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Milas, a historic capital of Caria, exemplifies a complex multi-layered settlement 

where the unseen archaeological heritage of the Hekatomnid dynasty is inextricably 

entangled with the living traditional architecture of the Ottoman and Republican eras. 

The discovery of the Hekatomnos Monumental Tomb in 2010 triggered a 

conservation crisis, leading to the demolition of traditional fabrics to expose 

monumental layers, thereby threatening the continuity of urban memory. This thesis 

addresses this conflict through the case study of the Boras House, a registered 19th-

century traditional dwelling situated on the physical and legal boundary of the 

Uzunyuva Archaeological Site. 

The study adopts a theoretical perspective grounded in óUrban Archaeologyô and 

óBuilding Archaeologyô to interpret the structure not merely as an architectural 

object but as a stratigraphical interface. Through a detailed analysis of the Boras 

House, the thesis questions how traditional domestic architecture can coexist with 

and reveal the potential archaeological layers it sits upon, without compromising its 

own integrity. 
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Based on the óValues-Problems-Potentialsô (VPP) assessment, the thesis proposes a 

óScenario-Based Adaptation Matrixô to manage this ontological uncertainty. 

Rejecting the binary choice between museumification and isolation, the study 

advocates for a óMixed-Use Adaptationô model. It concludes that the Boras House 

functions as an active óbuffer zoneô interface, where residential continuity is 

maintained alongside a controlled interpretation of the archaeological layer, ensuring 

the sustainability of both the physical fabric and the spirit of the place. 
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ÖZ 

 

¢OK KATMANLI BĶR BAĴLAMDA ¢OK KATMANLI BĶR BĶNANIN 

KORUNMASI MĶLAS'TA BORAS EVĶ 

 

 

Yiĵit, Ozan 

Yüksek Lisans, K¿lt¿rel Mirasē Koruma, Mimarlēk 

Tez Yöneticisi: Doç. Dr. ¥zg¿n ¥z­akēr 

 

 

 

Kasēm 2025, 223 sayfa 

 

Karya'nēn tarihi baĸkenti Milas, Hekatomnid hanedanēnēn y¿zeyde gºr¿nmeyen 

arkeolojik mirasē ile Osmanlē ve Cumhuriyet dºnemlerinin yaĸayan geleneksel 

mimarisinin i­ i­e ge­tiĵi, ­ok katmanlē ve karmaĸēk bir yerleĸimdir. 2010 yēlēnda 

Hekatomnos Anēt Mezarē'nēn keĸfiyle baĸlayan s¿re­, anētsal katmanlarē a­ēĵa 

­ēkarma uĵruna geleneksel dokunun feda edildiĵi bir koruma krizine dºn¿ĸm¿ĸ ve 

kentsel belleĵin s¿rekliliĵini tehdit eder hale gelmiĸtir. Bu tez, sºz konusu ­atēĸmayē, 

Uzunyuva Arkeolojik Alanē'nēn hem fiziksel hem de yasal sēnērēnda konumlanan, 19. 

y¿zyēla ait tescilli Boras Evi ¿zerinden tartēĸmaya a­maktadēr. 

¢alēĸmada yapē, salt mimari bir nesne olarak deĵil; 'Kentsel Arkeoloji' ve 'Yapē 

Arkeolojisi' disiplinlerinin sunduĵu teorik perspektif ēĸēĵēnda, dºnemler arasē bir 

'stratigrafik aray¿z' olarak okunmaktadēr. Boras Evi ¿zerindeki detaylē analizlerle, 

geleneksel bir konutun kendi b¿t¿nl¿ĵ¿n¿ yitirmeden, ¿zerinde y¿kseldiĵi 

potansiyel arkeolojik katmanlarla nasēl birlikte var olabileceĵi ve bu katmanlara nasēl 

gºr¿n¿rl¿k kazandērabileceĵi sorgulanmaktadēr. 

Tez, 'Deĵerler-Sorunlar-Potansiyeller' (DSP) analizi doĵrultusunda, alandaki 

ontolojik belirsizliĵi yºnetebilmek adēna 'Senaryo Tabanlē Adaptasyon Matrisi' 
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ºnermektedir. Yapēyē tamamen m¿zeleĸtirme veya ­evresinden yalētma (tecrit) 

ikilemini reddeden bu ­alēĸma, 'Karma Kullanēm' modelini savunmaktadēr. Sonu­ 

olarak Boras Evi'nin; konut iĸlevinin s¿rd¿r¿ld¿ĵ¿, arkeolojik katmanēn ise kontroll¿ 

biçimde yorumlandēĵē aktif bir 'tampon bºlge' aray¿z¿ olarak kurgulanmasē; bºylece 

hem fiziksel dokunun hem de 'yerin ruhu'nun (genius loci) s¿rd¿r¿lebilirliĵinin 

saĵlanmasē hedeflenmektedir. 

 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Çok Katmanlē Kentler, Kentsel Arkeoloji, Milas, Boras Evi, 

Bina Arkeolojisi. 
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CHAPTER 1  

1 INTRODUCTION   

Anatolian cities are rarely static entities but function as complex palimpsests where 

diverse civilizations have settled and built and rebuilt over millennia. In these multi-

layered contexts the urban fabric constitutes a dynamic accumulation of physical 

strata and social memory encompassing a continuity that transcends singular 

historical periods. Milas as one of the historic capitals of Caria perfectly exemplifies 

this complexity. The cityôs settlement history which has continued uninterrupted 

from antiquity to the present day has created a unique urban landscape where the 

unseen archaeological heritage of the Hekatomnid dynasty lies inextricably 

entangled with the seen and living heritage of Ottoman and Republican-era 

traditional architecture.  

This layered character is not merely a physical phenomenon but a cultural production 

where each era reshaped what it inherited transforming traces of the past rather than 

erasing them. However the coexistence of these layers presents a profound 

conservation challenge in the contemporary era. The imperative to reveal and protect 

archaeological heritage often comes into direct conflict with the sustainability of the 

living traditional city. This tension forces a critical choice between two polarizing 

outcomes which are the museumification of the city prioritizing the dead 

archaeological layer at the expense of social continuity or the rapid transformation 

of the urban fabric that erases the memory of the place. 

This thesis addresses this conflict through the specific case of the Boras House 

located at Parcel 145/38. Situated precisely on the physical and legal boundary 

between a monumental archaeological site known as Uzunyuva and a living 

traditional neighborhood called Firuzpaĸa-Gazipaĸa this building embodies the 
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struggle to reconcile the preservation of deep archaeological values with the 

continuity of daily life.  

 

 

Figure 1.1. Milas Conservation Development Plan Revision (Milas Municipality, 

2023) 
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Figure 1.2. Distribution of Important Ancient Ruins on the Milas City Plan (Kēzēl, 

2025) 

 

Figure 1.3. Uzunyuva excavation site and case study structure relationship 

(Excavation archive). 
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1.1 Problem Definition 

While Milas is characterized by its continuous settlement, the current urban 

condition is defined less by continuity than by a traumatic rupture. This rupture was 

precipitated by the discovery of the Hekatomnos Monumental Tomb in 2010. The 

excavation of the Hekatomnos Mausoleum involved a large-scale intervention: to 

reveal the monumental archaeological layer, 35 unregistered or incompatible 

structures were demolished between 2010 and 2012. While this succeeded in 

exposing a site of global archaeological significance, it simultaneously created a 

profound physical and social "Urban Void". The prioritization of a single historical 

period (the Hekatomnid era) came at the expense of the multi-layered urban texture, 

erasing the intermediate layers of traditional housing that had preserved the siteôs 

collective memory. 

This intervention creates a theoretical and methodological gap in the current 

literature. Existing conservation studies often treat óUrban Archaeologyô (macro-

scale management) and óBuilding Archaeologyô (micro-scale analysis) as separate 

domains. There is a critical lack of methodological frameworks for "boundary zones" 

where a structure is both a 'home' and a potential 'ruin'.  

This conflict is further exacerbated by the "legal deadlock" specific to the study area. 

The Boras House is governed by a fragmented and often contradictory legal 

framework: it is a Registered Cultural Property located within a 2nd Degree 

Archaeological Site, yet it physically abuts the 1st Degree Archaeological Site.  

The distinction between these zones creates a paradox. 1st Degree sites are areas of 

absolute preservation, while 2nd Degree sites exist in a state of legal uncertainty. In 

this context, the legislation demands the preservation of the house as a registered 

asset, yet restricts the very interventions such as foundation strengthening needed to 

sustain it due to archaeological sensitivity. This legal ambiguity places structures 

like the Boras House at high risk, forcing a binary choice: either the building is frozen 



 

 

 

5 

to protect the potential sub-strata which leads to decay or it is expropriated by 

severing its connection to the community. 

The central problem identified in this thesis is therefore the Isolation Risk. As the 

archaeological zone expands and the surrounding traditional fabric is cleared or 

converted into tourist facilities the Boras House faces the danger of becoming an 

isolated artifact detached from the urban context that gives it meaning. Furthermore 

the potential presence of significant archaeological remains beneath the house 

specifically the posited Bouleuterion indicated by Frank Rumscheidôs mapping 

intensifies the pressure. The house exists in a state of tension as it is a registered 

cultural asset that must be protected yet it sits upon an archaeological layer that 

scientific interest seeks to reveal. Resolving this conflict regarding how to maintain 

the socially useful purpose of habitation while respecting the archaeological 

sensitivity of the site is the primary problem this study seeks to address. 
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Figure 1.4. Map showing the site boundaries, attached to the decision numbered 

3007, dated 27.01.1993, of the Izmir No. 2 Board for the Protection of Cultural and 

Natural Heritage (Dºnertaĸ, 2023). 

 

Figure 1.5. Site map annexed to the decision numbered 1345, dated 18.01.2013, of 

the Muĵla Cultural and Natural Heritage Preservation Board (Dºnertaĸ, 2023). 
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1.2 Thesis Case Study: The Boras House as a Boundary Structure 

Within the broader context of Milas the Boras House has been selected as the primary 

case study because it physically and conceptually embodies the intersection of these 

competing values. Located on lot number 145/38 in the Firuzpaĸa-Gazipaĸa 

neighborhood the building is situated immediately north of Hisarbaĸē Hill which is 

the historic core of the settlement . Its position is critical as it lies within the 

boundaries of the 2nd-degree archaeological site while directly bordering the 1st-

degree archaeological site of the Uzunyuva Mausoleum. This location transforms the 

structure into a physical interface between the protected monumental void of the 

excavation area and the continuing life of the traditional residential fabric. The 

building is not merely a representative of vernacular architecture but acts as a 

boundary structure where tangible heritage and living culture intersect. 

The significance of the Boras House extends beyond its visible architectural features 

to the unseen layers beneath it. Archaeological assessments including Frank 

Rumscheid's mapping identify the potential existence of a Bouleuterion located just 

to the east of the house. This hypothesis is supported by the site's topography and the 

density of spolia found in the vicinity suggesting that the house sits atop the 

perimeter of a monumental public complex from the ancient city. Consequently the 

structure exists in a state of high tension. It is a registered cultural asset that maintains 

its residential function yet it occupies a zone of high archaeological sensitivity that 

could eventually be reclassified as a 1st degree site. This duality raises significant 

uncertainty regarding the building's future specifically whether its continued use as 

a residence can be reconciled with the scientific pressure to reveal the layers beneath 

it. 
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Figure 1.6. F. Rumscheid's Map, 2010. 

 

The Boras House is a two story traditional dwelling that reflects the characteristic 

Milas House typology exhibiting a synthesis of Turkish and Greek architectural 

influences. Its spatial organization featuring a central sofa and a taĸlēk represents the 

traditional lifestyle of the region. The presence of spolia which are reused ancient 

columns and blocks within its courtyard provides physical evidence of the site's 

multi-layered history illustrating the concept of material continuity where ancient 

fragments are repurposed in later domestic fabrics. However the building also bears 

the scars of functional obsolescence. Later interventions such as the addition of a 

concrete kitchen and the modification of bathroom spaces highlight the struggle of 

the inhabitants to adapt a 19th century structure to 21st century living standards. 

These inappropriate interventions while compromising authenticity are testament to 
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the persistent desire for habitation. The Boras House thus serves as a critical test case 

for understanding how the memory of the area and archaeological remains and 

traditional residential architecture and the lives of its inhabitants can be 

simultaneously safeguarded. 

1.3 Aim and Scope of the Thesis 

The aim of this thesis is not limited to addressing the preservation of the Boras House 

as an individual entity but seeks to explore the broader question of how traditional 

residential fabric in cities like Milas can be conserved alongside archaeological sites. 

Specifically, the study aims to manage the "uncertainty" of the site. Current practices 

often prioritize one historical period at the expense of others as seen in the Uzunyuva 

excavations where the pursuit of a single monumental layer led to the destruction of 

intermediate traditional layers. This study challenges such singular approaches by 

proposing that traditional houses located within archaeological sites are not merely 

architectural obstacles but are vital carriers of social memory and urban continuity. 

The central hypothesis is that allowing these structures to persist in controlled ways 

rather than eliminating their residential function contributes to both the preservation 

of collective memory and the long-term sustainability of the area. 

The scope of the research encompasses a critical evaluation of the legal and 

administrative frameworks governing these hybrid sites. In Turkey a significant 

number of structures within 2nd degree sites remain unregistered and face the risk of 

demolition or abandonment due to strict regulations that make maintenance 

burdensome. This often results in two predominant and equally problematic 

outcomes where either the buildings are left to decay and eventually collapse to allow 

for excavation or they are rapidly transformed into tourist-oriented functions such as 

museums or cafés which erodes the residential character of the neighborhood. 

Accordingly this thesis aims to develop proposals that acknowledge the memory of 

the area and the needs of its contemporary inhabitants. It seeks to prove that a 
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building located within a 2nd degree archaeological site can continue functioning as 

a residence while respecting its archaeological potential. This involves developing a 

Gradual Buffer Zone strategy at the urban scale and specific Adaptive Reuse 

scenarios at the building scale that reconcile the unseen archaeological values with 

the living architectural heritage. 

In the context of Milas this approach is vital for distinguishing the original 19th 

century core of a dwelling from later 20th century interventions thereby establishing 

a scientific basis for conservation decisions. The synthesis of these two disciplines 

allows for a conservation strategy that prioritizes continuity as the primary value. It 

rejects the reduction of heritage to either a museum object or an abandoned ruin 

advocating instead for living archaeology a model where the persistence of 

habitation ensures the sustainability of both the physical fabric and the spirit of the 

place. 

1.4 Methodology and Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis posits that the conventional separation between archaeological research 

and architectural conservation is insufficient for the complex task of managing 

"boundary structures." To bridge this gap, the study adopts a dual methodological 

framework that synthesizes Urban Archaeology and Building Archaeology. 

The primary tool utilized was Building Archaeology. Initially, this methodology was 

applied with the hypothesis of identifying direct "material continuity" such as in-situ 

ancient walls or visible spolia, within the fabric of the Boras House. However, the 

outcomes of the survey necessitated a critical shift in the research trajectory. While 

the rigorous application of Building Archaeology methods provided a detailed 

understanding of the 19th century construction techniques, it revealed no definitive 

surface evidence or visible archaeological traces in the courtyard or the on building. 

This "absence of evidence" became a pivotal finding in itself. It demonstrated that 

the archaeological layer was not physically accessible but remained a "latent 
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potential" defined by the uncertainty of the ground. Consequently, the methodology 

evolved from a descriptive "documentation of findings" into a diagnostic process. 

Since the physical proofs could not be obtained through surface survey, the study 

pivoted to a "deductive" approach, utilizing the VPP (Values-Problems-Potentials) 

Analysis to correlate the buildingôs morphological anomalies such as its elevation 

with the macro-scale data (Urban Archaeology / Rumscheidôs Map). This process 

ultimately necessitated the development of the "Scenario-Based Adaptation Matrix" 

to manage the unproven but highly probable archaeological risk. 

To support this diagnostic process with high precision data, a two stage survey was 

conducted. An initial photogrammetric survey was performed in 2024; however, due 

to insufficient accuracy for detailed deformation analysis, a second, more advanced 

survey was executed. On April 20, 2025, a comprehensive terrestrial laser scanning 

(TLS) was conducted using a FARO Focus scanner. This process generated accurate 

3D point cloud data, which formed the scientific basis for the architectural analysis, 

even in the absence of archaeological finds. 

The findings from the physical survey were further supported by a comprehensive 

hybrid method that incorporates archival research, analysis of old maps, and oral 

testimonies from residents. Furthermore, a comparative method was adopted by 

examining examples of traditional dwellings located near archaeological sites to 

understand different strategies for managing the coexistence of archaeological layers 

and ongoing life. 

The thesis is organized into five main chapters. Following this introduction, Chapter 

2 establishes the theoretical framework. Chapter 3 presents the historical 

development of Milas and the detailed documentation of the Boras House. Chapter 

4 constitutes the core analytical section. It utilizes the "VPP Analysis Table" to 

synthesize the data and, addressing the lack of physical archaeological certainty, 

translates these findings into the "Scenario-Based Adaptation Matrix." Finally, 

Chapter 5 offers a conclusion and discusses the broader implications of this model. 
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CHAPTER 2  

2 MULTI -LAYERED  PLACES : CHALLENGES, OPPORTUNITIES AND MULTI -

LAYERED APPROACHES 

This chapter examines the complexities inherent in urban archaeological places, 

arguing that their conservation is not a static problem but a dynamic process of 

managing living heritage. To establish the theoretical and practical framework for 

this process, the chapter proceeds in three parts. First, it establishes the conceptual 

ground, defining multi-layeredness and differentiating the specific scopes of urban 

and building archaeology. Second, it analyzes the evolution of international 

conservation principles and critically examines the specific legal and administrative 

challenges within the Turkish context that govern heritage conservation. Finally, by 

exploring practical approaches and case studies, the chapter moves from analysis to 

adaptive management strategies, arguing that sustainable conservation in such 

environments depends on an interdisciplinary approach that balances archaeological 

integrity with the needs of the living city. 

Multi -layered towns, defined as settlements of continuous habitation where 

historical stratification defines both the "diversity" and the "specificity" of the site, 

present a unique conservation challenge (Altēnºz, 2002) The primary value of such 

towns is their capacity to provide tangible continuity between diverse historical 

periods within a unified, evolving whole (Zanchetti & Jokilehto, 1997). However, 

this continuity is not merely physical; it is an entanglement of tangible and intangible 

heritage, social relations, and cultural memory. The core problem lies in 

transforming raw historical 'data' into utilizable 'information' through systematic 

evaluation (Altēnºz, 2002). This process is critical, as urban archaeological sites 

carry the traces of cultures from different time periods. The specific stratigraphy that 
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emerges over time is what ultimately constitutes the unique identity and memory of 

that city (Dºnertaĸ, 2023). 

Distinct from archaeological designations, "Urban Sites" (Kentsel Sit) are defined by 

the current Principle Decision No. 681 (2017) as areas where architectural, historical, 

and aesthetic values coexist, requiring the preservation of the street texture, garden 

walls, and urban silhouette as a cohesive whole. This regulation mandates that new 

interventions must respect the existing "texture integrity," replacing the repealed 

Decision No. 720. 

2.1 Understanding the Multi-Layered Heritage Places 

The intersection of these two categories, where a living urban fabric sits atop 

archaeological strata, necessitates a specialized definition known as the "Urban 

Archaeological Site." This complex classification was initially governed by Principle 

Decision No. 702 (2005). However, as noted by Dºnertaĸ (2023), this decision was 

criticized for treating all such areas as a uniform category without accounting for the 

varying density and quality of the archaeological layers. Responding to these 

limitations, the High Council issued Principle Decision No. 3705 in 2025, repealing 

Decision No. 702. This updated regulation introduces a zoning approach based on 

the density of layers, establishing specific technical standards for foundation 

excavation depths and prioritizing in-situ conservation to ensure the sustainability of 

both the archaeological heritage and the contemporary urban life. 

2.1.1 Aspects of Multi -Layeredness 

To analyze this multi-layeredness, it is crucial to define the "setting". This term refers 

to the complete environmental context, encompassing both the immediate 

surroundings and the wider area, which is considered integral to shaping and defining 

the site's distinctive identity and value (ICOMOS, 2005, as cited in Kaya, 2014). 

This framework is often expanded to define the site as a "multi-layered cultural 
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landscape". This approach recognizes that ancient cities were composed of both an 

urban zone (asty) and a rural territory (chora), which included agricultural lands, raw 

material sources, and symbolic networks of rural sanctuaries and funerary 

monuments (Pirson, 2016, as cited in Bilgin Altēnºz et al., 2016). This landscape 

approach analyzes the evolution of human settlement under the influence of both 

physical environmental constraints and successive socio-cultural forces, binding the 

city and its surrounding territory into a single analytical unit. 

Historical cities possess a multi-layered structure where layers accumulate not only 

physically but also as cultural, mnemonic, traditional, and social practices. This 

dynamic understanding of multi-layeredness, where tangible and intangible heritage 

are intertwined, is fundamental (Belge, 2023). Heritage in this context is not a static 

monument frozen in time, but a living system constantly redefined by new societies 

and their transformations (Cámara et al., 2018). This living quality is often described 

as the genius loci, or "spirit of place." This concept is not static; it cannot be "frozen" 

in time but must instead be comprehended in relation to contemporary necessities in 

order to sustain the heritage asset (Schulz, 1980 & 2001, as cited in Kaya, 2014).  

This entanglement means that data concerning historical stratification is inherently 

"spatiotemporal" (Altēnºz, 2002). Analyzing this data requires specific models, such 

as the "sequent snapshots model," which represents the state of urban layers at 

specific time intervals. This model is identified as particularly compatible with the 

historical research methods defined within the Turkish legal conservation framework 

(Altēnºz, 2002). Stratification is thus understood as both an accumulation of material 

culture and an accumulation of social relations (Belge, 2023). A town's unique 

character, or identity, is derived from this specific combination of physical, 

sociological, and psychological remnants from the past. This identity is actively 

supported by the physical environment, just as the environment is shaped by cultural 

continuity (Bilgin, 1996). In continuously inhabited urban centers, these traces exist 

both over and under the ground as a vital historical record (Bilgin, 1996). 



 

 

 

16 

In analyzing the urban tissue, this continuity manifests in two distinct ways: 

"material continuity" and "trace continuity" (Altēnºz, 2002). Material continuity 

occurs when a historic component, such as a building or wall, sustains its physical 

existence, either whole or as a material remain, within the contemporary town. This 

is evident in multi-layered sites like Bergama, where 19th century houses were built 

not only with spolia (recycled stone blocks and bricks) from ancient structures, but 

also structurally, by incorporating the vaults and substructures of Hellenistic and 

Roman buildings directly into their foundations (Ulusoy Binan et al., 2016, as cited 

in Bilgin Altēnºz et al., 2016). "Trace continuity" is more subtle; it occurs when the 

historic feature no longer physically exists but its form persists as a trace in the 

modern fabric, such as a street or plot boundary that follows the path of a demolished 

ancient wall (Altēnöz, 2002). This trace continuity is critical, as it often indicates a 

high potential for original components still existing directly beneath the 

contemporary fabric. This semantic and spatial persistence is also visible in 

Bergama, where a Roman gymnasium's substructure (Gurnellia) has sustained its 

function as a public open space to the present day; where an ancient colonnaded 

street is remembered as "Direkli Yol" (Road with Colonnades); and where Byzantine 

"saintôs tombs" were adopted as Ottoman "yatēr" (dervish graves), maintaining their 

semantic existence (Bilgin Altēnºz et al., 2016). 

Cities with uninterrupted continuity integrate these physical layers of the past with 

today's lifestyles. This coexistence creates a dynamic process that preserves past 

traces while making them part of contemporary experience (Belge, 2023). This is 

also evident in the spatial continuity of social functions; focal points from different 

periods, such as agoras, forums, or markets, often overlap, demonstrating how social 

continuity reinforces the spatial continuity of physical layers. 

2.1.2 Approaches to Understanding the Multi-Layered Context 

In the conservation of multi-layered heritage, the site cannot be understood through 

a single disciplinary lens. To explain the complex "palimpsest" of a city like Milas, 
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it is necessary to employ tools that can bridge the gap between archaeological data 

and architectural reality.  

In this study, Urban Archaeology and Building Archaeology are not utilized as 

formal archaeological excavation methods, but rather as interpretative tools to read 

the different scales of the multi-layered context. While archaeology can be applied 

to diverse landscapes, urban archaeological sites present a unique challenge due to 

their continuous, living occupation, where the heritage fabric is inextricably 

entangled with the modern city. As highlighted in the literature, archaeology is not 

merely the science of excavation but the science of understanding and interpreting 

human production; therefore, archaeological findings must be evaluated through 

interdisciplinary collaboration to ensure the sustainability of cultural continuity 

(Dºnertaĸ, 2023). 

 

Figure 2.1. Sartiaux excavations in 1914 (Yiakoumis, 2010) 
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The development of urban archaeology as a contextual tool can be traced back to the 

1870s in Oslo (Dºnertaĸ, 2023), but it emerged as a distinct discipline primarily in 

response to the massive reconstruction needs following the Second World War, 

which threatened the buried heritage beneath European town centers (Altēnºz, 2002). 

This reactive effort, initially termed "rescue" or "salvage" archaeology (Bilgin, 

1996), forced a methodological evolution where traditional vertical stratigraphic 

sections were found insufficient. This led to the adoption of more nuanced recording 

methods, such as the "single-context plan," to understand a townôs spatial 

development over time (Altēnºz, 2002). By the 1970s, the discipline moved beyond 

simple salvage to conceptualize the town as a single, organic entity existing in both 

time and space (Bilgin, 1996). 

 

Figure 2.2. Medieval stratigraphy of the city of Novgorod (St. Louis Community 

College, 2014) 
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A crucial terminological clarification is necessary to understand how these tools are 

applied in this study. Bilgin (1996) distinguishes between "archaeology in urban 

settings", viewed as a sub-discipline of techniques, and "archaeology of urban life," 

which treats the city as an interdisciplinary field focused on the phenomenon of 

urbanism. Similarly, Altēnºz (2021) suggests that the term "kent arkeolojisi" better 

describes the holistic and interdisciplinary approach required to study the city 

through all its historical periods. This interpretive process requires all recovered data, 

including findings from salvage digs, historic structure analyses, and existing walls, 

to be synthesized into a meaningful whole (Tuna, 2000). To analyze such 

stratification effectively, an integrated system based on different "levels of 

resolution" is required, ranging from territorial organization to the building block 

itself (K.S. Kropf, 1998, as cited in Altēnºz, 2002). This is especially vital as urban 

history writing often isolates specific periods, contradicting the inherent continuity 

of multi-layered environments (Belge, 2023). 

 

Figure 2.3. Karls. Kropfs representation of 'fevels of resolution' (from Kropf 1998: 

130) citen in Altēnºz, 2002. 
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While urban archaeology provides the macro-scale framework, Building 

Archaeology is employed as a structural tool to analyze the micro-scale: the building 

itself. Building archaeology treats the standing structure as a stratigraphic sequence 

where every wall, material, and construction technique is a layer to be read. In the 

case of Boras House, this approach is used as a non-destructive method to interpret 

features like its unusually high subasman level and the strategic use of spolia in its 

masonry. Ultimately, the purpose of this archaeological inquiry extends beyond 

simple historical research; it serves as a foundational step for all future interventions 

(Bilgin, 1996). It reframes history as a practical component of design (Crotti, 1987, 

as cited in Bilgin, 1996) and provides a critical examination of the relationship 

between past settlements and the current urban context (Kaya, 2014). By utilizing 

these methodologies as interpretive instruments rather than ends in themselves, the 

study develops a grounded basis for the conservation strategies and "what-if" 

scenarios presented in the following chapters. 
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Figure 2.4. An annotated ground plan showing suggested periods and phases of 

part of Whalley Abbey, Lancashire (UK). (Drawing: Lloyd Evans Prichard) 

 

2.2 Principles and the Legal Context for Heritage Conservation 

2.2.1 International Conservation Principles in Multi -Layered Urban 

Settings 

The methodology of building archaeology is utilized in this study not as a primary 

field of application, but as an interpretative tool and a prerequisite for understanding 

the conservation process of multi-layered structures. Academics and practitioners 

argue that the scholarly "understanding" derived from such analytical frameworks is 

the necessary precursor to "conferring value" on a building, which in turn allows for 
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the assessment of development proposals against the asset's perceived significance. 

This philosophy, termed "Informed Conservation" (Clark, 2001, as cited in Giles, 

2014), is captured by the acronym COBRA (Conservation Based Research and 

Analysis). Within the scope of this study, these concepts are approached as a rigorous 

investigation framework to understand the building's significance, which then 

indirectly informs decisions regarding its repair, use, and management (Giles, 2014). 

A core challenge in this field is the paradox of "how to become modern and 

simultaneously return to sources; how to revive a dormant civilization while also 

taking part in a universal one" (Ricoeur, as cited in Frampton, 1983, & Kaya, 2014). 

Preserving the past while developing for the future in archaeological sites can often 

appear contradictory. This tension is addressed directly by urban archaeological 

methodologies. In the evaluation of towns with historical stratification, "continuity" 

is treated as the primary value to be preserved, while "sustainability" is the primary 

aim of intervention (Bilgin, 1996). This aim extends beyond the physical fabric to 

encompass "social sustainability," defined as the creation of a suitable environment 

that supports the needs and values of the local community, in parallel with the 

preservation of historical properties (Ekici et al., 2024). 

Furthermore, the process of defining significance increasingly moves beyond static 

expert values to embrace public history. Oral history plays a vital role in this 

methodology, providing opportunities to gather evidence for recent changes from 

people with direct experience. A crucial aim of this approach is to encourage 

community members to share their "unofficial" histories, capturing the memories 

that link people to specific buildings (Wood, 2014). International guidelines support 

this holistic view. The Venice Charter (1964) established the principle that a historic 

monument is inseparable from its setting, necessitating that structures like the Boras 

House be treated as integral components of their urban environment. It further 

highlights that conservation is facilitated by making use of monuments for some 

socially useful purpose, providing a validation for maintaining the residential 

function of the house. 



 

 

 

23 

This perspective is reinforced by the UNESCO Convention (1972), which requires 

State Parties to adopt policies that give cultural heritage a function in the life of the 

community. This principle shifts the strategy from "fencing off ruins" to active 

integration, aligning with the ICOMOS Charter (1990). The charter states that the 

primary goal should be the in-situ conservation of sites, specifically cautioning that 

excavation should not be undertaken if the necessary resources for management are 

unavailable (ICOMOS, 1990). Practical applications, such as the strategy applied in 

Bath, UK, demonstrate that preservation and new utilization are not irreconcilable 

poles (Belge, 2004). 

The Burra Charter (ICOMOS, 2013) states that in places where cultural values 

overlap or conflict, all values must be assessed and interpreted together. While new 

interventions carry the risk of damaging existing layers, they must be designed to 

avoid disrupting collective memory (Kaya, 2014; ICOMOS, 2011). In urban 

archaeological areas, all historical layers should be preserved together with 

contemporary life, an approach encapsulated in the UNESCO Recommendation on 

the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL, 2011) and the Faro Convention (2005). These 

frameworks balance expert knowledge with civic participation to ensure the living 

continuity of heritage (Cámara et al., 2018; Ataöv, 2007, as cited in Ekici et al., 

2024). Ultimately, conservation should be understood as "managing the process of 

change correctly," ensuring continuity while protecting core values (Okumuĸ & 

Bilgin Altēnºz, 2019). 
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2.2.2 The Legal and Administrative Context for Conservation of Multi-

layered Heritage Places in Türkiye  

 

Figure 2.5. Timeline of Türkiye's Legislative History (Author). 

 

The national legislative framework for conservation in Türkiye is primarily governed 

by Law No. 2863 on the Protection of Cultural and Natural Property. While this law 

aims to establish a rigorous protection for cultural heritage, its implementation in 

multi-layered urban contexts, as discussed by Altēnºz (2002), often generates a 

significant tension between preservation and habitation. The hierarchical 

classification of archaeological sites (1st, 2nd, and 3rd degrees) imposes a rigid 

restriction that often disregards the dynamic needs of a living city. 

These legal instruments can often be interpreted as a "barrier" for sustainable living. 

Specifically, Principle Decision No. 658, which governs 2nd Degree Archaeological 

Sites, permits only "simple repairs" in existing structures. This legal rigidity prevents 

traditional houses from being upgraded with modern infrastructure (plumbing, 

insulation, or structural reinforcement), eventually forcing a process of "functional 
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obsolescence" (Kaya, 2014). Consequently, the legal framework often prioritizes the 

"potential" of the unseen archaeological layer over the "reality" of the standing 

traditional fabric. This creates a state of "frozen development" where residents are 

discouraged from maintaining their homes due to the high administrative and 

financial risks of encountering archaeological remains during routine repairs. In this 

context, as emphasized by Dºnertaĸ (2023), the law does not merely protect the past; 

it inadvertently accelerates the decay of the living traditional heritage by making it 

socially and economically unfeasible to inhabit such multi-layered settings. 

Furthermore, the "Principle Decisions" act as a secondary layer of control that often 

complicates the decision-making process for local authorities and homeowners alike. 

The requirement for museum supervised excavations even for minor structural 

interventions, as stipulated in Decision No. 37, transforms a private residence into a 

public archaeological site, often without providing the necessary financial or 

technical support to the inhabitants. Thus, the legal framework becomes a source of 

"legal pressure" that threatens the continuity of the very social fabric it is intended 

to protect. 

2.3 The Concept of Living with Ruins 

The theoretical frameworks discussed in this chapter extend beyond new 

architectural interventions, offering critical guidance for existing structures where 

archaeological layers are subsequently revealed. In such contexts, the decision to 

demolish, elevate, or adapt a building is the physical manifestation of three primary 

stances: Separation, Juxtaposition, or Integration. While applicable to various multi-

layered cities, this theoretical lens is particularly relevant for contested contexts, 

exemplified by Milas, where the discovery of monumental archaeology often 

threatens the survival of the traditional urban fabric. 

Fundamentally, this thesis posits the "continuity of daily life" not merely as a passive 

background, but as an active "tool for conservation." As outlined by Bakēcēol (2017), 
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integrating the intangible layers of the past with the physical reality of the ruin is 

essential for the "continuity of the place." Thus, living with ruins is a strategic 

operation to keep this tool operational. However, this operation is often disrupted by 

preservation reflexes that view the ruin and the inhabited city as mutually exclusive 

entities. 

In urban archaeological areas sharing a similar context with Milas, conservation of 

the past and renewal for the future often seem opposing, causing a dilemma where 

the contemporary city is perceived as a threat to the archaeological heritage (Kaya, 

2014). For Milas, this dilemma manifests in the struggle between preserving the 

Hekatomnus Monument and sustaining the 19th century residential texture, often 

resulting in the sacrifice of the latter. 

A critical conceptual shift in understanding multi-layered contexts involves moving 

beyond the romanticized notion of "ruins." Erikson and Vapnarsky (2022) argue for 

the rehabilitation of the term "vestige," derived from the Latin vestigium which 

means a footprint or step's imprint. Unlike the traditional concept of a ruin, which 

emphasizes decay and what has disappeared, a vestige implies a "trace" that 

maintains an indexical relation to a living presence. Therefore, in the context of 

inhabited heritage, the archaeological layer should be viewed not as dead matter, but 

as a footprint of past lives that continues to exert agency in the present. 

Before defining the conservation strategy, it is essential to understand the ontology 

of the ruin within the city. Goleac (2024) asserts that "urban ruins are a natural urban 

phenomenon" rather than anomalies. They represent a consequence of time and 

space, emerging as the direct result of rapid urban development and shifting socio-

economic conditions. Thus, living with ruins means accepting them as intrinsic 

components of the urban metabolism. 

Historical towns continuously need a 'controlled change' and development to sustain 

their existence in the future; thus, each new intervention conscious of the past 

contributes to the enrichment of the contemporary town rather than freezing it (Kaya, 

2014). Consequently, the integration of Boras House with the potential ruins beneath 
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is not a compromise of archaeological integrity, but a necessary management of 

change to ensure the buildingôs survival. 

The relationship between the inhabitants and the archaeological context relies 

heavily on what Bakēcēol (2017) defines as "commemorative value." Beyond 

historical or architectural significance, this value establishes the bond between 

people and place. Places that lose their memories consequently lose their connections 

and meanings for contemporary society, underscoring that conservation must 

prioritize the continuity of this intangible bond. 

A fundamental paradox in heritage conservation is the detachment of the object from 

its temporal context. When a decision is made to protect a building or a ruin, it is 

effectively removed from the normal stream of ageing and natural decay, elevating 

it to a static "monumental" status (Loukaki, 2004). This shift often isolates the 

structure from the dynamic continuity of daily life. 

Consequently, the integration of contemporary life with archaeological layers is not 

a singular technical solution but a spectrum of architectural attitudes. These attitudes 

vary depending on the physical proximity of the ruin (living on, in, or nearby) and 

the strategy of visibility adopted (separation, juxtaposition, or integration). The 

following case studies analyze these divergent strategies to understand how the 

"continuity of place" is managed in multi-layered contexts. 

2.3.1 Superposition: Living Over the Past  

The strategy of superposition often manifests as the construction of protective 

shelters or enclosures over the ruins. While intended to preserve the material 

integrity of the site, such interventions can inadvertently sever the living relationship 

between the community and the vestige. As Santos-Granero (2022) illustrates, when 

a modern structure is built to "shelter" the stones, it may transform an active ritual 

site into a passive viewing space, effectively prohibiting the tactile and ceremonial 

engagements that previously sustained its social significance. 
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Ultimately, approaches that prioritize visual display over functional integration risk 

creating what Santos-Granero (2022) terms the "zombification" of cultural heritage. 

By isolating the ruin from daily life and attempting to preserve it in a suspended 

state, these interventions may result in a "dreary attempt to bring back to life" an 

object that has been deprived of its vitality. Thus, living over the ruins without 

engaging with them can reduce the heritage to a static, soulless entity. 

This tendency often leads to the 'museumification' of the site; by evacuating 

inhabitants and isolating the area from the urban context to reveal layers beneath, the 

settlement inevitably loses its social values and vitality (Kaya, 2014).  

A spatial manifestation of this segregation is evident in the Casa de la Fortuna 

(Cartagena, Spain). Unlike typical open-air archaeological parks that disrupt the 

urban grain, this project maintains the dense residential fabric of the Plaza de 

Risueño above. The Roman domus ,dating 1st century BC, is preserved as a 

subterranean crypt, accessed via a discreet entrance in the public square. The 

architectural intervention is defined by a suspended walkway system that hovers 

above the mosaics and opus signinum pavements without touching them. While this 

strategy of vertical zoning succeeds in protecting the physical integrity of the ruin 

from the vibrations and weight of the modern building, it creates a sterile 

atmosphere. The visitor experiences the ruin in a museum-like silence, completely 

detached from the noises and rhythms of the living city just a few meters above. 

Thus, the site becomes a "time capsule" (Figure 2.6), reinforcing a strict boundary 

rather than blurring the lines between the past and the present (Bermejo & Quevedo, 

2017). 
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Figure 2.6. Casa de la fortuna. 

 

For Boras House, a similar separation strategy, emptying the building to serve the 

ruins, would strip the site of these values, leaving behind a sterile display rather than 

a living urban fragment. 

The architectural separation observed in museums, such as the use of glass frames, 

serves not only to protect the object but also to shield the observer. Erikson and 

Vapnarsky (2022) note that such "high tech solutions" are employed to prevent too-

intimate contact with the vestiges. In the context of a residential building over an 

archaeological site, glass flooring or vertical zoning functions similarly: it creates a 

safe distance, allowing for visual consumption while maintaining a prophylactic 

barrier between the resident and the raw materiality of the ruin. 

This 'prophylactic' separation is clearly visible in the local context of Milas. At the 

Uzunyuva Visitor Centre, the restoration of the 19th century registered house faced 

a crisis with the discovery of ancient remains. The solution adopted was to float the 

new walking surface using tempered glass panels (Figure 2.7). While this 

transparency theoretically allows for "living with" the layers, in practice, it 

transforms the domestic interior into a precarious viewing platform. The function of 

the room is dictated by the gaze downwards, stripping the space of its potential for 

flexible, daily use (Muĵla Conservation Council, 2012). 
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Figure 2.7. Glass Panels in Uzunyuva Visitor Center (Dºnertaĸ, 2023). 

 

Conversely, the Apple Store in Madrid (Puerta del Sol) offers a pragmatic alternative 

where commercial function dictated the conservation strategy. Located on a site with 

heavy foot traffic, the project rejected the use of glass flooring, which was deemed 

unsafe and difficult to maintain in a retail environment. Instead, the architects 

collaborated with the Madrid Heritage Department to implement a strategy of 

"symbolic preservation." The lost walls of the 15th century Hospital de Corte were 

geometrically projected onto the new stone paving using. This subtle material 

distinction allows the archaeological footprint to organize the modern space without 

imposing a physical barrier, proving that memory can be sustained through 

architectural coding rather than direct visual exposure (García Gallo, 2013). 
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Figure 2.8. Madrid sol square archaeological remains. 

 

 

Figure 2.9. Left Design Studio Decisions, Top Right Remains Under the Building, 

Down Right Remains in the Metro Station Construction. 
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A common pitfall in separation strategies is the tendency towards "neutral aesthetic 

neatness." As observed in Roman conservation practices, contemporary purism often 

dictates the removal of secondary stratigraphies to achieve a quiet symmetry 

(Loukaki, 2019). While visually pleasing, this purifying attitude diminishes the 

"existential confrontation with the past," reducing the complex multi-layered site to 

a sanitized scenery. 

This detachment goes beyond mere spatial alienation; it can induce what Bakēcēol 

(2017) identifies as a "social trauma." In cases like Ephesus, limiting free access and 

severing daily gathering functions weaken the site's role in collective memory, 

causing a profound disconnection between inhabitants and their heritage. 

Consequently, young citizens fail to create new memories associated with the site, 

rendering the ruin a foreign object rather than a lived space. 

However, a contrasting attitude is possible through private initiative. The Siebenberg 

House (Jerusalem) demonstrates that living over ruins need not be an act of 

alienation if the resident actively stewards the heritage. Driven by a personal 

conviction to physically connect with the history of the Jewish Quarter, the owner 

undertook a complex engineering feat: underpinning the foundations of his modern 

residence with reinforced concrete pillars to excavate the bedrock beneath. This 18 

year long excavation revealed layers spanning 3,000 years, including Byzantine 

cisterns and Herodian structures, directly below the living room. The resulting space 

functions as a 'house museum' where the boundary between the domestic sphere and 

the archaeological site is fluid (Figure 2.10). Unlike the institutional examples where 

the state imposes restrictions, here the 'vertical dialogue' is maintained by the daily 

agency of the inhabitant, turning the basement into a living archive of identity 

(Siebenberg House Museum, n.d.). 
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Figure 2.10. Siebenberg House section diagram. 

 

Figure 2.11. Interior of Siebenberg House. 



 

 

 

34 

 

For Boras House, adopting such a separation attitude, prioritizing potential 

underground finds over the existing building, would imply a similar trauma, erasing 

the 19th-century layer and furthering the disconnection between the residents and 

their history. 

Ultimately, isolation strategies erode what is fundamentally defined as the "sense of 

place." Bakēcēol (2017) implies that when the "connections, meanings, and values" 

are severed through separation, the site ceases to be a place and becomes a 

meaningless void. Thus, preserving the physical shell without its social connections 

results in the total collapse of the site's phenomenological essence. 

Finally, the separation attitude must be critiqued through the lens of the "politics of 

urban space." As suggested by Bakēcēol's (2017) references to political geography, 

erecting barriers around heritage sites is often an act of control that dictates who has 

the right to remember. Living with the ruins, conversely, democratizes the memory, 

returning the ownership of the past to the daily users of the present. 

2.3.2 Integration: Living Within the  Past 

It is crucial to acknowledge that not all ruins inherently invite habitation; some evoke 

the "urban uncanny" (unheimlich or unhomely). Loukaki (2019) proposes the 

uncanny as an urban aesthetic category, noting that fragmented masses of ruins can 

appear gloomy and scary. Therefore, the architectural challenge in living with ruins 

lies in transforming this potential uncanniness into a familiar domestic presence. 

Authentic interpretation in multi-layered settings requires more than passive 

preservation; it involves treating the historical layers as a continuum. As observed in 

Greek landscape practices, this approach demands a sophisticated awareness of 

ancient building tropes, allowing for the inclusion of creative architectural 

"commentaries" that actively engage with the past rather than merely freezing it 

(Loukaki, 2004). 
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Living within the ruins is an active process of memory making. Drawing on 

Halbwachs, Loukaki (2004) notes that collective memory does not simply preserve 

the past statically; rather, it "reconstructs it" by combining material traces with 

contemporary social data. Therefore, the continued residential use of the building 

serves as a vital mechanism for this reconstruction, keeping the heritage relevant to 

current society. 

Beyond visual appreciation, the integration attitude emphasizes a "corporeal" 

reading of the multi-layered space. As Loukaki (2004) highlights, the persistence of 

social values in such contexts is deeply tied to the importance of the human body, 

suggesting that the true meaning of the ruin is revealed not through distant 

observation, but through the bodily, daily experience of inhabiting the space. 

Integration strategies recognize that for local inhabitants, historical structures are far 

more than a picturesque setting or a passive material background. Instead, they act 

as "neighbors" or even partners in their own right, imbued with an "occult life" 

(Erikson & Vapnarsky, 2022). Living within the ruins, therefore, involves navigating 

a relationship with an active spatial entity rather than merely occupying a static site. 

In scenarios of close integration, ruins often cease to be perceived as external objects 

and are instead treated as putative extensions of the domestic space. This 

incorporation creates hybrid, ambivalent forms that exist beyond the strict binary of 

nature and culture (Erikson & Vapnarsky, 2022). Consequently, the conservation of 

such "living ruins" requires acknowledging their liminal status, where domestic 

routines and archaeological presence merge into a single spatial experience. 

Ultimately, the goal of integrating domestic life with archaeological vestiges can be 

framed as "urban reanimation." Goleac (2024) highlights the strategic importance of 

such structures in this process. By reanimating the ruin through daily use, the 

intervention converts a potential "dead urban tissue" into a vibrant, living part of the 

city. This reanimation is particularly critical for Milas, where abandoned heritage 

sites risk becoming "dead zones" like the purified areas of Uzunyuva. 
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A successful model of this reanimation is the Nakilbent (Nakkaĸ) Cistern in Istanbul 

(Figure 2.12). Unlike the passive display of dead tissue, this 6th century hypostyle 

hall was restored to function as an active exhibition gallery within a private rug store. 

The intervention integrated the ancient columns and vaults into the commercial 

circulation, creating a "commercial symbiosis" where the heritage asset enhances the 

retail atmosphere while the business funds its maintenance (Altuĵ, 2013). 

However, this integration presents a critical paradox regarding accessibility. Visiting 

the cistern currently requires an appointment and permission from the store 

management one day in advance. This obligation to negotiate with a commercial 

entity highlights the problematic side of private stewardship: while the structure is 

physically preserved, its status as a public urban value is compromised, rendering 

the heritage accessible only through a conditional, privatized filter. 
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Figure 2.12. Nakilbent Cistern, Ķstanbul. 

 

Successful integration often relies on the material affinity between the layers. As 

seen in Pikionis' approach, drawing from the "immediate earthiness of popular 

architecture" allows for a seamless connection with the archaeological strata 
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(Loukaki, 2019). Unlike the stark contrast of modern materials, the vernacular fabric 

possesses a grounded quality that resonates with the ancient ruins, facilitating a more 

organic co-existence. 

Far from being desolate voids, these integrated spaces generate what Loukaki (2019) 

describes as "humanizing energy." Drawing on Le Corbusier's reading of the 

Parthenon, this perspective suggests that the intense presence of the ruin introduces 

an extraordinary idea of space as a persistent civilizing process, thereby enriching 

the daily life of the inhabitants with a profound spatial quality. 

This spatial quality serves a profound social function beyond physical shelter. Goleac 

(2024) notes that generations separated by time are "mentally connected through the 

memories stored in those buildings." Therefore, inhabiting the ruin allows 

contemporary users to maintain a tangible connection with their ancestors, 

transforming the building from a static object into an imposing reminiscence of the 

past. 

True integration often manifests through mundane daily practices rather than 

monumental gestures. Bakēcēol (2017) highlights that activities such as family 

picnics or cultivating agricultural lands within the archaeological site act as "physical 

responses of local memories." These routines embed the ruin into the daily life of the 

community, transforming the archaeological territory into a familiar, productive 

landscape. 

However, the continuity of such mundane practices is often threatened by sterilized 

conservation approaches. The Great Cisterns of Dara (Mardin) illustrate this conflict. 

For decades, the villagers utilized these monumental Roman infrastructures as 

foundations for their homes or as barns for livestock, creating a genuine "vernacular 

integration" born of necessity (Figure 2.13). The archaeological void was not a 

museum piece but a functional component of the rural micro-economy. Yet, recent 

interventions prioritized "spatial purification," expropriating and removing these 

living layers to expose the Roman strata (Ocakhanoĵlu, 2022). While visually 
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clarifying the ancient ruin, this act erased the centuries old symbiotic relationship, 

replacing a living village with a static archaeological park. 

 

  

 

Figure 2.13. Dara Ancient City West Cistern, Mardin (Ocakhanoplu, 2022). 

 

Therefore, the aim of integration is not merely to preserve past narratives but to 

enable the "production of future memories." As Bakēcēol (2017) warns, when a site 

is isolated from daily life, young citizens cannot create new memories, leading to a 
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sterilization of the heritage. Residential use ensures that the building remains a 

dynamic stage for new stories, rather than a frozen artifact of a finished history. 

Active habitation is also the most effective safeguard against physical degradation. 

Ruins or historic structures often lose their integrity specifically "due to the lack of 

periodic maintenance" (Goleac, 2024). By integrating a residential function, the site 

benefits from continuous monitoring and care, preventing the advanced state of 

decay that inevitably follows abandonment. Thus, for Boras House, continued 

habitation acts as a protective shell, ensuring the survival of both the 19th century 

fabric and any potential archaeological layers beneath. 

2.3.3 Juxtaposition: Living Nearby the Past 

In this attitude, the spatial intervention functions as a mediator. Whether through 

landscape design or urban planning, the goal is to envelope the monument, thereby 

mediating the relationship between the archaeological site and the rest of the urban 

environment (Loukaki, 2004). 

In contextual strategies, the landscape plays a pivotal role in bridging the gap 

between the heritage object and the living city. As Loukaki (2004) argues, the union 

of architecture and landscape represents the "fusion of sacred and secular," creating 

a transition zone where the monumental quality of the ruin meets the everyday life 

of the inhabitants. 

A tangible manifestation of this transition is observed in the Smyrna Agora 

Experience Centre in Izmir. During the urban clearance to reveal the Roman Agora, 

a strategy of "selective preservation" was adopted. A registered 19th century house 

was spared from demolition and adapted as a visitor center, acting as a physical 

threshold between the modern street level and the ancient archaeological park. 

Unlike a passive fence, this building filters the transition, allowing the visitor to 

experience the 19th century domestic layer before descending into the 2nd century 

Roman level (Izmir Metropolitan Municipality, 2015). 
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Crucially, this juxtaposition is enhanced by the "Heritage Alive Project," which 

employs VR/AR technologies to visualize the lost Roman superstructures (Çakmak 

et al., 2023). This demonstrates how a traditional building, living nearby the ruins, 

can coexist with and enhance the understanding of a major archaeological site 

without being removed. 

 

  

Figure 2.14. Smyrna Agora Experience Center, Right (Çakmak et al., 2023). 

  

 

Figure 2.15. Smyrna Agora, 2000-2025 (Google Earth). 

 

In the strategy of juxtaposition, the designed landscape or "garden" serves as a 

critical balancing point between human control and the untamed nature of the ruin. 

Loukaki (2004) interprets the garden as a metaphor for a culture's desirable order; in 
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the context of an archaeological site, this intermediary zone creates a necessary 

spatial order that frames the ruin without dominating it. 

Respecting the genius loci (spirit of place) does not imply freezing the site in the 

past. Loukaki (2004) argues that significant urban places are products of both past 

accomplishments and "modern creations" that align with the site's character. 

Therefore, contemporary interventions, whether in the form of landscape design or 

architectural additions, are legitimate layers of the site's history, provided they 

resonate with its intrinsic spirit. 

This resonance is skillfully achieved in the entrance structure of the Theodosius 

(ķerefiye) Cistern in Istanbul. Here, the intervention necessitated the demolition of 

an overlying municipal building, an act of "urban surgery." In its place, a highly 

transparent, lightweight "entrance box" was constructed. This glass pavilion creates 

a deliberate contrast, highlighting the massive endurance of the ancient brick 

masonry below while minimizing the physical impact of the new intervention on the 

historic fabric (ArchDaily, 2018). 

The structure functions not as a barrier but as a "viewing machine," allowing the 

passerby to engage with the archaeological depth from the street level. This 

exemplifies how contemporary architecture can juxtapose with ancient heritage to 

reframe it, turning a hidden infrastructure into a focal point of public space. 
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Figure 2.16. ķerefiye Cistern Project Poster (Cafer Bozkurt Architecture). 

 

  

Figure 2.17. ķerefiye Cistern Entrance Building (Archdaily). 

 

Spatially, these remnants function as "multitemporal shifters." Rather than serving 

merely as sealed time capsules, vestiges act as an "ontological space shuttle," 

connecting the living with the dead and present-day inhabitants with previous 

civilizations in disruptive yet alluring ways (Erikson & Vapnarsky, 2022). This 

capacity to bridge distinct temporalities allows the archaeological site to remain 

relevant and active within the contemporary urban fabric. 
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In contextual interventions, the movement of the user through the landscape becomes 

a primary design tool. As demonstrated in Pikionis' landscaping work, the succession 

of views should be calculated in dynamic terms, where the physical movement of the 

visitor introduces time, the fourth dimension, in a "cinematic manner" (Loukaki, 

2019). Thus, living nearby the ruins is not a static observation but a kinetic 

experience that unfolds temporally. 

Even boundaries in the juxtaposition strategy can serve a narrative function. Bakēcēol 

(2017) proposes re-imagining boundary elements as "memory walls." Rather than 

merely defining physical limits, these architectural edges can narrate the layers of 

the site, becoming active participants in the daily experiences of the residents. 

This suggests a shift in conservation focus from "preserving objects" to "preserving 

spatial practices." Integrating active uses ensures that the traditional rhythms of life 

continue to define the site. Thus, the archaeological landscape is preserved not just 

as a visual scenery, but as an operational territory shaped by the daily routines of its 

inhabitants. 

Ultimately, the landscaped zones surrounding the inhabited ruin serve a transcendent 

function. By blending selected nature with the refined culture of the archaeological 

traces, these gardens act as "poetic metaphors of eternity" (Loukaki, 2019), creating 

a timeless suspension where the domestic and the monumental coexist in harmony. 

2.4 Intervening the Multi -layered Contexts: Concepts and Approaches 

Before applying specific documentation methods or architectural strategies, it is 

crucial to establish a comprehensive framework for analyzing the intervention itself. 

As ¥z­akēr et al. (2022) argue, Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) provides a critical 

tool for understanding the consequences of interventions on the values inherent in 

heritage places. However, a comprehensive analysis must move beyond a generic 

assessment to deconstruct the intervention into its core spatial components. Within 

this perspective, the impact of any decision is determined by the interplay of the 
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cadastral pattern, the existing building stock, ownership structures, the profile of 

inhabitants, current uses, economic rent dynamics, and governance models (¥z­akēr 

et al., 2022). 

Furthermore, intervening in multi-layered contexts requires a methodology capable 

of capturing the city's complex development. This is framed in the literature as 

"diachronic documentation," which analyzes the general layout of each historical 

phase separately to achieve a synchronic, "plano-volumetric" understanding of the 

city's development (Bilgin, 1996). In contemporary conservation practice, the 

management of such complex spatiotemporal data typically relies on Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) to perform "overlay analysis," a method essential for 

visualizing the vertical accumulation of history (Altēnºz, 2002). 

Indeed, the study of multi-layered cities and the application of these urban 

archaeology methods have increasingly become a subject of academic research in 

Turkey. Milas itself has been the focus of such advanced analyses; recent 

postgraduate studies, such as the work of Usta (2018), have successfully utilized GIS 

to map the stratified layers of the city, demonstrating the effectiveness of these digital 

tools in revealing historical transformations. 
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Figure 2.18. GIS Study Examples from Usta (2018). 

 

However, it is important to note that this thesis operates at the architectural scale of 

a single dwelling rather than the macro-scale of urban planning. Therefore, while 

recognizing the necessity of GIS and HIA for city wide management, this study 

utilizes the conceptual logic of these methodologies rather than the digital tools 

themselves. By treating the Boras House as a microcosm of the city where layers are 

superimposed, the research adopts "reading traces" and "material continuity" as the 

primary analog tools to decipher the stratification. 
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2.4.1 Defining the Urban Context: "Risk Areas" and Zoning Principles 

To correctly position the intervention, the urban fabric must be classified according 

to the tension between historical strata. The unique nature of the multi-layered city 

is its "compactness," where recent structures are built directly upon ancient ones, 

forming an indivisible entity. Bilgin (1996) provides a critical framework for 

decoding this tension by classifying urban zones into three distinct categories based 

on the relationship between "historical continuity" and "modern development." The 

first category, "Identity Areas," refers to zones with the highest concentration of 

overlapping historical periods, linking them intrinsically to the value of continuity. 

Conversely, "Reserve Areas" represent zones where historical continuity was 

interrupted, such as empty plots, which act as archaeological banks for future 

research. Most critically, Bilgin identifies "Risk Areas" as zones defined by the 

existence of contemporary urban settlement directly atop high stratification. 

Therefore, the zones where maximum stratification and contemporary life overlap 

constitute the "highest risk" zones of the city. To manage this complexity, Belge 

(2004) proposes a strategic "sub-zoning model" that moves beyond generic site-wide 

designations. In this model, distinct strategies are assigned to different urban 

textures: while monumental zones are managed as public archaeological parks and 

green areas are treated as reserves, the protected fabrics containing traditional 

structures require a different approach. For these inhabited areas, where underlying 

layers are presumed intact, the strategy must prioritize integration to keep the urban 

fabric alive without erasing the archaeological potential. 

2.4.2 The Case of Milas: Managing the "Risk Area" 

Milas represents a significant example of such a multi-layered site where the analysis 

of stratification is critical. The physical fabric of the city provides tangible evidence 

of this history, most notably through the widespread use of spolia. This reuse is 

evident not only in traditional houses but also in monumental structures; for instance, 
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the Hellenistic G¿m¿ĸkesen Tomb incorporates Archaic spolia, while the Ulu Camii 

and ¢ºll¿oĵlu Hanē visibly embed ancient architectural blocks in their walls 

(Dºnertaĸ, 2023). This practice indicates a continuous transfer of cultural materials 

across layers, confirming the city as a singular, continuous artifact. 

However, this continuity faces severe threats. Milas exemplifies the challenges faced 

by historic towns located in the "fringe belts" of metropolitan centers. Situated in an 

expansion zone, the historic fabric is exposed to rapid urbanization and tourism-

focused economic pressures that threaten its integrity (Whitehand & Morton, 2003, 

as cited in Okumuĸ & Bilgin Altēnºz, n.d.). The intervention at Uzunyuva serves as 

a direct precedent for managing these pressures. While initial phases of the project 

led to the destruction of intermediate layers to expose the Hekatomnos Mausoleum, 

the final strategy adopted a hybrid model. This approach involved the demolition of 

unlicensed structures but crucially preserved eight registered traditional houses 

within the sacred area, adapting them as museum facilities. 

The subject of this thesis, Boras House, is situated precisely within this high-tension 

"Risk Area." It represents the intersection where maximum archaeological potential 

overlaps with the continuity of daily life. Therefore, the intervention in Boras House 

will be guided not by purification strategies that isolate the ruin, but by the principles 

of Integration and Trace Continuity defined in this framework, aiming to sustain both 

the domestic life and the archaeological memory. 
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CHAPTER 3  

3 A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING ON AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE: BORAS 

HOUSE IN MILAS  

3.1 A Multi -Layered Settlement: Milas 

Anatoliaôs geographical position has often been described as a bridge between 

continents (Lloyd, 2000). This location allowed not only the passage of cultures but 

also their encounter and exchange. The layered character of Anatolian civilizations 

is therefore not only the result of physical accumulation through time but also of 

continuous cultural production within the region. The persistent cultural intensity of 

Anatolia has made it possible for different civilizations to merge and coexist as a 

whole (Belge, 2023). 

Civilizations in Anatolia rarely destroyed one another completely. Instead, each 

period built upon the heritage of the previous one, creating political and spatial 

continuity. Every era reshaped what it inherited, transforming traces of the past rather 

than erasing them. In this way, Anatolian cities became like palimpsests, spaces that 

kept the memory of the past alive while adding new meanings and layers. 

Throughout history, many Anatolian cities have served as capitals for different 

civilizations. This continuity can be seen as one of the strongest spatial reflections 

of Anatoliaôs multi-layered nature. The transformation and overlapping of these 

cities, geographically, spatially, and socially, make this structure visible. Such 

continuity allows settlements to be understood both as historical documents and as 

living spaces of cultural memory (Belge, 2023). 

Milas serves as a prime example of this complex continuity. Here, this rich 

palimpsest is not merely a historical relic, but an active force creating the central 

conflict, the tension between preserving the deeply embedded archaeological layers 

and sustaining the living traditional heritage that sits precariously upon them. 
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3.1.1 From Antiquity to the Hellenistic Period: Ancient Mylasa 

 

Figure 3.1. Caria in Asia Minor (Retrived from WikiCommons). 

 

In antiquity, Caria was known as a ñland of villages.ò Among them, Mylasa, 

Alabanda, Alinda, and Keramos stood out as the few urban centers of the region. The 

smaller rural settlements around these cities formed local federations which, by the 

sixth century BCE, united to respond to the Persian threat. The fact that this 

federation gathered in Mylasa elevated the city to the most important religious center 

of Caria (Bean, 1987). 

Milas, one of the oldest settlements in Caria, dates back to the sixth century BCE. It 

was surrounded by natural borders such as the Büyük Menderes River, the Cevizli, 

Karanlēk, Baba, Honoz, and Boz Mountains, the Dalaman River, and the Aegean Sea 

(Kēzēl, 2002). Milas lies on the western part of the Menderes Massif, which includes 

some of the oldest geological formations in Western Anatolia. These consist of 

marble and gneiss, materials suitable for construction, as well as mica schist, schist, 

and phyllite, which are structurally weaker (Akarca, 1954). The plains opening 
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toward the Güllük (Mandalya) Gulf are tectonic basins filled with thick alluvial 

layers over time (Kēzēl, 2002). 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2 Map of Mylasa (Kēzēl, 2002). 

 

The area also contains rich mineral deposits such as emery, bauxite, iron, coal, 

feldspar, and marble, most of which have been extracted and exported as raw 

materials. Prehistoric rock paintings discovered in the Beĸparmak Mountains, 

located east of Lake Bafa, indicate early human presence, although the exact location 

of the community that created them is unknown (Kēzēl, 2002). 
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The city was founded at the foothills of Mount Sodra (Küçükeren, 2010). Marble 

quarried from this mountain was widely used in construction, earning Milas the title 

ñcity of templesò (Usta, 2018). The natural boundaries of the city were defined by 

Hēdērlēk, Yeldeĵirmeni, Topbaĸē, and Hisarbaĸē hills, along with the Balavca Stream  

(Bean, 2002). 

In 546 BCE, the region came under Persian rule and was governed through the 

satrapy system, which allowed limited local autonomy (Taĸkēran, 2003). During this 

period, Milas became one of the most important cities of Caria, along with Alabanda 

and Stratonikea. It served as the capital of the Carian Satrapy and was the birthplace 

of Mausolos of the Hekatomnid family, who ruled as satrap.  

 

Figure 3.3. Pre-Roman Settlement of Milas. (2024 METU Conservation Studio 

Works) 
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The Hekatomnid dynasty began its rule in 387 BCE with Hysaldomos, Hekatomnos, 

and Mausolos succeeding one another. Mausolos, remembered through the term 

ñmausoleum,ò transformed the regionôs urban and cultural structure (Kēzēl, 2002). 

The influence of Mausolos extended beyond his political reforms. The monumental 

tomb constructed in his name not only immortalised his rule but also gave rise to the 

term ómausoleumô. This new term symbolise the enduring impact of Carian 

architectural synthesis on the cultural vocabulary of the ancient world.  

Because Milas was not easy to defend, Mausolos moved the capital to Halicarnassus 

in 360 BCE (Bean, 2002). Despite losing its capital status, Milas remained important 

for its fertile lands, natural resources, and beauty (Adiyeke, 1994). 

The Persian administration had ruled through the satrapy system, which provided 

partial local autonomy. Mausolos, although formally a satrap, acted almost as an 

independent ruler. His admiration for Greek culture brought significant Hellenic 

influence to Caria, and this transformation continued under Roman rule (Taĸkēran, 

2004). The Mausoleum of Halicarnassus, built for Mausolos, became one of the 

Seven Wonders of the Ancient World (Akurgal, 1987). 

3.1.2 Roman and Byzantine Layers: Transformation of Urban Form 

After the fall of the Persian Empire, the region first came under the rule of the 

Seleucid Kingdom, was later annexed by the Kingdom of Pergamon in 180 BCE, 

and finally became part of the Roman Province of Asia in 133 BCE. 

During the Roman period, Mylasa maintained its importance due to its fertile lands 

and rich resources. The cityôs monumental architecture and urban form reflected the 

blend of local Carian traditions with Hellenic and Roman characteristics (Akurgal, 

1987). Under Byzantine rule, the city continued to exist as a regional center. 
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Figure 3.4. Roma-By zantium Settlement (2024 METU Conservation 

StudioWorks) 

3.1.3 From Turkish Beyliks to the Ottoman Period: Continuity of Urban 

Form 

Following the weakening of Byzantine control, Turkish incursions into the region 

began after the establishment of the Seljuk State in the 11th century. By 1216, Caria 

came under Seljuk control, and in 1219, the area was incorporated into the territory 

of the Menteĸe Beylik, which later became part of the Ottoman administrative system 

as the Menteĸe Sanjak (Taĸkēran, 2003). 



 

 

 

55 

During the period of the Menteĸe Beylik, Milas held a central position thanks to its 

fertile plain and its location as the first inland settlement protecting against possible 

attacks from the coast. In the 14th century, the administrative center was moved to 

Be­in due to growing security concerns (Taĸkēran, 2014). Despite this administrative 

shift, Milas retained its significant role as the region's primary commercial and 

religious center, which explains the continued construction of monumental buildings 

such as the Ulu Mosque, one of the most important examples from the Menteĸe era. 

 

 

Figure 3.5. Ottoman map showing the Aegean region dated 1907. Menteĸe Sanjak 

is shown in brown (Retrived from Wikimedia). 

 

The architectural legacy of the Beylik period is visible both in Milas and Beçin. In 

Be­in, important monuments include Be­in Castle, Kēzēl Han (14th-15th centuries), 
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