaciyla kaleme alinmistir. Donemin
gercekligi 1s18inda yeni bir sistemin denenmesi ve bunda beklenmedik sonuglar
onemli bir yer kaplamistir. Sonuglarin beklenebilirligini ylikseltmek, belki de
tarihgilerin literatiire kazandirabilecegi en biiylik seylerden biri olabilir. Bu tezin
yazilma amaglarindan biri de, ge¢gmiste denenen seylerin motivasyon ve hedefleriyle
sonuglarint karsilastirmak ve bunun i1s1ginda giinlimiizde benzer sorunlara karsi
¢Ozlimler gelistiren uzmanlara bu hususta bir vaka sunmak ve karar alma siireclerinin

daha isabetli sonuglar elde etmesine yardime1 olmaktir.
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