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ABSTRACT 

 

AN ASSESSMENT ON CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES IN BURSA, 

FOCUSING ON CONSERVATION COUNCIL DECISIONS                                       

1955 - 2012 

 

¢akēcē, Sermin 

PhD., in Restoration Department of Architecture 

Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Neriman ķahin G¿­han 

September 2015, 452 pages 

 

 

Theoretical, legal and organizational processes in conservation have been 

widely studied by scholars; however, conservation activities -such as listing 

procedures and applied conservation plan together with restoration projects- 

in Turkey are poorly documented and published. There are not enough 

inventories of any kind and literature, such as periodicals on conservation and 

restoration work, remain mostly inadequate in defining the practical processes 

of architectural and urban conservation. This lack of information makes it 

difficult to evaluate restoration projects and determine their shortcomings 

from which lessons could be learned. 

Among numerous historic towns in Turkey, Bursa comes out as a town where 

conscious decisions were made to preserve its cultural heritage since midth 

of the 19th century, while being inhabited since 2nd century BC and becoming 

the first capital city of Ottoman Empire. Governors, mayors and various local 

institutions emerge as having a sustained positive influence of conservation 

decisions. However, as yet, neither a holistic research nor an interpretation 
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exists concerning the conservation activities and the driving forces behind 

those decisions made in Bursa. 

In this concept, the aim of this research is to analyze and evaluate 

conservation decisions taken by the Conservation Councils (GEEAYK, 

TKTVKYK and BKTVKBK) and their applications in the historic town of 

Bursa, since 1955. Thereby, chronological classification of urban 

conservation activities as well as roles of changing legislations and local 

authorities in applications have been studied, in order to assess the 

conservation history in Bursa.. 

It is aimed that the results of this dissertation will contribute to form the basis 

of future proper decisions and applications for the conservation and 

sustainability of cultural heritage in Bursa, as being accepted as one of the 

UNESCO World Heritage Sites recently.  

 

Keywords: Conservation History, Conservation Implementations, 

Conservation Councilôs Decisions, Ottoman City, Bursa. 
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ÖZ 

 

BURSAôDAKĶ KORUMA FAALĶYETLERĶNĶN  

KORUMA KURUL KARARLARI ODAKLI DEĴERLENDĶRĶLMESĶ 

1955 ï 2012  

 

¢akēcē, Sermin 

Doktora, Restorasyon, Mimarlēk Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Neriman ķahin G¿­han 

Eylül 2015, 452 sayfa 

 

 

Korumada teorik, yasal ve örgütlenmesel s¿re­ araĸtērmacēlar tarafēndan 

yaygēn bir ĸekilde ­alēĸēlmēĸtēr; ancak, T¿rkiyeôdeki koruma faaliyetlerinin-

tescil uygulamalarē ve koruma imar planē ile beraber restorasyon projeleri- 

belgeleme ve yayēnlanmasē yetersizdir. Herhangi bir envanter bulunmadēĵē 

gibi koruma ve restorasyon faaliyetleri hakkēnda s¿rekli yayēnlarda mimari 

ve kentsel korumanēn uygulama s¿re­lerini tariflemekte yetersizdir. Bu bilgi 

eksikliĵi restorasyon projelerini deĵerlendirmeyi ve eksikliklerinden ders 

­ēkarabilmeyi zorlaĸtērmaktadēr. 

T¿rkiyeôdeki pek­ok tarihi kent i­erisinde Bursa, Osmanlē Ķmparatorluĵuônun 

ilk baĸkenti ve 19. y¿zyēldan beri k¿lt¿rel mirasēnē koruma bilinciyle kararlar 

alan bir ĸehir olarak ºne ­ēkmaktadēr. Belediye baĸkanlarē gibi yerel 

yöneticiler ve farklē kurumlar koruma kararlarēnda olumlu etki bērakmēĸlardēr. 

Yine de koruma faaliyetleri ve Bursaôda alēnan kararlarēn sebepleri ¿zerine 

bir b¿t¿nc¿l ­alēĸma ya da yorum bulunmamaktadēr.    
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Böylesi bir durumda, bu araĸtērmanēn amacē tarihi ĸehir Bursaôda Koruma 

Kurullarēônēn (GEEAYK, TKTVKYK ve BKTVKBK) aldēĵē koruma karar 

ve uygulamalarēnēn saptanmasē, analizi ve deĵerlendirmesini yapmaktēr. 

Bºylece, Bursaôda koruma faaliyetlerinin kronolojik bir sēnēflandērmasē 

yapēlarak 19. y¿zyēldan itibaren ĸehrin koruma tarihinin -ancak son 60 sene 

üzerine odaklanarak- bir tarifinin yanē sēra deĵiĸen yasal d¿zenlemeler ve 

yerel yönetimlerin uygulamalardaki etkisi ortaya koyulmakadēr.     

Ayrēca, bu araĸtērmadan elde edilen sonu­larēn, yakēn zamanda UNESCO 

Dünya Miras Alanlarēôndan biri olarak se­ilen Bursaônēn k¿lt¿rel mirasēnēn 

s¿rd¿r¿lebilirliĵi i­in gelecekteki kararlara ve uygulamalara katkēda 

bulunmasē ama­lanmaktadēr.    

 

Anahtar Kelimeler : Koruma Tarihi, Koruma Uygulamalarē, Koruma Kurul 

Kararlarē, Osmanlē ķehri, Bursa. 
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CHAPTER 1  

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

Generating the timeline of conservation implementations in a historic city can 

give us an idea about the variety of conservation approaches related with 

changing legislations in a country. Otherwise, it is hard to observe the relation 

between legal and practical changes in time. Besides, it is also important to 

evaluate the course of practice within the scope of theoretical parameters, in 

order to follow the harmony between the applications and the written 

documents. Consequently, this tripod structure formed by legal, theoretical 

and practical aspects can still not be understood clearly due to the lack of 

cooperation among them. Hence, it is purposed to reveal the type of 

implementions, in which these three aspects work together, in order to 

achieve success in heritage conservation. 

On the other hand, it is hard to retrieve information about the implementations 

by using only literature survey, due to the lack of publications. Additionally, 

there are not enough studies concerning practical process in conservation 

activities, comprising restoration and rehabilitation projects. It is also hard to 

measure the successes and faults of a conservation project, only by discussing 

the results of applications on site. It is also required to understand and 

evaluate the whole process of a conservation implementation, from 

preparation to application. Hence, it is possible to get informed about the 

reasons and requirements for preparation of a conservation project, by 

following related decisions taken by Conservation Councils, which have been 

active as decision maker for conservation activities in Turkey, since 1951.  
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Since collecting information about the conservation decisions and practices 

in Turkey in countrywise would be a complicated study, it was decided to be 

concentrated on a city scale case. In this respect, Bursa is selected as the case 

of this study, as being a historic city and a pioneer in following the changes 

in legal and organizational aspects of conservation issue in Turkey, since the 

approval of the first national regulations. According to the literature, 

restoration and repair applications have been in the agenda of Bursa, since the 

midst of the 19th century. Although there are some researches1 on 

conservation status of historic sites in Bursa, there is still a knowledge gap 

about the decision and preparation processes of conservation activities, 

together with the definition of applications. Therefore, it is necessary to find 

out and study undiscovered sources informing conservation interventions 

held in the historic city center of Bursa, and to identify various approaches in 

following of legal and organizational changes in conservation issue of 

Turkey. It is also essential to explain the engagement of local authorities and 

public institutions in local attempts for conservation of cultural heritage in 

Bursa, together with the driving forces behind the decisions of the 

Conservation Councils.  

 

1.1  Aim and Subject of the Dissertation 

 

The major aim of this dissertation is to study and evaluate conservation 

activities, including registration decisions and various types of 

implementations, in Bursa, depending on decisions taken by the Conservation 

Councils.  

                                                 
1 These researches will be defined in following part of literature review, in detail. 
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In line with its purpose, this thesis was preferred to be focused on previously 

unstudied implementations resulted from conservation decisions taken for the 

continuity of cultural heritage in Bursa. Even though the city has been 

subjected to conservation activities since the middle of the 19th century, it is 

hard to retrieve adequate written information about the applications through 

literature survey. On the other hand, the decisions on restoration of 

monumental buildings in Bursa started to be taken by the High Council 

(GEEAYK) since 1955, just a few years from its foundation. Keeping up with 

new legal and organizational developments in Turkey makes the city 

significant, while providing a collection of archival documents concerning 

different phases of conservation implementations in Bursa. It is also possible 

to observe the effects and results of changing legislations in conservation of 

cultural properties in Bursa, together with different attitudes of local 

authorities in conservation field. 

Accordingly, it is aimed to collect, analyse and evaluate the conservation 

decisions mostly related with implementations within the historic city center 

of Bursa, while depicting its conservation history from the mid-19th century 

onwards, but focusing primarily on the last sixty years. 

 

1.1.1. Literature Review 

 

In order to achieve a comprehensive literature review on thesis subject, it is 

required to gather the information which responses certain questions of the 

dissertation. Hence, firstly, it is asked that if the studies, which are concerned 

only on the theoretical, legal and organizational procedures in conservation, 

are sufficient to understand historical background of conservation issue. For 

a proper answer, the conservation practices parallel with the legal and 

theoretical concepts need to be investigated in a systematic manner.  



 

4 

 

Hence, it is initially required to investigate what kind of studies has been 

studied on the conservation issue in Turkey. As a result of an inclusive 

literature survey, it is clearly observed that theoretical, legal and 

organizational procedures in conservation were studied by the scholars in 

Turkey. While Madran (1997) (2002) defines the regulation of conservation 

decisions from Beneficial (Tanzimat) Reforms to the early period of Turkish 

Republic (1800-1950), ķahin G¿­han and Kurul (2009) carry out historical 

research on conservation measures in Turkey with respect to the legal and 

organizational attempts occurred in between 1850s and 2005. Besides, the 

theoretical aspects of conservation are mentioned with reference to the 

publications and articles prepared by the scholars; some of them re named as 

Erder (1971) (1975) (1986), Batur (1975), Okyay (1976), Madran and 

Özgönül (1999) (2005), Kuban (2000), and Kayēn (2008) in addition to the 

international and national charters defining the conceptual framework of 

conservation.  

Moreover, the studies on conservation history of historic towns were 

reviewed for selecting the most appropriate case. There are many urban 

studies ((Aktüre; Ünlü, 1996) ; (Kuban, 2001)) including development and 

transformation of different historic cities in Turkey, such as Ķstanbul (Kuban, 

(2010), (2011)), (Soygeniĸ, 2006), (Altēnyēldēz, 2007), Ķzmir (Arel, 1975), 

Kayseri (Kocatürk, 2009), Antalya (Madran, 2001), Edirne (Hibri, 1996), 

Antakya (Rifaioĵlu, 2012), Bursa (Baykal,1982), (Yalman, 1977), (Dostoĵlu, 

2001), (Akkēlē­, 2002), (Tomruk, 2008), (Kaplanoĵlu, (2000), (2005) 

(2008)), Konya (Baĸtak, 1945) and Ankara (Evren, 1998), (Yavuz, (2000); 

(2001)), (Tuncer, 2001), (Cengizkan, 2004). However these studies are 

mostly focused on formation, expansion and transformation processes of 

these cities and rarely mention historical background of conservation 

attempts. 
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On the other hand, there are certain theses which are focused both on urban 

and conservation histories of a town / city. For instance, the dissertation 

prepared by Önge (2011), is concentrated on the history of the conservation 

of the cultural heritage on surrounding of Alaaddin Hill in Konya, in a 

chronological framework between 1869 and 2009. While the thesis covers the 

conservation history of Konya in general, it is also focused on the legal 

regulations and organizational developments regarding the aforementioned 

area, in specific. Although the thesis is based on hand drawn / hardcopy maps 

and chronologically ordered matrixes of events in different periods of urban 

history, the author criticized himself and the study for not using GIS software, 

which would enable him to get much more statistical results in a limited time. 

Yēldērēm (2011) tries to explore current and possible approaches for the 

organizational framework of actors in the urban conservation process, on the 

basis of recent legislative and social developments in Turkey. She studied on 

applicable models, aimed to guide the conservation principles for historic 

towns, named as Gaziantep, Kuĸadasē and Mudurnu. Consequently, the active 

participation of statutory authorities, sponsors, users and experts is indicated 

as a requirement for an organizational framework in conservation procedure, 

which makes urban conservation projects successful in responding to the 

requirements of legal, financial, social and scientific credibility. The 

pressures of development related with urban context and the scale of the 

project area are found in relation with the organizational frameworks of urban 

conservation projects, in her study.  

On the other hand, Durukan (2004) summarizes the legal and institutional 

development of cultural heritage conservation in Turkey, via the decisions 

taken by the Conservation Councils that are known as the decision making 

authority. This dissertation also helped to present the orientation between the 

Councilsô decisions, the conservation practices and the solutions for 

conservation issue, while briefly informing about the historical background 
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of legal and organizational regulations in Turkey, since the Ottoman period. 

The conservation activities are classified under the titles of ñinventoryò, 

ñplanning projectò, ñpracticeò and ñcontrolò, as a result of an assessment on 

the decisions collected from the archive of Regional Conservation Council of 

Cultural and Natural Properties in Adana. Consequently, this study is also 

essential to observe the results of localization in conservation decisions taken 

for sustainability of cultural heritage in a historic city. 

In these three dissertations, the conservation principles of one or more cities 

in Turkey were studied with an emphasis on legal and organizational 

regulations on related Regional Conservation Councils, within the scope of 

decisions related with conservation implementations in detail. Therefore, 

each of these studies is claimed to be a guide to understand the previous 

conservation works and groundwork to study on similar subjects with more 

recent methods. 

There are also research articles exposing the archival documents about 

conservation approaches to the cultural heritage in all around Turkey. Gasco 

((2010); (2012)) recently wrote two articles that concern ñprotection 

programò, prepared by Turkeyôs Ministry of Education in 1933, in order to 

reveal the attention of governmental institutions on conservation of 

immovable cultural properties during the Early Republican Period. He firstly 

defined this program as marking the preliminary restoration works that are 

characterized by a scientific and systematic approach in three cities of 

Turkey; Ankara, Bursa and Edirne. Within this framework, he gave detailed 

information about the report prepared by Bruno Taut in 1938, in order to give 

his professional opinion about the restoration of Mahmut Paĸa Bedesteni in 

Ankara and Yeĸil Tomb in Bursa, while including also the condition of 

several monuments in Edirne. These three cases reveal the effort of the 

Ministry as ña national project aimed at grounding the identity of the new 

state on its historical heritageò. He also published restoration works held in 
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Edirne between 1933 and 1944, via a set of postcards displaying Edirneôs 

historical buildings. He aimed to discover ñthe public reception of the 

historical heritage of the countryò and the efforts of the Turkish Historical 

Society in advertising ñprotection programò and ñscheduled interventionsò 

related to conservation issue.  

The debates and studies on heritage conservation planning of historic cities 

also contribute to the literature on urban conservation issue. For instance, 

Özcan (2009) tried to define conservation and development strategies related 

with the spatio-functional setting and the institutional framework for Konya, 

as one of the historic cities in Central Anatolia. For this purpose, a sustainable 

urban conservation strategy and an urban conservation matrix were prepared 

together with the SWOT analysis and Integrated Synthesis. Finally óa 

sustainable plan schemaô was prepared within the context of priority planning 

and implementation processes on detailed urban design focal areas. These 

methodological studies contributed to put forward sustainable conservation 

strategies for the historic cities in particular. A study in similar scale was 

prepared by Payaslē Oĵuz and Aksulu (2007), regarding the historical pattern 

at Tepebaĵ Region, the oldest settlement in the historic city center of Adana, 

together with evaluation of conservation problems and proposals in site. They 

also examined the proposals for the conservation of aforesaid region together 

with each single building in it, after documenting and analysing architectural, 

physical and social aspects and problems investigated during the site survey 

study. 

There are also workshops and proceedings which have focused on technical 

information concerning architectural conservation implementations prepared 

and applied for immovable cultural properties in Turkey. For instance, a 

series of symposium, titled óNational Symposium on Architectural 

Conservation Projects and Implementationsô (Ulusal Mimari Koruma Proje 
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ve Uygulamalarē Sempozyumu)2, informes not only the local institutions but 

also the community about activities in terms of conservation and 

sustainability of cultural heritage, in company with different opinions of the 

related experts in restoration projects. This national symposium has been 

organized since 2010, in order to provide a basis for assessment and 

discussion on re-use projects and applications together with public awareness 

in conservation of cultural heritage. As is known to all, the course of 

conservation is composed of ódocumentation-restitution-restorationô stages, 

which are undertaken in manual methods as a result of national and traditional 

conservation approaches together with technical specifications defined by 

various institutions. Hence, the printed proceedings contribute to raise the 

awareness of experts about each othersô experiences on implementations in 

conservation field of Turkey.   

In addition, the symposiums and exhibitions that have been prepared by 

Turkish team of DOCOMOMO (DOcumentation and COnservation of 

Buildings, Sites and Quarters of the MOdern MOvement) since 2004 are 

another national attempt for conservation of modern architectural buildings 

in Turkey. As being established in 1990, International DOCOMOMO team 

aimed to increase awareness in documentation and conservation of modern 

architecture, design and city planning products. Besides, the Universities, 

Chamber of Architects and various Architectural Periodicals have supported 

the activities organized by DOCOMOMO_tr, for the purpose of 

understanding and recognizing Early Republican Period buildings, must be 

documented and conserved in Turkey.     

Consequently, there is still gap in the works explaining the whole preparation 

and application processes of conservation implementations in Turkey to 

                                                 
2 This national symposium is organized by the Chamber of Architects in Turkey, in order to 

handle repair and reuse process of the historic buildings within a scientific context, differing 

from the traditional approaches in conservation and enhancement of cultural heritage. 
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discuss. However, the project reports attached to the decisions of the 

Conservation Councils can be useful in understanding the entire course of 

related conservation activities. Hence, it is required to investigate the accurate 

sources which contribute to discover these unknown / undefined data, without 

containing any previous interpretations. 

 

1.1.2. Research Questions and Problems 

 

Published studies on legal and theoretical aspects in conservation issue are 

sufficient to make a general evaluation on them, whereas it is hard to 

understand their effects on conservation of cultural heritage without 

discovering definition of implementations. Thus, the major problem of the 

academic writings in the discipline of conservation is determined as the 

deficiency in knowledge and literature about the practical process of 

conservation interventions, held in historic cities. There is also lack of project 

archive collecting experimental reports necessary for a proper 

implementation. Hence, mistakes are still being made in selecting the 

appropriate treatment that should be applied in restoration or repair of an 

immovable cultural property.  

There are still undiscovered sources concerning the feedbacks featuring both 

faults and successes during the application process. This lack of awareness in 

experiences has caused misunderstandings and repeated mistakes in 

conservation implementations.  Moreover, it is hard to reach the crude/raw 

data giving detailed information about conservation implementations without 

any comment. Hence, it is asked if there is any possibility to make an 

objective assessment on reasons and results of conservation 

implementations, by following related conservation decisions. Additionally, 

what kind of research technique(s) should be used to reach raw data to 
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understand the practicing process of conservation activities is considered. It 

is also required to share this pristine data, after a qualified classification on 

different conservation applications. 

Although there are some proceedings presenting the problems and solutions 

defined during restoration process of a historic building, it is still hard to 

understand the integrity in conservation of buildings together with their 

surrounding area, which causes conflicts on ósiteô conservation. 

Correspondingly, the quality of a holistic evaluation on conservation should 

provide not only the physical but also social sustainability in site scale. 

Therefore, this thesis tries to find out if it is possible to read integrity in 

different scales of conservation, in related with applications defined in 

conservation decisions.  

The scholars studying in conservation issue also need to know how frequently 

the inventory studies are published, in order to be informed about current 

condition of cultural property while following the transformation on it. 

Besides, Regional Conservation Councils are currently responsible for 

collecting the inventory and documentary studies of a restoration project. By 

this way it is possible to be aware of existence, condition and conservation 

status of a cultural property, without making a site survey.  

In brief, the problems caused as a result of literature survey in conservation 

implementations, can be defined as; 

- Lack of systematic study and publications, concerning inventory 

studies and conservation implementations in historic cities 

- Lack of awareness and knowledge about the practicing process of 

previous implementations, which causes repetition of same mistakes 

in conservation of a historic building or area. 



 

11 

 

- Lack of experiences to guess the proper methods for gathering 

undiscovered data in conservation practices, which proves the need 

for a model, to be used in future research studies. 

Moreover, it is also aimed to find answers to the following questions as  

- If there is any relation between historical background of urban 

formation, transformation and conservation within the timeline of 

urban history 

and 

- Whether it is possible to find out the reasons of permanent changes in 

historic city centers, depending on conservation decisions on 

implementations. 

In addition, it is also wondered what the effects of the Councilsô conservation 

decisions related to continuation of cultural heritage are. Thus, it would be 

easy to follow the mistakes or the successes of conservation process in a 

regulated way. 

 

1.1.3. Case Study: City of Bursa (former Prusa ad Olympium) 

 

Since the evaluation of the conservation implementations in Turkey is a 

complicated study, it is required to be studied in a defined city as a case. 

Hence, this study will cover the collection, analysis and evaluation of 

conservation practices in Bursa, as being the pioneering city to follow 

various national types of conservation approaches since the middle of the 

19th century.  
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In order to find out clear and systematic ways for understanding the effects of 

conservation decisions on sustainability of cultural heritage, it is decided to 

study on a conserved historic city of Turkey. Bursa, known as the first capital 

of Ottoman Empire, is selected as the case of this dissertation. In order to 

achieve qualified and comprehensive responds to local activities in Bursa, it 

is also required to ask some questions such as   

- What are the cultural properties, listed and designated legally to be 

conserved, in Bursa?  

- What are the urban conservation activities approved and applied in 

Bursa? 

- Who / Which institutes are the actors / key agents actively impacting 

on the conservation of cultural properties in Bursa? What are the roles, 

responsibilities and capabilities of these actors in taking conservation 

decisions and applying restorations in Bursa? 

- What are the events/dates as breakpoints forming the conservation 

history of Bursa?  

- What is the conservation approach in urban planning policy of Bursa? 

Is there any interaction between urban planning principles and 

conservation activities in Bursa?  

- Is there any conservation area subjected to a combination of different 

types of conservation approaches? What about the major type(s) of 

cultural properties mostly subjected to conservation activities? And 

finally, is there any kind of implementation dominantly active within 

the historic city center of Bursa? 

- What causes transformation in urban character of Bursa in history? Is 

there any defined threat for the conservation of cultural heritage in 

Bursa? 
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Bursa maintains the urban features of an Ottoman city, together with 

including architectural remains in use of industrial and touristic demands for 

the development of a metropolitain city, since the middle of the 19th century. 

There are registered buildings and designated sites, comprising historical, 

architectural and cultural value within unity of Bursa, since the 2nd century 

BC. On the other hand, apart from the new industrial and public buildings of 

Turkish Republican period (since 1923 till present), most of existing / intact 

historic buildings3 were constructed during Ottoman period (14th century - 

20th century),   

This multi-layered character of Bursa has been subjected to common / usual 

transformation movements dated to period between the late 19th century and 

the early 20th century. The changes in historic urban form started with 

application of Beneficial Reforms (Tanzimat Reformlarē) in urban planning, 

and continued with new urban development activities as a result of 

Republican Period innovations. The disasters and insensible treatments 

accepted in repair and restoration applications have periodically influenced 

the decays and deformations in traditional tissue.  

Besides, Bursa has witnessed various types of conservation decisions 

taken by the High Council, since 1955. However, repairs and restorations 

of historic monuments and ancient artifacts have already started to be applied 

according to new regulations4, signed at the end of the 19th century. For 

instance, Yeĸil Mosque was reconstructed in a new style by Leon Parville5 

(Daniĸmend, 1948: 40). Moreover, Yeĸil Madrasah was restored to be re-used 

                                                 
3 These buildings are named as óhanô buildings, baths, silk factories, Sultansô complexes, 

madrasas, mosques, fountains and citadel walls 

4 Ancient Monuments Regulations (Asar-ē Atika Nizamnameleri) (1869-1906) and 

Building and Roads Codes / Regulations (Ebniye Nizamnameleri) (1848-1882). 
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as the Archeology Museum in 1927 (Madran, 1997: 77). However, traditional 

houses, which surrounded Yeĸil Complex, were still being simply repaired, 

instead of being restored according to a proper project.  

Moreover, Bursa is pioneer in conservation activities in site scale, since the 

midst of the 20th century. A city plan was prepared by Luigi Piccinato and 

Emin Canpolat in 1960 (Dostoĵlu and Vural, 2002: 242-244), (Vural, 2000: 

7-12), in order to arrange and reconstruct initially west part of historic trade 

center, that was destroyed by the fire occurred in 1958. By this plan, it is 

proposed to  

¶ conserve historic texture of Bursa,  

¶ excavate and reach to original foundations of ruined monuments, 

in order to achieve adequate information before reconstructions,  

¶ restore and repair collapsed buildings in traditional form, whereas 

using new construction technique and material, like in reinforced 

concrete. 

On the other hand, conservation development plans together with street 

rehabilitation projects started to be applied for arrangement of conservation 

areas, since the beginning of 1980s. The conservation plan of Tophane 

District (1983) and the street rehabilitation project prepared for Kale Street 

within the citadel (1985) can be given as first examples to these site scale 

planned conservation practices.  

Bursa is a worthy follower and practitioner of legal and organizational 

regulations in Turkey, which makes its conservation policy consistent and 

coherent with renewed laws. After the establishment of the High Council 

(GEEAYK) as a central decision maker governmental institute in 1951, the 

first conservation decision was taken in 1955, concerning the restoration 

project of Yēldērēm Bayezēd Bezzestan in historic trade center. Afterwards, 
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the first designation decisions on natural, archaeological and urban sites of 

Bursa was taken in 1978, after the declaration of ósiteô as a definition for 

conservation areas in historic city center, by no:1710 Act accepted in 1973. 

In pursuit of acceptance the requirement of regional conservation councils by 

no: 2863 Act in 1983, Regional Council for the Conservation of the Cultural 

and Natural Properties was initially established in Bursa, in 1987, in order to 

take responsibility of conservation decisions from the High Council6.  

Meanwhile, Bursa is fortunate as observing various types of non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) which contributes to public 

participation and collective studies in conservation of cultural heritage, since 

the midst of the 20th century. For instance, Bursa Eski Eserleri Sevenler 

Derneĵi (1946) has practiced on projects for conservation in mostly building 

scale, as another voluntary NGOs in Bursa. Additionally, óYerel Gündem 21ô 

was founded in 1995, connected to the City Council of Bursa (Bursa Kent 

Konseyi), by the support of Metropolitan Municipality of Bursa, which was 

followed by competitons and awards related with the attempts in conservation 

of cultural heritage in Bursa. For instance Cumalēkēzēk, which is a historic 

Ottoman village in Bursa, was awarded as being ñthe best touristic townò, by 

the EMITTô99 Awardness in 1999.  

The new millenium brought certain changes in legal and organizational 

aspects of conservation in Turkey, with the acceptance of new Acts dated to 

2004 and 20057. As a result of these new regulations, the municipalities, the 

                                                 
6 After the final central decision taken by TKTVYK (Taĸēnmaz K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarē 

Yüksek Kurulu), the conservation decisions continued to be taken by Ķstanbul III Numaralē 

K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Kurulu for a while, just before the first decision taken 

by BKTVKK (Bursa K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Bºlgel Kurulu) in 1988 (decision 

no: 55 / 25.06.1988). 

7 5226 / 14.07.2004 (2863 sayēlē K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Kanunu ile ¢eĸitli 

Kanunlarda Deĵiĸiklik Yapēlmasē hakkēnda Kanun); 5216 / 23.07.2004 (B¿y¿kĸehir 

Belediyesi Yasasē); 5366 / 05.07.2005 (Yēpranan Tarihi  ve K¿lt¿rel Taĸēnmaz Varlēklarēn 

Yenilenerek Korunmasē ve Yaĸatēlarak Kullanēlmasē Hakkēnda Kanun); 5390 / 05.07.2005 
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Ministry of Culture and Tourism, and General Directorate of Pious 

Foundations have taken responsibilities and authorities from related experts, 

during preparation and application processes of the conservation projects for 

immovable cultural properties. Meanwhile, local services are also 

incorporated by the governmental institutions, such as the Municipalities 

and Special Provincial Administration. Conservation Implementation and 

Inspection Bureau (KUDEB, Koruma Uygulama Denetleme Bürosu) is one 

of these local services and was combined with the Bursa Special Provincial 

Administration, Directorate of Development and Construction  (Bursa Ķl ¥zel 

Ķdaresi Ķmar ve Yapē Ķĸleri Daire Baĸkanlēĵē), in 2006. It shares responsibility 

for applying and monitoring the projects, related with simple repair and 

conservation of historic buildings, which proves participation of local 

authorities in Bursa. For instance, the city walls were recompleted and the 

entrances inside the Citadel -Saltanat Gate and Fetih Gate- were renovated by 

the financial and organizational support of local services in the Municipality 

of Osmangazi. 

Consequently, it is obvious that Bursa has the potential to be studied in terms 

of conservation history. However, there is a gap in literature about 

conservation practices in historic buildings and areas of Bursa. Therefore, in 

this dissertation, it is necessary to fill this gap, by giving information about 

conservation activities via conservation decisions taken by GEEAYK and 

BKTVKBK, since 1955. 

 

 

                                                 
(B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi Kanununda Deĵiĸiklik Yapēlmasēna Dair Kanun); 5391 / 13.07.2005 

(¥zel Ķdaresi Kanununda Deĵiĸiklik Yapēlmasēna Dair Kanun) ; 5393 / 13.07.2005 (Belediye 

Kanunu).  
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1.2  Structure of the Thesis 

 

The thesis is composed of five chapters and their supplementary appendices.  

The first chapter offers an introduction to the subject of the thesis, with the 

intention of clarifying the content of the main theme. The chapter begins with 

an explanation of the research aim and scopes, and continues with questions 

asked to understand the problems that have emerged in the conservation 

discipline.  

Within the scope of the research, this chapter presents a literature review in 

previous scholarly studies about formation, transformation and conservation 

of Ottoman cities, together with investigations in proper methodologies; 

leading to:  

ü explanation of requirements for this study, 

ü definition of the case-study area, 

ü propose for an appropriate methodology in this study. 

By defining the aim and the methodological framework of this dissertation, 

the first chapter lastly mentions the reasoning behind the selection of Bursa 

as the study area and the research methodology of the thesis.  

In the second chapter of the thesis, the history of urban development and 

conservation activities in Bursa is described, with special emphasis on the 

19th and early 20th centuries. It is composed of three parts divided according 

to breakpoints in urban history of Bursa, until 1955. Within this framework, 

firstly, the formation and enlargement of Bursa are defined briefly until 1862, 

together with definitions on types of buildings as describing the character of 

an Ottoman city. 1862 is the date of Suphi Bey Map that is a document 

explaining the whole structure of the city, before transformation activities 
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applied within historic city center of Bursa. Westernization and 

transformation in physical structure of Ottoman Bursa are explained in the 

second part of this chapter, while depending on the effects of Beneficial 

(Tanzimat) Reforms at the end of the 19th century. Besides new road openings 

and new public building constructions are described together with 

destructions resulted in these improvement activities within the city center. 

Meanwhile, it is also required to enlighten the role of Bursa, with respect to 

the new conservation regulations on Ancient Monument Regulations (Asar-ē 

Atika Nizamnameleri). Finally, it is also planned to give information about 

conservation approaches on historic monuments and artifacts in Bursa, 

together with development activities dated to the early Turkish Republican 

period. According to the literature concerning conservation background of 

Bursa, it is mostly concentrated on reuse of monumental buildings by the 

restorations.  

In short, the second chapter focuses on the historical background of urban 

development and transformation of Bursa, until 1955, while containing 

relation with first legal conservation regulations accepted in both Ottoman 

Empire and Turkish Republic periods.   

Chapter Three includes the conservation history of Bursa with reference to 

Conservation Council Decisions since 1955, the year of the first decision 

taken by Conservation Council (GEEAYK) on application of restoration 

project of Yēldērēm Bezzestan in historic trade center. So, the first part of this 

chapter begins with first organized conservation attempts, between 1955 and 

1978. Secondly the preliminary attempts for conservation planning are 

defined, while comprising Councilôs decisions taken between 1978 and 1981. 

Following the second part, the conservation plans, which are approved 

between 1981 and 2007, are described chronologically in detail together with 

sub-projects prepared within conservation and new planning principles in 

these plans. The third chapter concludes with conservation activities applied 
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recently, after new regulations in both legal and organizational aspects of 

conservation issue in Turkey, since 2004. The effects of these new Acts are 

observed on conservation implementations in Bursa after 2006, by the direct 

participation of local authorities into new types of regeneration and 

rehabilitation projects.  

In brief, the third chapter begins with the first conservation decisions, 

continues with first organized and planned conservation applications, and 

finishes with newly added project types revealing transformed attitudes in 

conservation implementations. 

After giving detailed information about historical background of heritage 

conservation in Bursa, the conservation implementations are evaluated under 

three time periods that are defined according to urban development and 

conservation activities in Bursa, from 1955 to 2014. Although the archival 

study of this dissertation was done in 2012 summer holiday, this assessment 

part of the thesis includes the conservation attempts until 2014, which is the 

date of acceptance UNESCO membership of Bursa and Cumalēzēk as one of 

the World Heritage Sites in the world. By this way, it might be possible to 

explain shifting from national approaches to universal acceptances.  

Hence, approximately last sixty years of conservation activities in Bursa is 

evaluated under three phases as well: 

- 1st phase : 1955-1987 

- 2nd phase : 1987-2007 

- 3rd phase : 2007-2014 

The first phase (1955-1987) defines localization in practicing following 

central decisions on conservation of Bursa, while giving information about 

the first restorations and repairs together with first listing decisions. This 

phase also reveals preparation process for conservation development plans in 
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addition to application of transition period new building constructions in 

historic sites of the city center.  

Afterwards, the approval and application processes of regulated conservation 

development plans are given during the second phase (1987-2007), as starting 

with the establishment of Regional Conservation Council of Cultural 

Porperties and Monuments in Bursa in 1987. The quantity of conservation 

development plans in Bursa makes this phase to focus on the reasons and 

results of these site scale conservation approaches. So, these plans are also 

divided into two, according to the types of project areas. Accordingly, the 

plans prepared for previously designated historic districts as Hanlar, Reyhan, 

Kayhan, Muradiye, Maksem, Yeĸil, and ¢ekirge Districts are grouped in the 

first part lasting from 1988 to 1998. Within the following years, conservation 

areas surrounding registered historic monuments, such as Ördekli Bath, 

decided to be designated, rehabilitated and conserved in plans. Besides, green 

areas such as K¿lt¿rpark, Kent Parkē, and K¿k¿rtl¿ Hot Water Conservation 

Area are also planned to provide their sustainability by regulating new 

building constructions in and around themselves. Hence, the planning 

approach to conserving the historic areas of Bursa is divided into two equal 

time sections in between 1987 and 2007.  

The second phase is also significant to reveal public participation in various 

organizations related with conservation of cultural heritage in Bursa. 

Moreover, local authorities (municipalities and any other governmental 

organizations), non-governmental organizations, voluntary institutions, and 

universities are actively supported local efforts in conservation of not only 

tangible but also intangible heritage in Bursa. Shortly, this twenty years phase 

describes the importance of localization and participation in conservation 

of urban and rural parts of Bursa. 

Finally, changes and new regulations in legal aspects of national conservation 

acts are evaluated in the third phase (2007-2014), as including new types of 
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plans, projects and approaches in conservation of historic cities like Bursa. 

New power given to the local authorities are mentioned together with 

increasing number of regeneration and urban design projects applied in and 

around historic city centers, in the last decade of its conservation history. The 

reconstructions and completions approved and applied under the title of 

restoration projects are also another essential part of this phase, which does 

not only change the authenticity of a historic building but also prevent 

sustainability in its surrounding. In brief, this phase presents 

ómetamorphosesô occurred as a result of new conservation approaches. 

In the light of the foregoing, it is required to make a summary with the help 

of numerical groupings and assessments at the end of the forth chapter, in 

order to see differentiation in types of conservation applications. These are 

titled as ólisting worksô, óarchitectural conservation implementations / 

restorationsô, and óconservation planning experiences and implementationsô. 

This classification should depend on a common terminology which is 

proposed by the scholar herself, by comparing and bringing definitions, which 

were declared by national Acts used in conservation field.  

Consequently, it is aimed to understand how much Bursa is conserved or not, 

from 1955 to 2014, by making discussion and evaluation of different 

approaches via conservation implementations.  

Chapter five is the conclusion of the thesis, focused on general assessment on 

conservation history of Bursa, while defining the values, potentials and 

problems in both building and site scale conservation activities. By this way, 

it is also tried to invent reasons and results for not only conservation but also 

transformation attempts within historic city center of Bursa. This would be 

helpful to discover the solutions to conserve landscape heritage of Bursa 

together with built-up values on its geography. Besides, the recommendations 

for a holistic conservation in Bursa are followed by limitations of this 

dissertation, in order to provide usability of collected and evaluated data for 
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the future studies. By this way, this study might be a guide to find ways of 

proposing conservation and sustainability of whole cultural heritage in Bursa, 

which was nominated as a World Heritage Site by UNESCO in 2014. 

 

1.3 Research Methodology 

 

The research methodology of this thesis is composed of three main phases:  

(1) The documentation phase, including literature and archival surveys 

(2) The digitizing phase, formed as a result of input of classified data 

(3) The evaluation phase, depending on parameters and criteria to discuss 

When the major topic of an inquiry emerges from the historical background 

of conservation approaches in a historic city, it is required to study through a 

quantitative research method. In this context, it is proposed a combination of 

interpretive-historical and case-study research methods in order to analyze 

and evaluate the conservation history of Bursa, via the implementations in 

both building and site scales. A holistic methodology is aimed to be prepared 

in order to understand the collected conservation decisions together with all 

kind of activities, such as research programs and seminers, in total. 

 

1.3.1. Methods used in Documentation Phase: Literature and Archival 

Survey 

 

The documentation phase of this study firstly requires a comprehensive 

literature survey, including both written and visual documents, searched in 

terms of urban history and conservation history of cities in Turkey. In parallel 
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to the literature survey, a systematic reading and commentary of studies is 

also required in order to form the outline and the content of the thesis. 

As a part of the case study, the published and unpublished works under these 

two titles are also searched to understand the course of urban development 

and conservation in Bursa. The written documents are composed of the books, 

the articles published in periodical journals, the proceedings printed in the 

symposium books, and the related thesis studies. The historic texts, including 

the notes of travelers and researchers, are invested and evaluated as the 

secondary sources of the historical research. Both old and current maps, 

photographs, sketches, and plan drawings are also used to define the 

architectural characteristic and urban transformation of Bursa. These sources 

are classified under three main periods, called as óPre-Ottomanô, óOttomanô, 

and óTurkish Republicanô, which also contributes to understand breakpoints 

in urban history of Turkey and Bursa. 

After finishing this literature survey, two tables were prepared. One of them 

reveals the historical development of Bursa, while the other helps to follow 

the conservation activities in Bursa chronologically. Then, these two tables 

are united in one table (Table 1.1) to discover if there is a relation or junction 

point between the breakpoints of urban history and conservation history of 

Bursa. The gathered information is arranged according to the historic events 

and actors directly influencing the conservation implementations in Bursa. 

For instance, two disasters, which were occurred in 1855 and 1958, are the 

events are resulted in reconstructions and restoration of collapsed historic 

buildings in the city center of Bursa. On the other hand, Governor Ahmet 

Vefik Paĸa, planner Luigi Piccnato, and Mayor Ekrem Saker exemplify 

leading actors in application of conservation projects for cultural heritage in 

Bursa. 

Due to the lack of accuracy in literature about conservation practices, it is 

aimed to retrieve the raw data from the archival study. The interpretive-
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historical research let use informed about empirical evidence from the past 

from a wide variety of sources, including archival materials, together with 

public and private documents. Hence, it is required to gather information from 

the local sources in the archives of Local Authorities (the Metropolitan 

Municipality of Bursa, the Municipality of Osmangazi, and the Municipality 

of Yēldērēm), the General Directorate of Pious Foundations, the Regional 

Conservation Council of Bursa (BKTVKBK)8 and Bursa Provincial 

Administration and the Special Provincial Administration that possesses the 

information of repair works done by KUDEB. The archives of Setbaĸē 

Library, the Archaeology Museum, Bursa City Museum, and the private 

restoration offfices are also significant for gathering the sources about 

historical background of urban formation, expansion, transformation and 

conservation of Bursa. Moreover, the publications9 prepared by the scholars, 

named as Halil Ķnalcēk, Raif Kaplanoĵlu, Emre Madran, Kazēm Baykal, Bedri 

Yalman, Sedat ¢etintaĸ, Heath W. Lowry, Neslihan Dostoĵlu, and Beatrice 

St. Laurent, are searched as including both visual and written sources.  

                                                 
8 According to the collected data from this archival study in BKTVKK, the conservation 

decisions approved by the High Council (GEEAYK) are dated between 1955 and 1984. 

Afterwards, Ķstanbul merkezli Taĸēnmaz K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarē Ķstanbul Bºlge Kurulu, 

Taĸēnmaz K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarē Y¿ksek Kurulu (TKTVYK), and Ķstanbul III Numaralē 

K¿lt¿r ve Tabiat Varlēklarēnē Koruma Kurulu became the decision makers for conservation 

of cultural heritage in Bursa, until the establishment of Regional Conservation Council of 

Bursa (BKTVKK) in 1987.  

9 These publications will be given in the references at the end of the paper. 
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The printed historic maps10, aerial photos11, sketch plan drawings12, together 

with approved master plans13 and conservation development plans14 are also 

used to visualize the collected information via Geographical Information 

System (GIS), which also helps to find out morphological movement in multi-

layered character of Bursa. As a result of digitizing and superposing the whole 

knowledge in a regulated database, it would be clear to understand the 

                                                 
10 The printed historic maps of Bursa, dated to 1862 (Suphi Bey Map of Bursa), 1881, 1907, 

and 1922, were collected from the archival study and scanned to be used in digital format for 

mapping in ArcGIS program.  

11 The aerial photos, dated to 1943, 1973, 1984, and 1997, were gathered from the archive of 

General Command of Mapping (Harita Genel Komutanlēĵē) in Ankara, in order to follow the 

development and transformation in city center of Bursa, since 1940s. 

12 Following the plan drawing prepared by Carsten Niebuhr (1767), the plan drawings that 

were prepared by Albert Gabriel (1930s), Kazēm Baykal (1960s), and Bedri Yalman (1980s) 

are used to see urban transformation in historic city center of Bursa. 

13 The master plans of Bursa (in scale of 1/5000 and 1/1000), which are dated to 1976, 1984, 

1994, 1998, and finally 2009, were taken from the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development in Great Municipality of Bursa. 

14 The Conservation Development Plans (CDPs) gathered from the Planning Office of the 

Department of Housing and Urban Development in Osmangazi Municipality; (1) Reyhan- 

Kayhan ï Hanlar Bölgesi Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (2) Muradiye Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar 

Planē, (3) ķehrek¿st¿ Mahallesi Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē Revizyonu, (4) ¢ekirge Sēcaksu 

Koruma Alanlarē Ķle Kentsel Sit ve Doĵal Sit Alanlarē Koruma Geliĸtirme Ķmar Planlarē, 

(5) Ķnkayakºy Mahallesi Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē Revizyonu, (5) Dobrucaköy  Mahallesi  

Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar planē, (6) Kültürpark Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (7) Kent Parkē 

Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (8) Bursa Merkez Samanpazarē Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (9) 

Merinos Lojmanlarē Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (10) ¥rdekli Hamamē ve ¢evresi Koruma 

Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (11) ¢elikpalas ¦st¿ III. Derece Doĵal Sit Alanlarē Uygulama Ķmar 

Planē, (12) Bursa Eski Kaplēca Ķmar Planē, (13) Doburca Mahallesi III. Derece Doĵal Sit 

Alanlarē Uygulama Ķmar Planē, (14) K¿k¿rtl¿ Kaplēcasē Turizm Merkezi Uygulama Ķmar 

Planē.  

The Conservation Development Plans (CDPs) gathered from the Municipality of Yēldērēm; 

(1) Setbaĸē ï Yeĸil ïEmir Sultan Ķmar Planē, (2) Ak­aĵlayan ï Deĵirmenlikēzēk 3. Derece 

Doĵal Sit Alanē Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē Revizyonu, (3) Fidyekēzēk ï Baĵlaraltē-Yiĵitler-

75. Yēl Mahalleleri III. Derece Doĵal Sit Alanlarē Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (4) 

Hacēseyfettin Mahallesi Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (5) Ankara Yolu Kuzeyi III. Bölge 

Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē, (6) Cumalēkēzēk Kºy¿ Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē.  
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distribution of the conservation activities visually, in order to find out 

periodical breakpoints and regions influenced mostly.  

There are also some limitations occurred in research phase of this study. The 

accessibility to original sources is essential to make a proper archival study. 

So, the archive of Regional Conservation Council of Bursa was selected and 

studied during the whole site survey. However, due to spending too much 

time for scanning and organizing them before getting the data into 

geographical information system in time, any other site survey to determine 

and check the applicable of related conservation decisions could not be done. 

Moreover, the difficulties in archival research are; 

- getting permission for entering into the archive of Conservation 

Council of Bursa (BKTVKBK) 

- collecting & classifying the data  

- using time efficiently in regulating archival documents  

- reaching original sources ( reports, sketches, draft mapsé) that have 

been attached to the document. 

 

1.3.2. Methods used in Digitizing Phase: Classification and Input of 

Collected Data 

 

It is essential to create a holistic digital database composed of written and 

visual documents collected in the documentation phase, together with 

geographical features on recent plans. In the creation of the digital database, 

ArcGIS ArcMap 10 software was used as the main digital tool, with supported 

by AutoCAD, Microsoft Office, and Adobe Photoshop Elements 8.0.  
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Before starting to enter the collected data in GIS, a database table is required 

to reveal the attributes providing the classification of conservation activities 

within a timeline (Table 1.2).  

In addition to this ótimeline tableô, the whole conservation activities are 

presented in another table under two titles, classified according to the 

information collected from óLiterature Survey (L)ô and óConservation 

Decisions (CD)ô gathered from the archive of BKTVKBK. Besides, the 

timeline, named as ódateô in the table, is the common column to describe if 

there is any overlap in between these two types knowledge concerning 

conservation history of Bursa. Each row of information includes óID number 

of the activityô, óthe name of the cultural propertyô, and ótype of conservation 

activityô, óthe aim of / the reason for the activityô, and the names of óthe 

project owner/sô and óstakeholder/sô responsible for the implementations.  

As one of the inputs in Table 1.2, ótype of conservation activityô is required 

to be elaborated in another table including types of conservation activities and 

cultural properties together. In this table, cultural properties are classified as 

óhistoric area (HA)ô, óhistoric building (HBldg)ô and óarchaeological remains 

(AR)ô, while conservation activities are titled as being óResearchô, óApprovalô 

and óApplicationô. Symposiums, documentation activites and site survey 

reports, together with conservation and registration demands are accepted as 

the óResearchô phase of this classification. The approved but not applied 

conservation activities are presented under the title of óApprovalô together 

with the listing decisions. Moreover, óApplicationô part includes all types of 

conservation implementations prepared, approved and applied according to 

Councilsô Decisions. These two tables provide the ability to define the titles 

of conservation activities in Bursa, which would be used in comparison with 

the definitions mentioned in national and international regulations for cultural 

heritage conservation. 
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It is also essential to form an attribute list (Appendix A), including the 

content of the attributes, which are planned to be used as the input for 

visualizing the conservation activities in Bursa, via ArcGIS program. Due to 

the variation in cultural properties to be preserved, the types of city elements 

are named as óHistoric Area (HA)ô, óHistoric Building (HBldg)ô, and 

óArchaeological Remain (AR)ô, and óRoadô, each of which are drawn in 

ópolygonô geometry15. The physical character of the city is also supported by 

drawing geographical objects, such as óRiverô, óSlope Lines of Mount 

Uludaĵô, and óBoundaries of towns and villagesô that are also drawn in ólineô 

geometry.  

In addition to the óidentifying informationô16 about each of the cultural 

properties, ótypes of interventionsô experienced on cultural properties are 

given under titles of ódestructionô and óconservationô17. óThe functionô, 

proposed in restoration and rehabilitation projects, is also mentioned in the 

list, in order to observe the functional distribution of historic buildings and 

sites, after practical process. Most importantly, the codification, defining the 

types of conservation activities in this attribute list, is tried to be used in 

previous tables (Table 1.2 and Table 1.3), in order to achieve a common point 

in between both of them.  

On the other hand, all of the required maps were rectified and overlapped on 

a plate in GIS view, in order to display the distribution of conservation 

activities on a basemap. As being the oldest detailed map defining the 19th 

                                                 
15 In case of the differentiation in dimension of archeological remains, ópointô geometry can 

be selected as another option besides ópolygonô geometry. 

16 Information about óNameô, óLocationô, óFunctionô, and óRegistration Statueô of the 

cultural properties are grouped under title of óidentifying informationô. 

17 While ótypeô, ódateô, and óreasonô of the destructions on the related cultural property is 

described, ótypeô, ódateô, ócurrent statusô and óthe actorsô of the conservation activities are 

loaded according to the collected data. 
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century Ottoman city of Bursa, the boundary of Suphi Bey Map (1862) is 

presented as the basemap at first. However, it is mentioned that the maps of 

Bursa prepared in 1908 and 1922 reveals thermal springs and new settlement 

in Çekirge, at the west of the city center. Afterwards, the Early Republican 

Bursa was enlarged to the plain at north, by constructing new schools, 

factories and related residences, which can be observed from airphotos and 

new plan drawings of the city. Therefore, within the scope of this dissertation, 

the historic city center can be drawn from ¢ekirge District at west, to Yēldērēm 

District at east, while limited by Mount Uludaĵ at south and by Bursa Plain 

or Ķzmir-Ankara highway (former Mudanya-Bursa Railway route) at north 

(Figure 1.1). This enlarged boundary is used as final basemap during entering 

the collected data into geographical information system (GIS).   

The problems occcured during Data Entry Process can be given as 

ü Inaccessibility to the right tool to use and presenting the 

collected data  

ü Lack of harmony in use of technical programs (ArcGIS & 

AutoCAD & NetCAD & OGC (Open Geospatial 

Consortium)) in order to reach clear results  

ü Lack of knowledge in a proper program while overlapping 

visual and written sources on a common document 

ü Waste of time in scanning / formatting collected data and 

preparing a framework for data base, before entering into 

ArcGIS program  

ü Inaccessibility to the original visual documents  (maps, 

scatches, and even letters)  

ü Lack of numerical information in some digital / hardcopy 

maps / plans 

ü Weakness of technological facilities in transferring archival 

hardcopy documents to digital ones.  
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During the entering process of regulated data into ArcGIS, the old cadastral 

numbers given in conservation decisions were hardly matched with the new 

ones, listed in the excel file gathered form the archieve of BKTVKBK. 

Especially in registration activities, drawing the correct building parcel could 

be problem, due to this matching problem. Therefore, there caused missing 

parts in analyzing maps prepared by the researcher. However, there have been 

recently new studies regulated by Ministry of Culture and Tourism, which is 

known as National Immovable Cultural Heritage Inventory System (Tescilli 

K¿lt¿r Varlēklarē Tasēnmaz Ulusal Envanter Sistemi/TUES)18. Instead of 

being in the beginning process, this study is aimed to contribute into the 

inventorying of immovable cultural properties together with designated 

urban, natural and archaeological sites in historic cities of Turkey, like Bursa, 

on a web-based GIS system for Ministry of Culture and Tourism and other 

national governmental agencies (Appendix B).  

Consequently, the written sources, gathered from the literature and the 

Conservation Councilsô archieves, are entered into a geographical 

information system together with the collected visual documents, in order to 

exhibit and study on the conservation history of Bursa. 

 

1.3.3. Methods used in Evaluation Phase: Visualization and Discussion 

on the Results of Analysis 

The research continues with analysis and evaluation of the data on gathered 

conservation decisions taken by the Conservation Councils; GEEAYK and 

BKTVKBK. In order to make a clear evaluation for collected and presented 

                                                 
18 It is a centralized web-based GIS system, which is capable of cross-querying 10.000 

protected areas (archaeological, urban or historical), 100.000 monuments and registered 

historical buildings, more than 500.000 Conservation Council decisions and nearly 20 million 

pages of archival documents for all provinces of Turkey (unpublished article by L.Boz, 

Y.G¿lbay, H.M.Ayg¿n, E.Erdoĵmuĸ, (2014)). 
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implementations on the maps, it is essential to find out the right titles or 

keywords for the classification of regulated data, within the framework of 

normative explanations used in both national and international regulations. 

This also contributes to bring consistency to various official terms used in 

legislations and related institiutions about conservation issue, and makes the 

evaluation process of conservation activities in Bursa much more 

understandable within the concept of the dissertation. 

As described above, the terminology problem in this study causes 

misunderstanding in titles of conservation activities achieved from the related 

database. Although there are publications19 related with architectural 

conservation attitudes and the definitions of urban planning principles, there 

is still lack of harmony in terminology used for practices and definitions 

depending on national and international declarations, which also causes 

linguistic gap between English and Turkish titles used for conservation 

practices. Hence, it is decided to produce a simple ótechnical dictionaryô in 

both English and Turkish languages, in order to find out and propose a 

common terminology for conservation activities within the concept of this 

dissertation (Appendix C).  

According to the titles defined in conservation decisions and legal definitions 

gathered from literature, the common titles used for conservation activities 

are named as;  

1. ó Listing20 ï Tescil ô,  

2. ó Renovation and Simple Repair - Tadilat ve Tamirat ô,  

                                                 
19 (1) G.B.Altēnºz, N.ķ.G¿­han, Y.Ayhan, ¥.Bakērer, (2011); (2) M.Ersoy, (2012).  

20 Listing includes terms of both óRegistrationô in building scale and óDesignationô in site 

scale. 
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3. ó Maintenance ï Bakēm ô,  

4. ó Measured Drawing - Rölöve Projesi ô,  

5. ó Restitution Project - Restitüsyon Projesi ô,  

6. ó Restoration Project - Restorasyon Projesi ô, 

7. ó Comprehensive Repair ï Esaslē Onarēm ó, 

8. ó Implementations ï Uygulama Ķĸleri ó, 

9. ó Renovation Implementary Project ï Yenileme Uygulama Projesi ó 

10. ó Transportation ï Nakil ó 

11. ó Expropriation ï Kamulaĸtērma ó  

12. ó Documentation ï Tespit ó 

13. ó Conservation Development Plan ï Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar Planē ó 

14. ó New Building Construction in Designated Areas ï Sit Alanlarēnda 

Yeni Yapēlaĸma ó 

15. ó Revised Conservation Development Plan ï Revizyon Koruma 

Ama­lē Ķmar Planē ó 

16. ó Revision in Conservation Development Plan ï Koruma Ama­lē Ķmar 

Planē Deĵiĸikliĵi ó 

17. ó Expanded Conservation Development Plan ï Ķlave Koruma Ama­lē 

Ķmar Planē ó 

18. ó Street Rehabilitation Project ï Sokak Saĵlēklaĸtērma Projesi ó 

19. ó Master Plan ï Nazēm Ķmar Planē ó 

20. ó Implementary Development Plan ï Uygulama Ķmar Planē ó 
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21. ó Local Development Plan ï Mevzii Ķmar Planē ó 

22. ó Management Plan ï Yºnetim Planē ó 

23. ó Parcellation / Cadastral Plan ï Parselasyon Planē ó 

On the other hand, some of these definitions have never been used in 

conservation decisions related to cultural properties of Bursa, which caused 

new definitions to be added into this list. For instance, there is not any use of 

óExpanded Conservation Development Planô and óManagement Planô, 

whereas óNew Additionsô into the historic buildings and óNew Implementary 

Plansô applied within historic areas are frequently mentioned in Councilsô 

decisions. Finally, the list of conservation activities is revised and classified 

into two scales; building and site scales.  

According to this grouping, the conservation activities in building scale are 

classified according to the conservation decisions related with; 

1. Registration of immovable cultural properties  

2. Architectural Conservation Implementations  

2.a. Repair / Maintenance of Cultural Properties 

2.b. Transportation of Historic Buildings 

2.c. Excavation and Preservation of Archaeological Remains 

2.d. Collapse and Reconstruction of Documented Historic Buildings 

2.e. Transportation of Historic Building 

2.f. Restoration of Historic Buildings and Archaeological Remains 

2.g. Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings and Archaeological Remains  

3. New Building Construction Applications  
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3.a. Single Building Design Project  in Registered Parcels 

3.b. New Implementary Project in Registered Parcels 

3.c. New Building Constructions in Registered Parcels 

3.d. New Additions attached to Historic Buildings 

The conservation activities in site scale are also classified according to the 

decisions related with; 

1. Designation of historic areas 

2. Conservation Activities in Planning of Historic Areas  

2.a. Conservation Development Plans in historic areas 

2.b. Revision of Conservation Development Plan within a defined 

historic areas 

2.c. Application of Conservation Decisions in Development Plans  

2.d. Architectural Conservation Implementations in Site Scale  

  2.d.1. Street Rehabilitation Projects 

  2.d.2. Excavation and Preseervation in Archaeological Sites 

3. New Planning Implementations within Historic Areas  

3.a. Transition Period New Building Principles 

3.b. New Building Construction Principles in Conservation 

Development Plan 

3.c. New Building Construction Principles in Development Plan 

3.d. New Public Improvements in Historic Areas 

3.e. Urban Design Projects in Historic Areas 
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3.f. Regulation Plans in Historic Areas and Designated Sites 

  3.f.1. Landscape Plans 

  3.f.2. Environmental Regulation Plans 

  3.f.3. Archaeological Park Plan 

3.g. Implementary Development Plans 

3.h. Development Plan Corrections and Revisions 

3.i. Cadastral Plan Corrections and Revision 
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Figure 1.1: Boundaries of the study area in City Center of Bursa (2014) 
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Table 1.1: Table of Urban and Conservation History of Bursa  

         (This table was prepared and presented for proposal presentation of this dissertation, in June 2011) 
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Table 1.2: Attribute Table Defining the Conservation Activities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

              

Table 1.3: Matrix table of type of cultural properties and conservation activities 
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CHAPTER 2  

 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT OF BURSA WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

ON 19TH AND EARLY 20TH CENTURY 

 

In this chapter, the formation and change of the historic core of Bursa as well 

as the earliest conservation applications for historic buildings are defined. 

Under three titles the chapter reveals the foundation of Bursa which was a 

castrum in the ancient era and its development as an óOttoman cityô after 1326 

when it was named as Bursa. Subsequently, with reference to Suphi Beyôs 

map dated to 1862, a product of Tanzimat Era reformations, the first urban 

renovation activities and conservation approaches in the city are discussed. 

The last part of this chapter examines the initial conservation and restoration 

interventions in the Turkish Republic from its establishment in 1923 to the 

foundation of the The High Council for the Historical Real Estate and 

Monuments (GEEAYK) in 1951. 

 

2.1 Foundation and Expansion of Bursa, until 1862 

 

Attusa, the oldest settlement in Bursa found in written documents21, was 

located in the fertile plain between Osyrs (modern Nilufer) stream and 

Olympus Mysius (Uludaĵ). The ancient town was on the main road 

connecting important settlements such as Byzantion (Istanbul) and Chalcedon 

                                                 
21 ñéurbs fuit inmensa Atussa nomine, nunc sunt XII  civitates inter quas Gordiu Come, quae 

Iuliopolis vocatur.ò Pliny the Elder, V, 11.143 
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(Kadēkºy) in the north and Pergamon and Ephesos in the south (¥zgan, 

2008:20). Kurĸunlu Road, stretching from the ¢ekirge district to Fledar Plain 

in the bank of Osyrs (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 36-37) is one of the important routes 

of the ancient era.  

According to the surveys held in Bursa region, the earliest settlements are 

dated to the Chalcolithic period. These first settlements are located in and 

around the vicinities of Mt. Olympos (Uludaĵ), Keles, Apollonia (Gºlyazē), 

Nikaia (Ķznik), Kios (Gemlik), Apameia (Mudanya), Atranos (Orhaneli), and 

Meiletepolis (Mustafakemalpaĸa) (Tonak, 2010: 49). In addition to the intact 

archaeological remains, there are various findings excavated from tumuli 

around Bursa (Cengiz, 2006: 21). The tumuli, in the surrounding of Iznik 

Lake have been popular survey locations since 1942. The archaeological 

excavations22 contributed to discovery of the traces of Neolithic, Chalcolithic, 

Early, Middle and Late Bronze Age civilizations in Bursa region. In addition 

to these studies around the city centre, the remains of the citadel walls 

surrounding Hisar District are still legible. As the numismatic and epigraphic 

studies of the coins and inscriptions reveal, cults and temples of various 

deities existed in Prusa23. 

Prusa, the ancient Bursa, started to be settled since 2th BC., is known as one 

of the three cities established within the borders of BITHYNIA24 

(Kaplanoĵlu, 2000:18) (Cengiz, 2006:20) (Figure 2.1), one of the ancient 

                                                 
22 These excavations are dated to 1948 (by Prof. Dr. Kēlē­ Kºkten and Prof. Dr. ķevket Aziz 

Kansu), 1960s (by J. Mellaart, C. Cullnerg, and D. French), and 1980s (by M. ¥zdoĵan and 

J. J. Roodenberg). 

23 Some of the Bithynian deities found in literature are: Zeus Kersoulos, Zeus Brontos, 

Asklepios-Hygeia, Isis-Serapis, Apollon-Aphrodite (Özgan, 2008: 22). 

24 According to Kaplanoĵlu (2000: 18-19), the civilizations which established permanent 

settlements in Anatolia by 4th century BC are Lycians, Karians, Cappadocians and 

Bithynians. 
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civilizations of Anatolia.25 Bithynians, a branch of ancient Tracians, settled 

near the Strymon (Struma) river, migrated to western Anatolia with their 

relatives Thynii, due to Scythian raids in the beginning of the 7th century BC 

(Yalman, 1977: 3) and settled primarily around Sangarios basin and Bursa 

plain (¢etin, 1994: 14). Kaplanoĵlu (2000) regarding the field survey he took 

with Inalcēk, states that these geographical borders were in use until the 

Ottoman era. For Süel (1996: 26) the major part of Bursa remains in Bithynia 

and the rest is in Northern Mysia. According to Umar (?:10), although Bursa 

became a city during the Kingdom of Bithynia26, the date of its foundation 

has not been explored yet.  

Bithynian cities were usually built in Greek style beyond the seashores 

offering natural ports or upon hills with defensive advantages. The óacropolô 

upon the hilltop and a fortified ópolisô on the hillskirts are the main elements 

of Bithynian cities (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 109-110)27. The Hisar region fortified 

by King Prusias I (230-187 BC) remained as the center of Prusa ad Olympum 

founded by Hannibal of Carthage (Süel, 1996:32) until present.  

 

                                                 
25 For Strabon, Bithynia is bordered with Sangarios (Sakarya) river in the east; Chalchedon 

(Kadēkºy) Sea and Byzantion  in the north; Propontis (Marmara Sea) in the west; Mysia and 

Phrygia ad Hellepontos (Phrygia Epictetus) in the south (Süel, 1996: 26). According to 

Kaplanoĵlu (2000:77-78), the territory surrounded with Kadēkºy-Gerede-Uludaĵ and 

Gºlyazē to the east of Lake Apolyont is named Bithynia. 

26 In 297 BC, Zipoites, son of Bas, a Bithynian prince, conquered Ķznik region and established 

the Kingdom of Bithynia which reigned until 74 BC (Süel, 1996: 32). 

27 The settlements featuring Bithynian cities around Bursa are: (1) Asartepe in Mudanya / 

¥merbey Neighbourhood, (2) Tahtalē village to the west of Bursa (3) Otroa located on the 

Katērlē ridge between Ķznik Lake and Yeniĸehir Plain. 
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Figure 2.1: Location of Prusa in the Bithynian Empire (Pitcher, 2001) 

 

  (a)   

(b)  (c) 

Figure 2.2: (a) The gravure of Prusa (Bursa), by George Wheler (source: Cengiz, 2006:24) ; 

(b) Restitution Drawing of the Citadel, revealing the five gates on it (Gabriel, 

1958: 25) ; (c) Bey Sarayē (Byzantian Palace), drawings from Suphi Bey 

Map(1862) and from travellersô sketches (source: Alaaddin Mahallesi, Bizim 

Mahalle, ?:18-19) 
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The fortifications in Bursa are composed of two parts; a ókeepô / ôacropolô for 

accommodation of the city authorities and a óbaileyô surrounding the ópolisô 

where city people inhabited (Figure 2.2.a). Folowing the Bithynian era, this 

urban configuration based on the hierarchical use of the city walls continued 

through Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman times. The Byzantine palace built in 

the acropol in the Hisar district which is presently occupied by the Officerôs 

Club was continued to be used as Tekfur Palace28 after the Ottoman conquest 

became the mayorôs residence after 1453 (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 72) (Figure 

2.2.c). In order to unearth the remains of this Byzantine Palace, excavations 

started in the parking area beside the State Hospital in 1935.  

There are five gates / entrances in the periphery walls surrounding the polis: 

(with modern names) Kaplēca Kapē is located in the west; Hisar (Saltanat) 

Kapē in the east; other three gates, Zindan Kapē, Fetih Kapē (Su 

Kapē/Pēnarbaĸē Kapē) and Yer Kapē (Bab-ē Zemin) lead up to Mount Uludaĵ. 

The two main axes, Ortapazar Avenue between Hisar Kapē and Kaplēca Kapē 

and Kavaklē Avenue between Hisar Kapē and Yer Kapē crosscuts orthogonally 

forming gridiron urban plan (Figure 2.2.b). 

In Prusa which exhibits Hellenistic city properties, Cilimboz stream in the 

east of walled city was transformed into an artificial canal by excavating the 

lime stone ground in order to reroute the Pēnarbaĸē stream, the main water 

source of the city, starting in the skirts of Uludaĵ as well as gaining land. The 

exact location of this canal, which was built to contribute to the water demand 

of the city, is presently unknown as it has been infilled29. For the rehabilitation 

of this ancient canal and its surrounding located to the south-western edge of 

Hisar district, within the archaeological site, Cilimboz Valley Urban Design 

                                                 
28 Although remained intact until the middle of the 19th century, there is not any remains 

related to Bey Sarayē, at present. 

29 Kaplanoĵlu (2000:114) complains about the lack of archaeological excavations around 

this location. 
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Project was launched in 2003. However, despite certain cleaning and 

renovation works were held in the flood plain, there is not any extensive 

archaeological report for the site30. 

According to Umar (?:10), many new buildings were constructed in Prusa, in 

the beginning of 2nd century AD, in the reign of Trajan (51-117 AD). 

Kaplanoĵlu (2000:113), states that while the public buildings were built with 

rubble or cut stone masonry, residences were two storeyed timber structures 

built over masonry foundations. Plinius31, Roman praefect and Trajanôs 

envoy, lists main architectural elements in Prusa as the fortification walls, a 

gymnasium, arcaded public spaces, a mound and the bust of Emperor Trajan32 

in his letters (Süel, 1996: 32). Besides these, epigraphical information 

gathered from the inscriptions on the city walls, as well as numismatic 

research on coins from the reigns of Caracalla and Didius Julianus, on which 

temples in Ionic and Doric order are depicted, indicate the existence of 

temples in the city, one of which must have been the Temple of Zeus located 

in Hisar on the slopes of Mount Uludaĵ (¥zgan, 2008: 22, 25).  

In one of his letters, Pliny, Roman Praefect, mentions of the squalidness of 

the baths and suggested construction of a new bath on the site of an old house 

in front of which there was a temple in the city but Trajan rejected building 

of a baths on a sacred ground and proposed another location ((Kaplanoĵlu, 

2000: 179) ; (Corsten, 1993: 37-39))33. This decision of the emperor may be 

considered as the first protective act for the built environment in Bursa. After 

                                                 
30 Relevant Council Decisions: BKTVKBK: (1)  9701/22.03.2003; (2) 9735/04.04.2003; (3) 

9875/20.06.2003; (4) 2613/29.05.2007; (5) 301/26.10.2007; (6) 942/13.07.2012) are given 

in the 3rd chapter of this thesis. 

31 C.Plinius Caecilius Secundus (109ï111 AD) (Güçlü, 2007:76). 

32 Emperor Trajanôs bust was erected on an obelisk in the middle of the city square between 

Hisarkapē and Kaplēca Kapē (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 72). 

33 For the information given by Thomas Corsten refer to (Kaplanoĵlu 2000:178-179). 
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Trajan (117-138 AD), during the reign of Emperors Hadrian and Justinian 

(527-565 AD) a óSpa Centerô was established by using hot water springs in 

royal baths spread around Çekirge and Kükürtlü districts (Belger, 1948:42)34. 

Between 10th and 13th centuries Bithynian cities structurally changed. 

During the Turkish raids the people of the city who sought refuge behind the 

city walls caused overpopulation in the inner castle which resulted with an 

organic urban pattern composed of narrow, irregular streets and cul de sacs 

(Kaplanoĵlu, 2000:72, 112). Accomodation of the poor, who could not afford 

to live in the city centre, was provided with hovels built beside the city walls 

(Kaplanoĵlu, 2000:108, 113). After 1300s, many religious buildings 

including mosques, churches, monasteries as well as hermitages were built on 

the slopes of Uludaĵ, within the city walls35. The largest of them was the 

Monastery of St. Elias and three churches which were located on the site 

which is occupied by the Tombs of Osman Gazi and Orhan Gazi (Hēzlē, 

2008:41). Although no trace is observable, archaeological excavations36 

suggest that once there were a palace and a military barracks located in this 

spot of the Citadel.  

The excavations, held by the Bursa Museum within the scope of the 

restoration project of city walls, revealed remains of another ancient building. 

According to the research of Prof. Dr. Mustafa Sahin, these remains may 

belong to the St. Michael Church, which was constructed by the order of 

                                                 
34 Bursa which was considered as a garrison city in the Byzantine Era was named Soteropolis 

due to its healing waters during the reigns of Justinian, Theodora and Constantine VII. 

35 According to R. P. Bernardin Menthon who wrote on the hermits of Uludaĵ (LôOlympe de 

Bithynie-Ses Saint, Ses Couvents, Ses Sites, Cure latin de Brousse, Paris 1935), there were 

many monasteries and hermitages on Mt.Uludaĵ during the Byzantine era Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 

43). 

36 These excavations were held in 2000s, with the supports of Bursa Researches Centre, Bursa 

Metropolitan Municipality, and Bursa Governorship, in order to unearth the foundations of 

this Byzantine Palace. 
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Emperor Justinian I, in 6th century. A stone masonry baptistery, built in three 

naved-basilica plan was also discovered during the excavations37.  

Following the Mongol invasion in 1277, Rum Seljuks divided into smaller 

entities named the Turkish Principalities and moved to the coastland. Among 

these, following the lead of Ertugrul Gazi, Osmanoĵullarē Principality which 

belongs to the Kayē branch of Oguz Turks, settled in the surrounding of Sogut 

(winter quarters) and Domania (summer quarters). Osman Bey38 who 

succeeded Ertugrul Gazi conquered Bilecik, Karahisar and Ķznik and laid a 

siege on Bursa (Figure 2.3). During the siege, which took ten years (1315-

1325), two lookout towers (Balabancēk and Gazi Aktimur Towers) one of 

which was on the hill in the east and the other was on the plainland near the 

hot water springs were built (Figure 2.4) ((Kemal, 2008:131) ; (Daĵlē and 

Kahraman, 2005: 8)).  

After this, in the first quarter of the 14th century in 132639, Orhan Bey, 

successor of Osman Bey, by conquering this Byzantine city which was 

                                                 
37 However, presently, the excavations in this area is stopped due to the reconstruction and 

restoration works in city walls around Tophane District and this situation is an obstacle for 

discovery of new built heritage in the Bursa city centre (Yeni Eksen; 

http://www.bursadakultur.org/tophanede_kilise.htm, last accessed on 11.06.2012). 

38 1259/658 yēlēnda Ertuĵrul bey ºl¿nce Sºĵ¿t yurdunun beyliĵini, Ķnºn¿ olayēnda ¿n 

kazanmēĸ Osman Bey almēĸébeyliĵi ancak IV. Gēyaseddin tarafēndan 1284/683 onaylanmēĸ 

é gºnderilen menĸurda kendisine Sºĵ¿t eyaleti beyliĵi verildiĵi gibi 'Osman ķah' ¿nvanē da 

verilmiĸ (Kemal, 2008: 103-104). 

39 According to Oĵuzoĵlu (1996: 36), Prusa, which was a town during the Byzantine era, 

became the administrative centre of a new state and a focus of a new political formation when 

it was conquered by Turkomans under the leadership of Orhan Bey in April 6th 1326 (Algül, 

1996: 38). For Kemal (2008: 162-163) Orhan Bey give the city as a present to Prince Murad 

in 1331 when he conquered Ķznik (Nicea), an important centre of Byzantine Empire, and 

made the city the capital. Later in 1335 Orhan Bey moved the capital to Bursa again. The 

variety of information in documents indicate that when Bursa was made the capital of 

Ottoman state in unclear.   

http://www.bursadakultur.org/tophanede_kilise.htm
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located on the eastern trade route created an opportunity to establish a new 

state.  

 

  

Figure 2.3: Routes of the Conquests and Boundaries of Principalities, until 1360s (Pitcher, 

2001). 

 

  

Figure 2.4: The Citadel of Bursa, by the conquest of the Ottomans (Gabriel, 1958:25)  
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Figure 2.5: A miniature depicting the besiege of Bursa by the Ottomans 

(Cengiz, 2006: 54-55) 

Construction of a mosque, a bath and a fountain by Alaaddin Bey, a heir of 

Osmanoĵullarē Dynasty, and use of a Byzantine palace points out that the 

intramural social life continued in Bursa, a fortress city during the 

Principalities period (Çelik, 1996: 16-17) (Figure 2.5).  

After the conquest of the city, a gymnasium, a stadium, a baths, twenty shops, 

a large library, seven religious buildings including churches and 

monasteries40, many fountains and the bust of Trajan41 survived until 17th 

                                                 
40 Kaplanoĵlu (2000: 180) defines the location of these seven religious buildings as: (1) St. 

Elias Monastery and St. Helen Church in the site of the Tomb of Osman Bey (2) in the site 

of Kavaklē Masjid, (3) The old phase of ¦ftade Mosque, (4) Tessera remains which believed 

to be belonging to a church, in the site of the Kire­­i Eminôs apartman foundations in 

Yerkapē, (5) A church in the site of Lalaĸahin Madrasa (6) a church in the site of ķehadet 

Mosque, (7) the old Bythinan palace in the site presently occupied by the State Hospital 

across the Kaplēca Kapē. 

41 The inscription on the statue reads as: ñGymnasiarch Titus Flavius Silon, son of Titus 

Flavius Phidiscus, the scribe of the Demos and the boule, erected (the bust of) Nerva Traianus 

Augustus Germanicus Dacius, son of Emperor Caesar Divine Nervaò ed.: (Corsten, I.v. Prusa 

ad Olympum, nr. 3), tr.. (Güçlü, 2007: 40). 
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century42 (Çetin, 1994: 14); (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 111, 179); (Daĵlē and 

Kahraman, 2005: 9). 

During the reign of Orhan Bey (1326-1360), who made Bursa the capital of 

Ottoman State, many religious buildings within the citadel were renovated 

and continued to be used. In 1335, a mosque and an imaret (soup kitchen) 

were constructed in Bursa43, a monastery was converted to Fetih Mosque and 

the Tekfur Palace was repaired and transformed to the Bey Palace. According 

to Eyice (1996: 46), St. Elias church44 was renovated and used as the Tomb 

of Osman Bey (Yavaĸ, 2008: 54). However, presently, the tomb which was 

demolished and rebuild after the earthquake of 1855, is not similar with the 

original. Ets Abayim Synagogue from Roman era was restored and offered to 

the use of Jews. But, this building could not survive the fire and successive 

building activities (Özdemir, 2009: 315). 

It is verified by Kadi Sicilleri (Registries of Deeds) and foundation documents 

that in addition to the Byzantine fortifications and certain buildings, 

monuments from Ottoman era were maintained continuously. In her article 

Bakērer (1972: 115-116) states that, in addition to the construction works took 

place after the establishment of the Ottoman State, detailed information on 

the renovation of the Shrine of Orhan Bey can be found in the relevant 

foundation document. Accordingly, in order to provide the financial means 

                                                 
42 According to R. Lubenau who came to visit Ķznik, there was a ruin of an obelisk, which 

was though to be the one carrying the bust of Trajan, in Bursa city square (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 

179). 

43 It is recorded in the documents that, in addition to the first masjid built in the name of Hacē 

Ahmet near Bey Sarayē (Hēzlē, 2008: 42), there were Ahi Hasan (S¿rmeli-Tefsirhan) Masjid, 

Alaaddin Bey Mosque, Alaaddin Bey Masjid, ¢oban Bey Masjid, Gazi Aktimur Masjid, Ķl-

Erioĵlu Masjid, Lala ķahin Paĸa Masjid, S¿leyman Paĸa Masjid, and Nilüfer Hatun 

(Zarphane) Masjid built in the citadel (Yavaĸ, 2008: 54) ; (Kemal, 2008: 167). 

44 ñé The rotunda, originally known as St. Michael, but misnamed as St. Elias... was famed 

as Silver Dome (Kumbet) for its lead covered roof that shines under the sun...,ò (Eyice, 1996: 

47-48). 
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for the renovation of the Shrine, villages, hans, baths, shops, mills, vineyards 

and gardens were endowed. The foundation documents also orders that after 

the renovation expenses were covered, extra money was going to be paid to 

the employee in the Shrine and if the building would demolish, foundation 

incomes was going to be distributed to the poor.  

According to Evliya Çelebi, Bursa which was a town composed of seven 

boroughs prior to the Ottoman conquest became an Ottoman city involving 

neighbourhoods45 grew around Sultani Külliyes (Imperial Building 

Complexes)46 which were built with the aid of foundations in 14th and 15th 

centuries (Figure 2.6). The armatures of Bursa, a typical Ottoman city are 

residential areas including houses, masjids and baths, market places, 

cemeteries, recreation areas, parks and gardens (Cerasi, 2001: 79-210). 

Tahtakale or Taht-al-Kala (below the castle) District47 that is located in the 

east of the Citadel hill is known as the first Turkish settlement in Bursa 

(Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 114). Greeks48 were nestled in and around Umurbey 

District, Kayabaĸē, Kērkmerdiven, Balēkpazarē, Kayhan, Demirkapē and 

Kocanaip while Armenians49 migrated from the Eastern Anatolia were placed 

                                                 
45 Ali Paĸa, Bayezid Paĸa, Timurtaĸ Paĸa, Ķbrahim Paĸa, Zeyniler, Hacē Ķvaz Paĸa alm house 

sites as well as Muradiye neigbourhood developed in this way (Hēzlē, 1996:42). 

46 Five Külliyes that reshape Bursaôs physical structure are listed chronologically as: (1) 

Orhan Külliyesi (1339-1340), (2) Hüdavendigar Külliyesi (1363-1366), (3) Yēldērēm 

Külliyesi (1391-1395), (4) Yeĸil K¿lliyesi (1413-1424), (5) Muradiye Külliyesi (1425-

1426) 

47 In order to inhabit the area in the east of Bursa Castle, the riverbed of Gökdere was diverted 

and in the triangle determined by Maksem-Formara Square-Elmasbahçeler zones a new 

settlement was formed (Yavaĸ, 2008: 54). 

48 Greeks who lived in Western Anatolia migrated to a Christian centre, Iznik as well as Bursa 

in 13th century after the Mongol Invasion in 1277 (Çetin, 1994: 9-32). 

49 Armenians who were expelled to Cilicia by Byzantine Emperor Romanos Diogenes and 

then migrated to Kutahya were invited to Bursa by Orhan Bey and never left the city although 

they were invited to Istanbul until the end of the Empire (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 88-89). 
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in Setbaĸē, Mollaarap, ¢obanbey and Namazg©h neighbourhoods. According 

to Izra Venturero,50 Jews, who have been living in Bursa since 70 AD were 

evicted from the Bursa Castle and located in Sakarya Street; others who came 

from Spain in 1492 were placed in Yahudilik district, presently known as 

Altēparmak (¥zdemir, 2009: 315-316).  

By the midst of 14th century, Ottoman Bursa started to expand out of the 

Byzantine citadel, first to the northern slopes of the Fortress where Orhan 

Mosque and Emir Han and and then Bedesten, Bē­ak­ēlar Baths and Orhan 

Imaret (kitchen soup) were built. In the beginning of 15th century, Orhan 

Kulliyesi which was surrounded with long perimeter wall for security reasons 

was called as óAĸaĵē Kaleô (lower castle). Of the two gates on the wall, the 

one in the north is known as óTaĸkapēô (Stone Gate) and the other in the south 

is called as óDemirkapēô (Iron Gate) ((Çetin, 1994: 17) ; (Hēzlē, 2008: 42)). 

Today, any trace of this wall is visible. During the reign of Murad I (1360-

1389), who succeeded Orhan Bey, new zones were established around the 

upper parts and southern side of Pēnarbaĸē, near Muradiye district in the west 

of the Bursa Castle (Yavaĸ, 2008: 58). In addition to Hudavendigar Kulliyesi 

and twenty monumental buildings,51 which were built in order to divert the 

expansion of the city to the west, during the reign of Yēldērēm Bayezid (1360-

1389) many religious52 and communal53 buildings such as Ulucami (Great 

                                                 
50 Izra Venturero was born in Bursa in 1939 and performed as the President of the Executive 

Board of Bursa Turkish Jewish Community between 1979 and 2008. He is a prominent figure 

in restoration of synagogues in Bursa (http://bgc.org.tr/ansiklopedi/venturero-izra.html). 

51 Some of these monumental buildings are: Eski Kaplēca, K¿k¿rtl¿ Kaplēcasē, Nalēncēlar 

Baths, ķehadet Mosque, Koca Naib Mosque, the Tomb of Murad I, and Kapanhan (Çetin, 

1994:17). According to Hoca Saadeddinôs Chronicle, the architect of these buildings is a 

Byzantine captive brought from Yalakabad (Kemal, 2008:215). 

52 Some of these buildings listed in sources are: Somuncu Baba Mosque, Ali Paĸa Mosque, 

Abu Ķshak Mosque, Gazi Demirtaĸ Mosque ve Molla Fenari Mosque. 

53 Demirtaĸ Baths, ¥rdekli Baths, Eyne Bey and ķeng¿l Baths bare among those communal 

buildings. 
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Mosque) Kapalē­arĸē complex were constructed near the new commercial 

centre (Kemal, 2008: 272, 279, 358). According to the account of the traveller 

Schiltberger, 200,000 new houses were constructed in the area between 

Ulucami and Molla Fenari Mosque as there was no empty plot remained in 

the Castle (Gülgen 2008: 68) and thus the city started to grow to the east. 

Sultan Bayezid, who ordered the building of the perimeter wall in order to 

protect Yēldērēm Kulliyesi54 and its surrounding that was damaged as a result 

of the attacks55 of Karamanoĵlu Principality (¢etin, 1994: 18), also repaired 

and reinforced Bursa Castle in 1393.  

In the Registries of Bursa, renovations of foundation buildings, materials used 

and the expenses are recorded chronologically. Accordingly, between 14th 

and 18th centuries, in addition to the budget for renovation works, architects, 

leadsmiths, water pipeline workers and other artisans were assigned in the 

documents (Bakērer, 1972: 121). Besides, masjids and other religious or 

charity buildings which were foundation properties were renovated with the 

financial support gathered from relevant pious foundation or the state 

treasury. By the end of 15th century, the foundation deeds start to include task 

sharing between the experts, for instance it is instructed in the relevant deed 

that the renovation and administrative works in Pirinç Han and the shops 

should be governed by the trustee of the pious foundation (Bakērer, 1972: 

119). The Registries give detailed information on the renovation of 

monuments in Bursa (Bakērer, 1972: 123-125). That is; 

                                                 
54 This complex consists of a mosque, a madrasa, an imaret (soup kitchen) an orphanage and 

a dar¿ĸĸifaa (hospital). 

55 Karamanoĵlu Ali Bey, son-in-law of Murad Iôs and his son Mehmed Bey failed conquering 

Bursa; rebellions were suppressed by Yēldērēm Bayezid but these events gave way to 

weakening of military power (Kemal, 2008: 286-289). 
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¶ In the Tomb of Osman Gazi, renovation estimation was made and 

proposed to the council ad it was renovated for the second time in 

1508.  

¶ Upon the request for the renovation of the old Yeni Hamam, architect 

Elhac Mustafa made renovation estimation in 1484 and the building 

was renovated in 1687 by imperial architects.     

¶ There is detailed information on the materials and budget used in the 

renovation of Orhan Gazi Mosque and Imaret Mosque made by Orhan 

Foundation between 1626 and 1808. 

¶ There is information on the renovations took place between 1751 and 

1788 on Emir Sultan Mosque which was constructed by Emir Sultan 

Foundation. Accordingly, the budget for the replacement of lead 

coating on the domes of the mosque, repair of windows and tiles as 

well as renowation of water pipeline was given.   

Bursa which has already been an important centre of silk trade by the end of 

14th century developed in political and economic spheres by the increase in 

the revenues gathered from souks and markets56. The city, which became 

prominent with new constructions for public use such as mosques, hospitals 

and Hans, went to wreck and ruins after the invasion of Mirza Muhammad 

Shah57, grandson of Timur (Kemal, 2008: 358-359). Orhan Mosque was burnt 

and turned into a stables, the facade of the Great Mosque became illegible 

due to the fire infront of the portal. Following this invasion through which 

many important buildings of Ottoman State were destroyed, twenty-two 

public buildings were constructed in order to improve the conditions of the 

                                                 
56  Bursa which became prominent in world trade by the beginning of 15th century is located 

in a spot that allows spices and silk trade with Tebriz through Tokat, Damascus-Aleppo 

through Konya, Hungary and Central Europe through Brasov (Hēzlē, 1996:42).  

57 After the Battle of Ankara in 1402 which resulted in Ottoman defeat and capture of Sultan 

Bayezid by Timur, the state entered to an interregnum period. Timur, who planned to 

annihiliate Ottomans entirely assigned his grandson Mirza Muhammad Shah to sack Bursa 

which resulted with the spoil of cityôs resources and destruction of many monuments (Kemal, 

2008: 358-359). 



 

56 

 

citizens (Gülgen, 2008: 68). On the other hand, new settlements were 

established in the east of the city in order to relink Yēldērēm and Emir Sultan 

Districts with the city centre. In addition to Irgandē Bridge built on Gokdere 

stream, Ipekhan, Geyvehan, Kütahya Han, Tuz Han, Hacē Ķvaz Paĸa Han, 

ķerafettin Paĸa Han, Katēr Han and Ķbrahim Paĸa (Mahkeme) Baths were built 

in the east in order to improve cityôs economy. Seventy-seven monuments58 

built during the reign of Murad II, and new settlements59 established around 

Yeĸil and Emir Sultan Kulliye in the east of the city and Muradiye Kulliye in 

the west determined the borders of the city in the end of the 15th century. 

Gülgen (2008:68) states that the number of the neighbourhoods in the city in 

the second half of the 16th century was 168. In muhimme records (Registries 

of Ottoman Supreme Court) of the period, the neighbourhoods were described 

as distinct units separated from each other by walls and gates. In a muhimme 

record from 1577 building of gates to be protected by guards on suitable 

positions in neighbourhoods and streets and was instructed (Kaplanoĵlu, 

2000: 119).  

                                                 
58 For the foundation monuments commissioned by Ottoman officials Hacē Ivaz, Umur Bey 

and ķehabettin Pasha during the reign of Murad II see Halil Ķnalcēk, "Bursa", Ķslam 

Ansiklopedisi, TDV Yayēnlarē, Ķstanbul, 1992, V.6, p.446. 

59 In 1432 around one thousand houses were built in Muradiye district that connects Hisar 

and Çekirge districts (Gülgen, 2008: 68). 
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Figure 2.6: Distribution of Sultansô Complexes in formation of urban structure of Bursa (¢akēcē, 2008: 14). 

5
7 

 



 

58 

 

 

Figure 2.7: Distribution of Han Buildings according to their construction dates within Historic Trade Center of Bursa (¢akēcē, 2008: 15)

5
8 

 



 

59 

 

Mehmet II, who was nicknamed as the Conquerer after capturing Istanbul, 

commissioned 119 monuments including magnificent classical Ottoman han 

buildings such as Fidan Han, Kozahan and Pirinç Han. Thus, in the midst of 

16th century, Bursa became a large commercial city, a metropol, within a 

region covering Istanbul in the centre, South-Eastern Balkans and 

northwestern edge of Anatolia (Kemal, 2008: 358-402) (Figure 2.7). 

After Mirza Muhammad Shah, grandson of Timur, another period of 

plundering took place in the reign of Ahmed I, during the Celali Revolts 

(1608-1649) leaded by Kalenderoĵlu (Yalman, 1977: 6). Reyhan Paĸa Souk, 

Uzun Souk, Old Galle Market, Kēyēgan Souk, Katēr Han, Doĵan Gºz¿ Han 

and many shops burnt down as a result of the revolts. As a precaution against 

Celali Revolts, secondary fortification60 was built in the three sides of the city 

on Tatarlar Bridge-ķehrek¿st¿-Altēparmak line, located in the Yeĸil-Setbaĸē-

Gºkdereô Yēldērēm exit (¢etin, 1994: 18).  

However these walls do not exist presently. According to Evliya Çelebi, in 

the second half of the 17th century, Bursa city was composed of two fortified 

settlements called as Aĸaĵē Kale (lower castle) and Yukarē Kale (Upper 

Castle). Yukarē Kale which is formed by sixty-seven towers and five gates 

surrounds nearly 2000 houses while Aĸaĵē Kale covers 23000 houses, 600 

shops and three baths (Daniĸmend, 1948: 34). 

                                                 
60 The eastern wall of this new fortification, known as ñTatarlar-Hasanpaĸaò, is located in 

Altēparmak district; the western wall is known as ñFiladarò (¢etin, 1994: 18). 
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Aside from the travel accounts of Evliya Çelebi61 and Jean de Thevenot62, 

sketch map drawn by another traveller, Carsten Niebuhr63 in 1767 is the first 

visual document64 describing urban pattern of Bursa in 18th century. 

According to this map, the western edge of the city was defined by Muradiye 

Kulliye and the eastern edge by Yēldērēm K¿lliye. In the south, while there is 

not any building in the southern side of the Hisar, the urbanization in Maksem, 

Temenyeri and Mollaarap direction was sparse (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 73).  

In this period, Demirkapē neighbourhood stretched as a long significant street 

in the south of Muradiye district and there was not any settlement in the area 

between ¢atalfērēn, which is opposite to Great Mosque and the lower end of 

Altēparmak Street. Niebuhr states that Bulgarlar, Hasanpaĸa, Doĵanbey and 

Kiremitçi neighbourhoods established beyond Çatalfirin defines the northern 

border of the city (Figure 2.8).  

 

                                                 
61 Evliya Çelebi who describes Bursa in the 17th century in his Seyahatname (Daĵlē ; 

Kahraman, 2005: 1-74), depicts the Bedesten, souks, hans and shops that formed the 

commercial core of the city. Besides, he gives descriptions of Pirinc Han, Kazazlar, 

Takyeciler, Ķplik­iler, Halla­lar, Kebap­ēlar, Kuyumcular, Hamhalat, Gelincik souks and 

Uzun­arĸē, the backbone of the commercial core (Bursa, 1948: 71-72). 

62 Original source: "Voyages de Mr. De Thevenot, tant en Europe qu'en Asie et Arique"; 

ñK¿lliyatò, (1689), s.276-283. 

63 Apart from the Bursa travel accounts, there is another sketch map of Niebuhr. This map, 

drawn in 1767 is important as it gives general information on the city in the end of the 18th 

century. 

64 It is the oldest Bursa map drawn by Carsten Niebuhr. Original source: ñReisebeschreibung 

nach Arabien und anderen unliegenden Ländernò - ñArabistan'a ve civarēndaki ¿lkelere 

bir seyahatin izlenimleriò 
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Figure 2.8: Ottoman Bursa before Transformation Movements dated to the 19th century (map 

of Niebuhr, 1767; from archieve of SMK) 

 

2.2 Westernization and Transformation of Ottoman Bursa (1862-1923) 

 

Bursa which had extended in the east-west axis and improved economically 

by the revenues gathered from public and commercial monuments until the 

end of the 17th century, kept its urban form with new residences until the 19th 

century. In this era, after the French Revolution in 1789 concepts such as 

populism, democracy, justice, equality, and liberty spread rapidly. This paved 

the way for a transformation period during which absolute monarchies were 

replaced with constitutional monarchies and multinational empires scattered 

into nation states. These political changes in the world also affected the 

Ottoman Empire. The nationalism movement spread first among the Ottoman 

subjects in Balkans and embraced by intellectuals forcing the state to make 

reformations in many aspects. This modernization and renovation period 

started by the Tanzimat Firman (1839) and continued with the establishment 
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of the First (1876) and Second (1908) Constitutional Eras. This new situation, 

likewise the other cities, influenced Bursa in social, economic and cultural 

terms leading important transformations and improvements in the physical 

features of the city.   

Bursa, which was an important commercial city due to its location and social 

structure attracted many native and foreign travellers and researchers after the 

17th century. With the aid of detailed descriptions made by these travellers 

and researchers, most significant of whom are Charles Texier65, B. Poujolat66, 

Joseph Von Hammer67 and Ambroise Bernard68 important information on the 

state of Bursa prior to its transformation in the 19th century can be gathered.  

In his notes dated to 1834, Charles Texier who visited many settlements in 

Anatolia gives the account of Bursa including the location and size of the city, 

the social life, geological structure of the mountain, healing springs69, and the 

flora dominated by chestnut orchards. Besides, he describes the architectural 

features of the monuments and houses in Hisar, Emir Sultan, Yēldērēm and 

Muradiye districts (Texier, 2002: 201-228). Dr. A. Bernard, who visited 

Bursa in the midst of the 19th century for undertaking a medical research, 

located and marked the healing springs on a small map (Eyice, 1996: 74-81). 

                                                 
65 The impressions of Charles Texier who visited Bursa in 1834 can be found in "Asia 

Mineure" which was translated into Turkish by Ali Suad Bey and published under the title 

of "Küçük Asya" (Texier, 2002.). 

66 B. Poujolat, who paid a visit to Bursa in 1837 gives detailed information on the colourful 

tiles of the Tomb of Emir Sultan (Tanman, 1996: 142). 

67 Joseph Von Hammer; wrotethe account of his travel from Ķstanbul to Bursa and Mt. 

Olympus and from there back to Ķznik(Nicea) and Ķzmit (Nicomedia) and published under 

the title of ñUmblick auf einer Reise von Constantinopel mach Brussa und dem Olympos 

und von da zurück über Nicöa and Nicomedien (1818)ò 

68 Dr. Charles Ambroise Bernard was invited from Austria to become the president of 

'Mekteb-i Tēbbiye-i Adliye-i ķahane (Imperial School of Medicine) in 1842. His book Les 

Bains de Brousse en Bithynie (Turkie d'Asie) conveys his experiences in Bursa. 

69 Charles Texier (2002: 202), calls these healing springs as óAyn-al Asaô (The Eye of Asa) 
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Historian Joseph von Hammer explains these seven healing springs, four of 

which are on the slopes of the mountain and the three are in Çekirge district 

and gives information on the architectural features of the spa centres such as 

Eski Kaplēca, Yeni Kaplēca, K¿k¿rtl¿ and Kara Mustafa.  

Between 1857 and 1862, a team70 consisting Suphi Bey and his friends who 

worked for Mühendishane-i Berri Hümayun (Imperial School of Military 

Engineering) produced Bursaôs first city map that was published in the 

schoolôs print house (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 73-74). This map is significant 

because it reveals the state of Bursa prior to the modernization activities 

which took place in all Ottoman cities, especially in Istanbul. The document 

which was prepared by the proffessors of the school of military engineering 

is known as óSuphi Bey Map of 1862ô in the literature (Figure 2.9). It offers 

the cadastral data of Bursa in 19th century with detail, information through 

which the garden-street relationship of the houses in the neighbourhoods is 

revealed. In addition to the neighbourhood pattern composed of Sultan 

Kulliyesi71 (imperial building complexes) and houses around them, the 

commercial centre including Bedesten which is the backbone of this centre 

and the souks, shops and hans surrounding it are seen detailed. Moreover 

significant public buildings such as factories, schools, baths, madrasas and 

mosques are drawn in scale with their names in the map. Accordingly, an 

industrial zone covering Umurbey-Hacē Ķskender-Çobanbey districts in the 

                                                 
70 Detailed information on the research team is given by Abdulkadir in Bursa Tarihi Kēlavuzu 

(Bursa Historical Guide): ñIn 1274 AH, an assembly gathered by the professors of the School 

of Military Engineering and armymen came to BursaéVeteran Colonel Osman Pasha the 

Champion of Plevna, Ali Saib Pasha, Macarlē Mehmet Ali Pasha, Tevfik Pasha administered 

this assembly under the presidency of Subhi Bey, the Minister of Land Registry and 

Cadastreéò, 1327 AH (1909), tr. ¥mer Kurmuĸ. 

71 Among these Kulliyes, Hudavendigar which is located in Çekirge district and the 

residences around it are not shown in the map. According to the author of this thesis, in the 

19th century, Çekirge Dsitrict was not considered as an urban zone but a rural area, thus it 

was not included within the borders of the city in the map   
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east, Fabrika-i Harir Humayun (Imperial Silk Factory) (1852) in ¢ēnarºn¿, 

factory of Osman Fevzi in the site of todayôs Gºk­en Ķĸhanē and the factories 

of Saib Efendi, Mustafa Nuri Paĸa, M. Leon Arakelian and Garabed 

Kērmēzēyan can be seen clearly. 

 

 

Figure 2.9: Bursa in the 19th century (Suphi bey map, 1857-1862 ; from archieve of SMK)  

 

This map which was drawn in legend and scale order and for this reason 

considered as a success for Ottoman Empire in the process of modernization 

is also important as it contains elaborate dot detail drawings For instance, as 

an architectural document, the drawing of Tekfur Palace, which was still 

intact in that period, is drawn together with the parcel layout it is located, in 

the upper right corner of the map. Briefly, in addition to indicating the organic 

urban pattern of Bursa, an early Ottoman city, this map is also considered as 
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a historical document72 for scholars in which, the historic core of the city 

involving Hisar district in the centre, Iĸēklar area, and Yēldērēm Kulliyesi in 

the east, Muradiye Kulliyesi and surrounding residential zone in the west, 

Great Mosque and commercial core in the north and Pēnarbaĸē and Molla 

Gurani neighbourhoods in the south is clearly seen.      

The fires started after the earthquake of 1855 and immigrations due to the 

Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 necessitated new neighbourhoods. For this 

reason, existing marshlands were dried to retrieve new zoning areas. In this 

respect, new maps were drawn. For instance, in the Insurance Map of 1880 

scaled in 1/1000, new roads73, bridges74, factories and neighbourhoods were 

indicated with their names (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 74-76). Accordingly, the 

residential zone between Namazgah and Iĸēklar street, the region between 

Hacivat and Alacahērka districts and Rus­uk neighbourhood, Yēldērēm and 

Davutkadē neighbourhoods in the east of Gºkdere stream, gridiron planned 

Setbaĸē75 neighbourhood, and new residential zones around ¢atalfērēn and 

Altēparmak districts are clearly legible in this map. Followingly, in the 

                                                 
72 For this reason, Suphi Bey Map was used as the main base in preparation of the visual 

materials used in this thesis. It was used as an effective visual document in search for the 

traces of built environment which have lost especially after the urban transformation 

activities.  

73 Bursa-Mudanya railway built between 1873 and 1892 (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 74) and 

steamboat trips between Istanbul and Mudanya led to a new commercial and transportation 

network linking Bursa with overseas cities. New highways were built connecting Gemlik and 

Mudanya with Bursa, in Daniĸmendôs (1948:38) words ñmacadam roads with masonry 

buildings and trees in both sidesò were formed.   

74 Meydancēk Bridge, Namazgah Bridge and a stone bridge in Tatarlar are some of these 

bridges (Güray, 1991:24). 

75 Kaplanoĵlu (2008: 74-76) defines the settlement type composed of attached buildings in 

Setbaĸē which was known as an Armenian neighbourhood as ñthe first example of modern 

urbanizationò occurred in the 19th century.    
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óBrousseô map of 190576, óBurusa City Mapô77 of 1907 and Sewage Mapô78 

of 1909-1910 produced by a French company, Mecidiye Street (presently, 

Fevzi Çakmak Street), Mahmudiye Street, Rusçuk and Intizam Streets are 

clearly indicated. Before the declaration of the Turkish Republic in 1923, a 

last map was started by German Union, Bursa Branch of the Deutsche Orient 

Bank and Ottoman Mapping Company but never completed (Kaplanoĵlu, 

2008: 77)79.  These maps produced consequently in the beginning of the 20th 

century help in understanding the contemporenaous urban pattern. They are 

also important for the history of Bursa because they document the first and 

permanent transformations in the historic city core. 

The disasters such as earthquake and fire contributed to the rapid change of 

the built environment in the city centre. As a result of an earthquake that took 

place in the last quarter of the 17th century, in 1674, many houses became 

inhabitable, Emir Han and many other Hans damaged (Bursa Defteri, 1999b: 

82).  

The written and visual documents and travel accounts on Bursa prior to and 

after the earthquake of 1855,80 which substantially changed the physical 

features of the city, offers important information.  

                                                 
76 Scaled in 1/20000. 

77 This map which is available in the archives of the Municipality is dated to 1907 however 

other resources propose 1910 for its production. The information in Arabic script was 

translated into Latin alphabet in the end of 1920s.   

78 This map is located in the óArchive of Bursa Researchesô (Kaplanoĵlu, 2008: 77). 

79 According to Kaplanoĵlu, this map was used as the base for the Bursa city plan drawn in 

1924 and completed in the same year. 

80 There is no consensus on the date of this earthquake (Bursa Defteri, 1999b: 83). According 

to Kazēm Baykal it occurred in February 9th 1854; according to Naci Kum, the Director of 

the Bursa Museum in 1939, the earthquake happened in February 9th 1271 (AH); the first 

earthquake took place in ñCemaziyelahir 11th  1271ò  (March 1st  1855), and the second in 

ñRecep 23rd /24th 1271ò (April 12th 1855); for Ķsmail Hami Daniĸmend, since 1271 AH 

corresponds to the period between September 24th 1854 and September 12th 1855 in the 
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For instance, Hayrullah Ibn-i Abdulhak Efendiôs Bursa travel accounts of 

1844, 1851-52 and 1863 give vital information on the last phase of the city 

before the disasterous effects of the earthquake. In the Itinerary81 written in 

1864, after giving various informations on the establishment of Bursa, he 

compares the state of the city before and after the earthquake by using the 

statement ñThree Different Bursas in Three Travelsò (Daniĸmend, 1948: 37). 

As a result of the earthquake, the fire covering the area starting from the 

Inhisarlar82 and ending in the Tuzpazarē in the Hans Locality, devastated 

Bursa (Bursa Defteri, 1999b: 83). According to the information retrieved 

from the reports of Ķrade-i Dahiliye (Directorate of Internal Affairs) in the 

State Archives of Prime Ministry at Ķstanbul,  Oĵuzoĵlu (1999b: 72-80), lists 

the the damages in the monuments83 as: 

ü In the Great Mosque, deep disintegrations and cracks were observed 

in the three domes from the mihrab dome to the gate. According to the 

statement of Bayram Sarēcan, a chaplain who attended in the 

renovation excavation (Özdemir, 2009: 253-254), the debris of the 

domes which were demolished by the earthquake could not be 

removed, therefore they were spread to the ground and then 

renovation continued.84   

ü The minarets of Emir Sultan Mosque collapsed; madrasa, imaret and 

granary were assessed as heavily damaged while the tomb was 

assessed as slightly damaged.  

                                                 
Gregorian calendar, and the date is known as February 9th, the date of the earthquake was 

approved as February 9th 1855 in Gregorian calendar.  

81 See "Bursa Seyahatnamesi", Hayrullah Efendi Seyahatnamesi, (1864), p. 395-408. 

82 The locality is presently occupied by TEKEL building.  

83 For the damages in the monuments, also refer to; Naci Kum, ñTanzimat  Devrinde Bursaò, 

Uludaĵ, November 1939, no:24. 

84 During the pipe laying works held around the ķadērvan in order to connect Pēnarbaĸē water 

to the Great Mosque, the depth of 1.10 m was dug and original brick pavement ground was 

reached. (Özdemir, 2009: 254) 
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ü The minaret of Orhan Gazi Külliyesi was partially collapsed; the 

school near the mosque and madrasa in the castle collapsed, Imaret of 

Orhan Gazi was assessed as slightly damaged.      

ü The ñcupolaò of the Green Mosque and its upper part of its minaret 

were collapsed, lower part of the minaret was fractured, ablution 

fountain and the house in the courtyard of the mosque demolished. 

The dome of the mosque partially collapsed, the blue tiles fallen off 

due to water and rising dampness. The imaret of the mosque became 

a ruin.  

ü In the Muradiye Kulliyesi, cracks on the minaret of the mosque and 

on the dome of the tomb and minor damages on the madrasa wall were 

observed.    

ü Half of the minaret of the mosque in the Yēldērēm K¿lliyesi collapsed; 

the domes of the imaret and the tomb were demolished but the rooms 

were not harmed.  

ü The cellar of the dormitory of the Iĸēklar Military Academy almost 

demolished.  

ü Many mosque minarets and monuments (hans, baths etc.) in the 

commercial centre were devastated85; Kayganzade Mosque in the 

west of the Hanlar District and Hayrettin Paĸa Mosque in the 

Tuzpazarē collapsed. Fractures were reported for the old Yeni Han, 

Karacabey Han and Demir Han collapsed, Kapan Han, Tahtakale Han 

and Mudanya Han partially collapsed; Ipek Han, Koza Han, Emir 

Han, Simkeĸ Mahmut Paĸa Han, Pirin­ Han and Geyve Han. Serious 

devastations were observed on the front facades of monuments such 

as Arabacēlar Han (a quarter of the building collapsed), Pirinç Han 

(one corner of the building collapsed) and etc.     

ü Damages were observed in Setbaĸē, Irgandē and Boyacē Kulu Bridges 

over the Gökdere  

ü Side naves and minaret of ķahadet Mosque collapsed (Baykal, 1999b: 

84) 

ü Many houses and a silk factory in the Greek neighbourhood of 

Balēkpazarē (fish market) below the Fortress, the southern wall of the 

Boĵozyan School collapsed. In addition to these public buildings, 

Davullu Mosque, Monastery in the Fortress and Büyük Kayagan 

Mosque were demolished entirely.   (Bursa Defteri, 1999b: 87).  

                                                 
85 For the list of these damaged buildings see: Baykal, 1999a: 84-85; (original source: Baykal, 

Uludaĵ, May-June, 1947). 
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Renovations and arrangements decided to be undertaken within three monts 

following the earthquake of 1855 are available in the report no: 14251 under 

the section of Ķrade-i Meclis-i Vala (Directorate of High Council) in the State 

Archives of Prime Ministry (Oĵuzoĵlu, 1999b: 77-78). In the report, in order 

to prevent possible accidents, demolishment of the damaged buildings and 

setting up a team from members of the city council and labourers to reopen 

the streets that were closed as a result of the earthquake were instructed. 

Besides, necessity of establishing new neighbourhoods and factories to revive 

sericultural activities which was stopped due to the collapse of silk factories 

was emphasized.86  

The Ottoman modernization movements, which took place in various fields 

of the state, particularly in the military, education, culture and technology, 

took effect in Bursa after 1860s. In Bursa, which had already become a market 

for machine-made European goods by the midst of the 17th century, Hans, 

workshops and souks forming the commercial centre of the classical era lost 

their significance after the Industrial Revolution that marked the 18th and 19th 

centuries. Since the foundation incomes gathered from these abandoned 

buildings decreased, support of foreign capital was sought in order to 

maintain new construction activities and public services. Consequently, in 

addition to raw silk production units established beyond Gökdere and 

Cilimboz streams in the eastern and western edges of the city, new factories 

were built in remote localities by foreign entrepreneurs (Oĵuzoĵlu, 1996: 42). 

                                                 
86 "As a result of the second massive earthquake occurred on April 12th 1855, the streets were 

covered with the debris of collapsed buildings. Water pipelines are broken. At times, 

damaged buildings are collapsing and harming people wandering around. By the decision of 

Bursa city council, under the supervision of council member Çelebi Muhtar Efendi, 300 

labourers were gathered for reopening the roads and demolishing the damaged buildingsé, 

necessary localities should be arranged and new production buildings should be constructed 

for continuation of sericulture." (Oĵuzoĵlu, 1999b: 77-78). 
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The silk factories in Muradiye and Setbaĸē are some of these buildings. 

Therefore, the increase in the industrial silk production and the scale, 

togetherness and their relationship with the city reshaped Bursaôs built 

environment in the 19th century. However, the massive earthquake of 1855 

necessitated the transformation and renovation; as a result, activities started 

to re-erect the ruined city centre. Besides, westernization movements in 

construction such as addition of new bridge and building typologies into the 

urban structure, establishment of new settlements for immigrants and road-

broadening and road building continued until 1920s (Vural, 2008:95). 

The 1st (1848) and 2nd (1849) Construction Charters (Ebniye Nizamnamesi) 

which aimed to bring modern approaches and practices construction activities 

such as transportation and new urbanization in the big cities of Ottoman 

Empire also included decisions concerning the protection of the old structures 

in the new construction zones87. On the other hand, in the Roads and 

Buildings Charter (Turuk ve Ebniye Nizamnamesi) of 1864, as a fire safety 

measure, use of timber material on facade renovations was prohibited.88 

Construction Law of 1882, which included regulations for application and 

inspection of construction activities, also had provisions encouraging 

dissolution of the traditional fabric89. It is observed that the legal and 

                                                 
87 ñWhile broadening the roads, the old structures in the fire ground, which are repairable, 

may be setback or demolished and rebuiltò (1st Construction Chart, Article 4). No timber 

structure can be built adjacent to hans or in courtyards (1st Construction Chart, Article 16). 

New construction in Mosque courtyards is prohibited. (1st Construction Chart, Article32). 

88 Roads and Buildings Charter ïArticle 36 

89 The streets shall be broaden in accordance with the new classification and in this respect 

the structures on one or both sides shall be demolished (Articles 1, 8, 9). The municipality 

shall post a legal notice to the proprietor concerning the demolishment of risky buildings and 

walls he owns; in case the proprieator denies demolishing the building, demolition shall be 

undertaken by the municipality and expenses shall be charged from the proprietor (Articles 

47, 48). Only the façade repair shall be allowed for the existing buildings located beyond the 

roads the widths of which are reestimated; extensive repairs shall be permitted after the 

expropriation of lands for roads are handled (Article 50). 



 

71 

 

institutional reform movements concerning the construction and protection in 

the Ottoman cities are dated to the second half of the 19th century. Large 

number of constructions made in this period coincides with the governorship 

of Ahmed Vefik Paĸa90. Ahmed Vefik Paĸa, who was assigned to General 

Inspectorate (M¿fettiĸ-i Umumilik) of Bursa in 1863 (Daniĸmend, 1948: 39), 

undertook construction activities in building new roads, broadening of old 

narrow streets, removal of cul-de-sacs with the aim of transformation of the 

old organic fabric.    

Among these construction activities, new roads and broadened avenues in 

Bursa city centre are the most prominent (Figure 2.11). In addition to 

construction of Hamidiye (presently, Cumhuriyet) Street in the east-west axis; 

Gemlik (presently, Ķnºn¿) Street91, crossing Hamidiye orthogonally in the 

north-south axis; Yahudilik (presently, Altēparmak) Street, connecting 

Muradiye and Çekirge districts to the city centre; Yeni Yol (New Road), 

linking B¿y¿k (Large) Street, which starts from Setbaĸē district and stretching 

to the east of the city, with the Train Station; two new roads each in sixteen 

zira92 length (Daniĸmend, 1948: 39), broadening Saray Street (presently, 

Atatürk Boulevard) passing by the north of Cami-i Kebir (Great Mosque), 

allowed Yeĸil Imaret and the Great Mosque to be clearly visible from the 

Government Palace. These city scale renovation works and permanent 

transformations continued in the beginnings of 20th century; the maps of the 

period reveals that in addition to construction of Mecidiye Street (today, Fevzi 

                                                 
90 Ahmet Vefik Paĸa, served as ñAnadolu Saĵ Kol M¿ffetiĸiò (Inspector of Northeastern 

Anatolia) between 1863 and 1864 (Baĵbancē, 2008: 104); later he was appointed as governor 

to Bursa-Hudavendigar Province in February 4th 1879, where he served until 1882 (Güray, 

1991: 13). In addition to his official duties, as a Panturkist and an encyclopedist, Ahmet Vefik 

Paĸa, was a typical Ottoman man of letters in Tanzimat era (G¿ray, 1991: 25-27). 

91 ñFive thousand zira long from Government Palace to Gemlikò (1 zira= 0. 75774 m.) 

(Daniĸmend, 1948: 38-39) 

92 Zira, also known as Zira-i Mimari: an Ottoman measure of lenght measure, which equals 

to 0,757738 m. (Agoston G., Masters B. A.,  2009) 
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Çakmak Street) and Mahmudiye Street, stretching parallel to the railway, new 

settlements such as Rusçuk and Intizam neighbourhoods were established.   

Another type of the construction activities undertaken in open and built areas 

is the public building s and houses. Monumental public buildings such as 

Gureba (Paupers) Hospital in Tophane district, Hunkar Manor in the end of 

Maksem distric, Fabrika-i Harir-i Humayun (Imperial Silk Factory), one of 

the factories built in the industrial zone in Muradiye, Mekteb-i Funun-i Ķdadi 

(Military Academy of Sciences; today, Iĸēklar Askeri Lisesi) built in the 

eastern edge of the city, were located in high vantage points with clear city 

view, easily accessible from the city through the new roads. Besides these 

prominent monumental buildings, new communal buildings with various 

functions such as granaries, hotels, post office, train station, banks, schools, 

business centres were constructed (Dostoĵlu and Vural, 2002: 241). 

Bursa Municipality which was established in 1867 (Uĵurlu, 1999a: 55), took 

part in city-wide repair and restoration works with repect to Ahmed Vefik 

Paĸaôs request.93 According to Uĵurlu (1999a:60), bridges being in the first 

place, water lines, macadam roads and towers were repaired by the 

Municipality. A fund under the title of ñthe disposition of sidewalks and 

macadamsò was reserved for repairing the macadam road stretching from the 

Great Mosque to Setbaĸē and arrangements were made for repairing sewages 

and waste water filters by the Municipality.    

Certain monuments and houses that were damaged or destroyed especially 

after the earthquake of 1855 were restored and reused. By the order of Sultan 

Abdulaziz in 1863 the tombs of Osman Gazi, Orhan Gazi, Emir Sultan and 

                                                 
93 Ahmet Vefik Paĸaôs statement abouth the new constructions supported by the Municipality: 

ñIt is beyond doubt that making such an advantageous arrangement of reusing the rubble 

stone and brick of existing wreckage with haste would be considered as great benefits in 

future and receive His Highnessô admiration and even improve artistic production...ò  (G¿ray, 

1991: 158-159) (orginal source: Servet-i Fünun, 1926: sayē: 1556). 
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Murad I were renovated in the Empire Style of Tanzimat era,94 and the team 

which prepared Suphi Beyôs map actively contributed to these renovations 

(Tanman, 1996: 139, 142). Ahmed Vefik Paĸa who invited French engineer 

and ceramic expert Leon Parville to Bursa during his mayorship (1876-1882) 

paved the way for the restoration of heavily damaged Green Tomb and Green 

Mosque (Figure 2.10)95. In addition to arrangement of extra production and 

upkeep of blue tiles (Daniĸmend, 1948: 40) to be used in the restoration of 

the Green Tomb96 and in future restorations,97 as a new approach, reuse of 

buildings after restoration was embraced. For instance, the two-storeyed 

timber house known as Damat Efendi Manor in Tophane was restored and 

reused as state hospital. Ahmed Vefik Paĸa who played an active role in the 

modernization process of the city is also a significant actor in the restoration 

history of Bursa for his protective attitude.   

In the beginning of 20th century, the borders of the city reached to Çekirge 

and Demirkapē in the west, Selimiye in the north-west, Vefikiye in the south 

and Yenimahalle in the south-east. It is also observed that in Bursa, a city 

                                                 
94 The coffin in the Tomb of Osman Gazi which was renovated in 1863 was covered with 

sparkled cloth and surrounded with a timber railing ornamented with mother-of-pearl 

(Tanman, 1996: 142). 

95 According to Kural (Kural, 1968:70-71), The Green Tomb was repaired two times before 

the extensive renovation took place after the earthquake of 1855. The first repair was 

undertook by Imperial Architect Elhac Mustafa Faruk bin Abidin in 1674and the second one 

was made by Imperial Architect Es-seyyit Elha­ ķerif Efendi in 1769 under the supervision 

of Haznedar Elha­ H¿seyin Aĵa, the construction inspector.  

96 According to Kural (1968:71), this restoration started in 1864 and ended in 1867.  

97 There was another restoration held by Asēm Kºm¿rc¿oĵlu (M.Arch) under the support of 

Azmi, Bursa Director of Education, Hacē Latif Paĸa, member of City Administration Council 

and Osman Hamdi Bey, painter and the Director of Istanbul Archaeology Museum in 

1904before the extensive restoration which was undertaken in the Green Tomb between 1941 

and 1943 by Macit Kural (M.Arch.), member of the the Council of Protection of 

Monuments.(Kural, 1968:71). 
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which had tried to keep up with the reform movement since 19th century, 

building typology had been improved due to variety of functions98. 

 

(a)       

       (b) 

Figure 2.10: (a) Yeĸil Mosque (1894), (b) Yeĸil Tomb (1908) and restoration of Yeĸil 

Mosque (1908) (source: Sel­uk Yēlmazerôs archive, www.wowturkey.com ) 

                                                 
98 According to Uĵurlu (1999a: 60), in the beginning of the 20th century in Bursa, in addition 

to the commercial buildings including 86 hans, 2 brickmakerôs shops, 47 rearing houses, 31 

leathersmiths, 4 pottery workshops, 14 silkworm houses, 42 silk factories, 5 olive-press 

workshops, and 17 paintshops; there were public buildings such as 1 hospital, 9 apotecharies, 

2 water pump stations, 46 public lavatories, 1 theatre, 4 printing shops, a Metropolitanate, 16 

police stations, and educational buildings including 1 teachersô training school, 1 military 

academy, 1 military college, 1 girls college, 53 primary school, 4 minority schools, 1 

vocational school. Besides, there were 9 public squares within neighbourhoods including 

houses, 109 mosques and 10 churches.  

http://www.wowturkey.com/
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Figure 2.11: New road openings and new quarter plannings until 1922 

7
5 
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2.3 Early Republican Era Reform Activities in Bursa (1923-1955) 

 

Being located at the North-Western Anatolia, in the Marmara Region, Bursa 

hosted various civilisations thoughout the history. There are many prominent 

archaeological settlements, dated to Bithynian, Roman, and Byzantine 

periods which have been excavated in and around the city and presented since 

the beginning of the 20th century99, which makes Bursa an essential 

persecutor following the legal aspects, applications and transformation 

process in museology activities100 in Turkey.  

According to ¥zganôēn (2008: 22) movable cultural properties unearthed 

from Bursa and its surrounding before the Republican era, were brought to 

Mudanya during the Turkish War of Independence (1918-1922) to be 

transported to Greece. Some of these properties were retrieved and brought 

back to Bursa Museum in 1923. Certain measures of documentation and 

protection of archaeological remains were taken in the ñRegulations for 

Ancient Monumentsò enacted in 1869, 1874, 1884 and 1906 ((Güçhan, Kurul, 

2009: 21-24) ; (Madran, 2002: 21-28)). These regulations have been in effect 

for a long time after the declaration of the Republic until 1973, when the law 

no: 1710 was enacted.  

                                                 
99 According to a city guide published by Bursa Metropolitan Municipality, in public opinion, 

instead of going to archaeological sites, visiting the museums of Bursa to see the artefacts, 

sculptures and potteries is sufficent enough for being informed about the past civilizations. 

This may explain the role of museums in satisfaction of the human curiosity, since early 20th 

century. 

100 Madran (1996: 61) mentioned that the first museological activity was observed by the 

refunction of Aya Irini Church for just collecting the found artefacts in a restored 

monumental building. This ócollectingô approach was transformed to ódisplayingô attitude, 

just before the 20th century, as transportation of all collection to Cinili Kosk in 1873. 

Following the acceptation of Third (1884) and Forth Ancient Monuments Regulations 

(1906), óMuze-i Humayunô was institutionalized, related booklets were prepared and local 

museums were established in historic towns of the Ottoman Empire. 
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Following the Beneficial Reforms in Istanbul, the first archaeology museum 

in Bursa was established in the Boysô High School, under the title of ñMuze-

i Humayunò / ñAsar-i Atika Museumò (Imperial Museum of Ancient 

Monuments), in 1902 (Yalman, 1977: 90) (Figure 2.12). The inscription 

panel on the Saltanat Gate describing the repair of 1418 was removed during 

the construction of the new road passing through this eastern entrance and 

was sent to Muze-i Hümayun in 1908, upon the request of reformist Governor 

Reĸid Pasha. Besides, the sculptures from Roman and Byzantine times, 

Turkish art objects and Iznik tile ornaments were exhibited in this building, 

until Yeĸil Madrasa was refunctioned as the new archaeology museum. 

Moreover, Gustave Mendel, who was invited to classify the collected 

artefacts in Istanbul Muze-i Humayun, also prepared a printed catalogue for 

Bursa museum in 1908. 

 

 

Figure 2.12: Bursa Boysô High School, used as ñMuze-i Humayunò / ñAsar-i Atika 

Museumò in between 1902 and 1930. 



 

78 

 

 

Figure 2.13: The Entrance of Yeĸil Madrasa, which was used as óBursa Archaeology 

Museumô (Imperial Museum of Ancient Monuments) between 1930 

and 1972. 

 

As a way of forming national identity, the interest in archaeology continued 

after the declaration of Turkish Republic in 1923. As a result, local museums 

were established in Ankara, the new capital, as well in many other cities of 

Turkey. Green Madrasa Archaeology Museum (Figure 2.13) is one of these 

newly founded museums, which was constructed as a madrasa building by 

Haci Ivaz Pasa, the architect of Green Complex, in the first quarter of 15th 

century. After the restoration, the building was converted to the archaeology 

museum in 1930 (Madran, 1997: 77). In addition to the exhibition hall hosting 

rare archaeological and ethnographic items the building also had certain 

administrative divisions such as the offices for the museum director and other 

personal, depots, directorates. The building served as the archaeology 

museum until 1972 when the new museum building was constructed.  
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Besides intact archaeological remains, there are various findings unearthed 

from tumuli around Bursa (Cengiz, 2010: 21). According to Süel (1996: 26-

30), first planned survey research and excavations in and around Bursa started 

in 1942, though there is still gap in detailed knowledge about them. In 

addition to discovery of Inegöl Höyük (Mound) by K. Bittel in 1942 and 

drillings were held in Bozhuyuk and Demirci Hoyuk; traces of mounds101 

were explored in the survey undertaken in the north of Ķznik lake by Prof. 

Kēlēc Kºkten in 1948.    

Following the maintenance and repair activities held in the vicinities of Yeĸil 

and Muradiye Kulliyes in the first dace of the Republican era, in 1938, Bruno 

Taut was asked to prepare an advisory report102 for the restoration of the 

Green Tomb103 (Gasco, 2010: 29-32). Taut who, in his own words, followed 

Ruskinôs romanticist restoration style, emphasized that because the 

architectural details in historic buildings cannot be replicated, in order to 

maintain their existence they should only be protected from external 

conditions.104  In this respect, in the restoration Taut aimed to increase the 

perceptibility of the Tomb from different locations in the city by highlighting 

the existing and renovated Ķznik tiles on the facades.  Accordingly, 

                                                 
101 The mounds around the lake have been investigated by the Netherlands Institute in Turkey 

since 1986. The excavations in Ilēpēnar Mound, 1km away from Orhangazi, Bursa yielded 

remains from 6000 BCE and 12 cultural strata   (Kaplanoĵlu, 2000: 177). 

102 "Bericht ¿ber die Renovierung der Yeĸil T¿rbeò, Iwanami Shoten Publishing Houseôs 

possession, Bruno Taut Memorial Hall in University of Creation in Tokyo. 

103 Architect Bruno Taut was commissioned by the Minstry of Education for the restoration 

of Green Tomb, Bursa under the supervision of Macit Rustu Kural from the Committee for 

Protection of Monuments. The report which an important material is revealing the 

understanding of restoration of the era, was published in 2010 by Giorgio Gasco.  

104 'é In conclusion no ancient form must be copied. Ancient ruins must be just protected 

from further deterioration, for all the rest nothing has to be done. I think it is also a good 

choice to follow this principle in the case of the Yeĸil T¿rbe.'. (Gasco, (tran.), 2002: 32).   
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replacement of incompatible new tiles with the plaster in the similar colour105 

and opacity and enhancement of old tiles with water based lime mortar were 

proposed. In this way, while the restoration intervention on the building can 

be noticed from a close distance, in general picture the Tomb would be seen 

as prominent as once it had been.  

Afterwards, the Tomb was repaired by the efforts of Macit Kural, between 

1941 and 1942106. The reports including sketches and notes published by 

Kural, explain not only the restoration process but also the construction 

technique and materials with Iznik tiles on facades of the Tomb. Kural gave 

detailed information about deformations, repairs and conservation decisions 

for the stability of both main building structure and tile revetments with 

photographs and measured drawings (Kural, 1968: 71-87) (Figure 2.14 (a) ï 

(b) ï (c) ï (d)). 

According to Kuralôs report107, timber lintel structure of the Tomb which 

deteriorated due to the dampness and moisture problem, was consolidated 

with the mixture of reinforced concrete, few rubble stones and hydraulic lime. 

Mortar detachments in the stone masonry wall, behind the original tiles on 

facade, were fixed by completely removing the previous mortar fill at first 

                                                 
105 This mortar known as ñKeim mineral paintsò was found in 1878 by A.W.Keim in Bavaria. 

According to Gasco (Gasco, 2010: 31), these type of plasters provide durability for decorative 

finishing materials against rough climatic conditions and prevent increase of capillaries on 

the building surface.   

106 According to Kuralôs reports (Kural, 1968: 86), the contractor of the restoration of the 

Green Tomb was Z¿ht¿ Baĸar (M.Arch) who also participated in the restoration of 

Mahmutpaĸa Bedesten in Ankara (now Museum of Anatolian Civilizations) in the beginning 

but he passed away due to a disease, before the execution of the project. Kural found this 

situation very unfortunate and sad.   

107 This conservation report and decisions were approved by Maarif Vekilliĵi M¿ĸavir Heyeti 

(the Advisory Board of the Ministry of Education), which was formed by Tahsin Öz, the 

Director of Topkapē Museum, Nihat Nigizberk (M.Arch) the Manager of Constructions in 

the Directorate of Pious Foundations and Sedat ¢etintaĸ (M.Arch) the Head of the Bureau of 

Surveysin the Directorate of Surveying and Monuments(Kural, 1968: 102). 
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and then uniformly refilling with new material. The material losses inside the 

arches were also consolidated in the same way.  

The Seljuqid period mosaic tile panel, previously covered with Horasan 

plaster during the repair held by Leon Parville, was harmly deteriorated. 

During the repairs, detachments were observed on the surface of glazed brick 

wall, but decided to be left as it was. Moreover, later tile additions onto the 

western and northern facades, were decided to be removed together with its 

mortar completely, to keep the walls dry and breathing easily. It was essential 

to use new but compatible tiles for the external facade covering. On the other 

hand, the inscription panels on decayed surfaces were decided not to be 

reinstalled and it was proposed to leave their places empty, until being 

replaced with new replicas of these panels with new tile mosaics. 

Moreover, the report mentions the comments and opinions of two foreign 

experts, Bruno Taut and Albert Gabriel, about Kuralôs restoration and 

conservation decisions (Kural, 1968: 87-96). Although Taut agreed with 

Kural in use of the most compatible new tiles on red brick walls, he preferred 

plaster and pale green Kleim wash (Kleim mineral paint). In his opinion this 

would have contributed to notice the difference between the state of facades 

before and after the restoration. On the other hand, Gabriel suggested the use 

of traditional or compatible new tiles obtained from the storehouses and tile 

factories, instead of filling the detached parts with new and colored plaster. 

He also thought that the new tiles should be removed and reinstalled in the 

same level with the original surface of the wall. 

Besides, Gabriel proposed using metal hangings together with well-qualified 

cement on the walls, instead of brick at the back of tile coverings, in order to 

prevent detachments. Kural partially disaggreed with some of these 

proposals; for instance, according to Kural,  using iron material with cement 

mortar at the back of the tile coverings would be inconvenient for stability of 

the wall against dampness and moisture problems. 
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(a)                          (b) 

  

( c)                                                                         (d) 

Figure 2.14: Detailed drawings and photographs, prepared during restoration 

application of Yeĸil Tomb (1941-1943) (a) mortar detachment on the 

wall, (b) the wall of the Tomb before and after renewed with new tiles, 

(c) measured drawing of the Tomb, (d) detailed drawings concerning 

the original inner and outer tiles of the Tomb (Kural, 1968: 71-87). 

 

During the governorship of Haĸim Ķĸcan (1945-1950), while many traditional 

buildings were demolished or damaged during the road constructions, various 

monuments were restored. During the restorations in the Tomb of Timurtaĸ 

Paĸa, Masjid of Sitti Hatun and Tuzpazarē Masjid, their vicinities were 
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óclearedô and rearranged by removing the traditional houses and trees 

(Tanman, 1996: 125). Meanwhile, the first Advisory Board of Ancient 

Monuments and Museums, which was established in 1946, expressed the 

need for technical staff and financial support in restoration implementations 

on damaged monuments (Madran, 1997: 91). In this respect, Albert Gabriel 

and Sedat ¢etintaĸ, who were appointed by the Ministry of Education, 

prepared and published measured drawings and restitution reports for many 

monuments in Bursa until 1950s.   

In Gabrielôs work, the state of the immovable cultural properties in Bursa is 

explained with the photographs and drawings (Figure 2.15). In addition to 

the documentation works108 started in 1926 and continued in 1940s, a 

bibliography on the urban and architectural history of Bursa is given in the 

book. In the appendix, following a general outlook on Turkish architecture, 

Ottoman era monuments in Bursa are explained in detail. In ¢etintaĸôs book, 

Orhan Mosque, Bey Han (Emir Han), Eskiyeni Bath and Alaaddin Mosque 

were described in detail with measured drawings.  

The book, while giving visual and written information about the excavations 

and conservation interventions held in Orhan Mosque in 1943, also depicts 

buildings from the age of Orhan Gazi which did no longer existed by 1934 

such as Bey Palace, Masjid of Orhanbey, Orhan Madrasa, Imaret of Orhan, 

and Nil¿fer Bridge. ¢etintaĸôs other work published in 1952 includes site plan 

drawings of Hudavendigar and Yēldērēm Kulliyes, measured drawings and 

restitution reports109 for Hudavendigar Mosque, Eski Kaplēca, Yēldērēm 

Mosque, Yēldērēm Madrasa, Yēldērēm Hospital and the Great Mosque. The 

documentation work on the buildings provides additional visual and written 

                                                 
108 In the production of these measured drawings, Gabriel was assisted by Ali Saim 

Ülgen, Bedri Kºkten, H¿srev Tayla, Fikret Y¿cel, Nejat ¢etingºz, Mualla Ey¿boĵlu. 

109 These drawings were used in the reconstructions of monuments which disappeared after 

thefire of 1958.  
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material on the levels of deterioration in the beginning of 1950s and 

restoration interventions. Thus, these publications prepared between 1930 

and 1950 are testimonials for the architectural and restoration history of 

Bursa.  

 

   

Figure 2.15: Photograps and drawings documenting of Yēldērēm Bayezēd Madrasah     

(source: Gabriel, 1958: ) 

 

Keeping the project of modernization as its main goal, the young Republic 

which was established in 1923, aimed to enhance cities with ñspaces narrating 

the modern lifeò and thus indulged in certain construction activities in this 

frame. In of of these cities, Bursa important works have been done in the years 

following the declaration of the Republic.   
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In the Bursa city plan, prepared by German urban planner Carl Lorcher in 

1924, the garden-city approach110 was embraced (Dostoĵlu, Vural, 2002: 

242). In this respect, certain decisions for building garden houses were taken 

however these decisions underestimated the traditional urban tissue in the 

historic city centre. Nevertheless, due to the municipalityôs lack of resources, 

the decisions related to the historic centre were not implemented. After the 

first cadastral map was prepared between 1933 and 1934, Atatürk Street 

reconnected to the Citadel (Kērayoĵlu, 2004: 147), and the road from Heykel 

to Çekirge, via Altēparmak Street was enlarged as double tracked (¥zdemir, 

2009: 101). 

On the spot where Atatürk street, stretching parallel to the historic 

commercial core, conjuncts with Ķnºn¿ and Setbaĸē streets, administrative 

buildings such as Vilayet (City Hall), Defterdarlēk (Revenue Office) and 

Adliye (Courthouse) and public buildings like Halkevi (Puplic House, 

presently Ahmet Vefik Paĸa Theatre)111 were built. According to information 

given by Baĵbancē (2008: 106), Heykel (Statue) Square and triple buildings 

of Adliye-Vilayet-Maliye surrounding this square were built in 1925 and 

consequent years; Ataturk Statue and Aviation Society Theatre (Tayyare 

Cemiyeti ï presently named as Tayyare Cultural and Convention Centre) were 

built in 1931. Therefore, the city centre of óRepublican Bursaô shifted from 

Hanlar and Hisar Districts to the south, Heykel Square and its surrounding.  

                                                 
110 This garden-city approach was proposed by Edward Howard, in order to form óbeautiful 

cityô for less populated towns and cities. According to this romantic approach, that was also 

accepted by Haussmannôs city forms, the houses are required to be built within gardens and 

green areas, together with with surrounding squares and pools (Dostoĵlu, Vural, 2002: 242). 

111 According to H¿seyin Sungur, Bursa Peopleôs House was built opposite to Heykel Square 

surrounded by Adliye-Defterdarlēk-Valilik, on the location which is presently occupied by 

Ahmet Vefik Paĸa Theatre, on May 15th 1940 (Özdemir, 2009: 37). After Peopleôs Houses 

were banished in 1952, the building was used as a cinema until 1957 when it was renovated 

and reopened as Ahmed Vefik Paĸa Theatre by the order of Ķhsan Sabri ¢aĵlayangil, the 

mayor of that period.   
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Moreover, Orta Pazar Street, known as the most important road from the 

Byzantine era, was broadened; the road to Memleket Hospital was 

constructed and Memleket Hospital, Tuberculosis (Verem) Hospital112, 

Military Hospital and State Hospital were built (Özdemir, 2009: 157).   

In the middle of 1930ôs, in addition to trade and tourism, various sectors such 

as agriculture, forestry, animal husbandry, sericulture industry and minery 

had advanced in Bursa. In accordance with the ónation-stateô ideal of the 

republican regime, new industrial institutions and factories were opened. 

Bursa Textile Factory (1925), Ķpek-Ķĸ Textiles (1926), Dizel Power Plant 

(presently the TEDAķ building)113, Uludaĵ Soda Factory (1933), Sayas Dairy 

Products Factory (1934), Teziĸ and Emek coach builderôs shops (1938), ¢elik 

Palas Hotel and Havuzlupark (1938), Merinos Woolen Textile Factory (1935-

1938) (Minibaĸ, 1996: 172) are some of those institutions. Majority of these 

buildings, which are considered as Early Republican Era Industrial Heritage, 

are intact.   

In this period of new constructions, protection of relatively better known 

monuments such as the Green Tomb, Emir Sultan Mosque and Yēldērēm 

K¿lliyesi was found satisfactory in the Prostôs Plan114 of 1940 although 

Istanbul Council for Protection of Ancient Monuments pointed out to the 

protection of all monuments (Madran, 1997: 88)115. In addition to that, in the 

same plan renovation of the baths and thermal springs in Çekirge district and 

                                                 
112 According to the memoir of Dr. Necla Kētay Yazēcēoĵlu (¥zdemir, 2009: 157) the 

Tuberculosis Hospital, which was built as a two-storeyed timber building, burnt in a fire.  

113 Steam powered generators spread around Bursa in the first years of Republican era and 

power poles were started to be built in 1927. The old Dizel Power Plant was built and 

launched during this period (Özdemir, 2009: 184).   

114 Bursa Urban plan prepared by Henri Prost between 1938 and 1940 exhibits the óaxial 

(lineer) planningô approach of Paris urban plan. 

115 The report prepared by Istanbul Council for Protection of Ancient Monuments is dated to 

1939.  
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their conversion to thermal hotels was suggested (Dostoĵlu, Vural, 2002: 242-

244). Moreover, use of the Hanlar district which is bordered by Ķnºn¿ Street 

in the east, Fevzi Çakmak Street in the west, Atatürk Street in the south and 

Cumhuriyet street in the north as a commercial and cultural centre was 

proposed in the plan. While the proposal regarding the protection of historic 

monuments and old streets and keeping industrial facilities and railways out 

of the city116 was received positively,  broadening the existing streets in order 

to ease the motor vehicle traffic117 caused the demolisment of many historic 

buildings and created adverse effects on conservation works in the historic 

centre  (Vural, 2008: 96-97) (Figure 2.16). In this respect; 

¶ It is known that while the Altēparmak Street, which was constructed 

to connect Çekirge district, thenew touristic centre to the city centre, 

was broadened into two laned road, the lots on the right hand side of 

the street were appropriated and the timber houses located there were 

demolished (Özdemir, 2009: 178). 

¶ While Ortapazar Street, an urban axis from the Byzantine era located 

in the Hisar District, was enlarged and new hospital buildings were 

constructed along this street, many historic houses were demolished 

in the surrounding and this caused the modification of the oldest 

traditional fabric in the city centre.    

¶ Enlarging the Darmstad and Gazcēlar Streets, opened in the axis of 

Muradiye and Emirsultan Kulliyes and Ataturk Street (which was also 

                                                 
116 In the plan decisions, railway connection was proposed for the itinenrary between Gemlik 

Road and Istiklal Street Plan. 

117 There were two circulation ring in Bursa in 1940s: The first one was from Romans Tea 

Garden to the triplet of Revenue Office-Courthouse-City Hall in Heykel square (Romans Tea 

Garden Ą Tayyare Movie Theatre Ą City Club Ą Mountaineering Club Ą Peopleôs House 

Ą Ahmet Vefik Paĸa Theatre Ą Revenue Office-Courthouse-City Hall); the other was from 

the Yeĸil Kulliye to Darmstad Street (Yeĸil Ą Emir Sultan Ą Maksem Ą Muradiye Ą 

Darmstad Street). 
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known as porched street), opened in the Green Tomb axis bolstered 

the view of certain monuments (Baĵbancē, 2008: 106), but at the same 

time caused many traditional historic buildings facing towards the 

streets to be demolished partially or entirely.  

During the five years when Haĸim Ķĸcan was in duty (1945-1950), 

construction works in Bursa accelerated. In order to keep up with the motor 

vehicle traffic, entire Altēparmak Street (Tºr, 1948: 77), the part of Ataturk 

Street between the Great Mosque and ¢akērhamam (Kaplanoĵlu 2008: 80) 

and the road between the Ķĸ Bankasē, opposite to the Great Mosque, and Luca 

Palas (Özdemir, 2009: 182-183) were enlarged and main streets were 

tarmaced. In this period of new road constructions and enlargements, many 

historic building and traditional fabric destroyed (). For instance, while the 

Altēparmak Street was enlarged and tarmaced, half of the Ets Achayim 

Synagogue, Gerush (Exiled, cast out) Synagogue, and a great part of Major 

Synagogue were demolished (Tör, 1948: 77), (Özdemir, 2009: 316-317). In 

addition to the new roads, public buildings constructed in the style of the 

period and public squares are considered as the construction works that left 

their mark on the period. Expropriations were made for the construction of 

the new public buildings such as Finance Office (Tax Office in Yeĸil), 

Jailhouse,118 Ottoman Bank Branch119, Vocational High School of Commerce 

and Stadium and public open spaces such as Kulturpark120 (Kaplanoĵlu, 

2008: 80). According to Özdemir (2009: 182-183), many old buildings were 

                                                 
118 In the place of new Courthouse on Cumhuriyet Street, a penitentiary where Nazēm Hikmet 

served his time was built (Özdemir, 2009: 39). 

119 Today the Ottoman Bank built between the Orhan Mosque and Great Mosque is missing 

since it was collapsed. 

120 The Kulturpark Project, which was initiated during the governorship of Haĸim Ķĸcan when 

new vuildings and new recreation areas were designed, was started to be implemented 

between 1955 and 1956.   
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demolished and monumental trees were chopped down in the expropriated 

lands during this construction works. 

 

   

Figure 2.16: The changes in historic city center of Bursa, by new road openings and new 

building constructions, during the Early Republican Period ; views of Atatürk 

Street from the Citadel (source: digital archieve of www.lifeinbursa.com ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.lifeinbursa.com/
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CHAPTER 3  

 

CONSERVATION HISTORY OF BURSA WITH REFERENCE TO  

CONSERVATION COUNCIL DECISIONS : 1955-2012 

 

In this chapter, the council decisions retrieved by the author during her 

archival research121 in Bursa Regional Council for the Conservation of 

Cultural and Natural Properties (BKTVKBK) is given, in addition to the 

literature review regarding the conservation activities in Bursa. This chapter, 

which is reserved for the conservation history of Bursa is arranged in four 

parts.  In this respect, the phase between 1955 when the first council decision 

of High Council for the Preservation of Unmovable Antiquities and 

Monuments (GEEAYK) was edicted and 1978 when the initial conservation 

attempts were took place are given in the first part. The next part is a 

preliminary for the planning decision concidering the conservation of the 

historic sites and covers the activities took place in a short time of three years 

between 1978 and 1981. The Urban Development Plans for Conservation 

prepared and enacted during the years between 1981 and 2006, and 

conservation implementations are given in the third part. The last part is 

reserved for the conservation implementations undertaken between 2006 and 

present, when the reflections of new regulations in conservation legislation 

on Bursa can be seen clearly.  In addition to the conservation decisions 

gathered from the Council archive, this part also includes information on 

urban conservation and urban transformation activities in Bursa of the 21st 

century retrieved form the activity reports of Bursa Metropolitan 

Municipality. 

                                                 
121 This archival research was held in June, July and August, 2012.   
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3.1 First Organized Conservation Attempts: 1955-1978 

 

After 1951, the decisions regarding conservation activities started to be taken 

by the High Council of Conservation (GEEAYK). According to the 

documents gathered from the archive of Bursa Regional Council of 

Conservation, the oldest decision, concerning the approval of restoration 

application in Yēldērēm Bayezid Bezzestan within the heart of Historic 

Commercial Center of Bursa, was dated to 1955. While maintenance and 

restoration implementations regarding Bezzestan and its surrounding were 

approved in the decisions taken between 1955 and 1964122 (Figure 3.2), the 

restoration of Emir Han, located to the north of the Great Mosque, was halted 

because the facadeôs measured drawings were missing. It was decided that 

the building could be restored only after the plasters and later additions were 

removed and the original state of the building was documented123. 

After the fire of 1958 broke out in the west end of Hanlar District, the souqs 

and shops located in the firezone disappeared and hans in the surrounding 

burnt down to the foundations (Figure 3.1). Council decisions were taken 

regarding restoration and minor repair of especially the Bezzestan and ­arĸēs 

and shops around it. In these restoration projects, majority of which were 

prepared and implemented by the General Directorate of the Pious 

Foundations, certain statements such as minor - comprehensive repair, in-situ 

application, reconstruction / partial reconstruction, reinforcement / 

                                                 
122 GEEAKY: (1) 371 / 23.04.1955 ; (2) 387 / 27.05.1955 ; (3) 970 / 07.07.1958 ; (4) 1237 / 

08.11-1959-11.12.1959 (5) 1296 / 05.03.1960 ; (6) 1408 / 08.10.1960 ; (7) 1417 / 08.10.1960 

; (8) 1579 / 07.05.1961 ; (9) 1908 / 30.09.1962 ; (10) 2307 / 15.12.1963 ; (11) 2325 / 

25.01.1964   

123 GEEAKY: (1) 371 / 23.04.1955 ; (2) 387 / 27.05.1955 ; (3) 970 / 07.07.1958 ; (4) 1237 / 

08.11-1959-11.12.1959 (5) 1296 / 05.03.1960 ; (6) 1408 / 08.10.1960 ; (7) 1417 / 08.10.1960 

; (8) 1579 / 07.05.1961 ; (9) 1908 / 30.09.1962 ; (10) 2307 / 15.12.1963 ; (11) 2325 / 

25.01.1964   
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strengthening, addition of new-contemporary architectural element with new-

contemporary material, removal of former-improper additions attached to the 

historic buildings, adaptive reuse draw the attention.  

 

 

  

Figure 3.1:  Photographs of Historic Commercial Buildings, after the fire of 1958  

(source: archive of Umut Ünsal, from the archive of Bursa Metropolitian Municipality)  
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Figure 3.2: High Conservation Council (GEEAYK) Decisions (1955-1964) 
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Figure 3.3: Bursa plan (1958-1960), prepared by Luigi Piccinato and Emin Canpolat (from archive of BBB) 
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Figure 3.4:  Bursa map prepared by Kazēm Baykal, which shows the urban development in 1960s (Bursa, ?: 82-83)
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