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ABSTRACT

INTERPRETATION AND PRESENTATION OF THE BYZANTINE
CULTURAL HERITAGE AT SULTANAHMET IN ISTANBUL

¥ z c,&earen
Master of ArchitectureConservation o€Cultural Heritage in Architecture
Supervisor Assoc.Prof. Dr.Ufuk Serin

November 2019308 pags

This research is based upon the premise that effective conservation of cultural
heritage can only be achieved through promoting awareness and understanding of
history and past cultures. As a result of either the selection or exclusion of
particularperiods or areas of the past in the conservation of cultural heritage in
Turkey (and elsewhere), Late Antigue and Byzantine periods have long been
neglected. The lack of information and awareness of contemporary society
regarding Byzantine history and twde and its heritage leads to a negative
response to this heritage and its neglect. Under these circumstances, the cultural
heritage of the Late Antigue and Byzantine periods needs to be reinterpreted and
presented as part of the common cultural heritageas to be embraced and
adopted by larger sections of society and thus achieve sustainable conservation

This study accordingly investigates the issues related to the interpretation and
presentation of the Byzantine cultural heritage through the selectedtodgeof
Sultanahmet in Istanbul, with particular emphasis on the Byzantine (mainly
architectural) hetage built between the 4th and 7th centuries. Sultanahmet was the
administrative (and ceremonial) center of Constantinople/Istanbul and therefore of

the Byzantine Empire for more than ten centuries. This area, with its historical



layering and monumentakamples of the Late Antique and Byzantine architecture
still is one of the most significant areas of modern Istanbul. Theprederved
Byzantine imperial structures are important witnesses with their architectural and
spatial features, their construgtitechniques and materials to the Late Antique and

Early Christian periods.

However, because of the lack of effective interpretation and presentation
approaches aimed at fostering awareness for the Byzantine cultural heritage in the
Sultanahmet area, ontiie wellpreserved monumental buildings now transformed

into museums, such as Hagia Sophia and the Basilica Cistern, are known by the

users and visitors of the arg¥so, the Byzantine cultural heritage has not been the

subject of a thorough considerationthe plans aiming at the conservation of this

area and largely highlighting the heritage of the Ottoman and Turkish periods, at

least until the recent past. In addition to these points, tourism and the income to be
obtained from this sector have usuablgen the major and deciding factor in
decisionmaking processes. Consequently, some of the monumental buildings of

the administrative and ceremonial center of Byzantine Constantinople nhow remain
partly 6invisiblebd and i n aundesstoasl iabd e and
appreciated by the general public. This type of physical/visual and interpretive
challenges inevitably lead to an interruption both in physical and intellectual terms
within the 6historical | ayer i nhgopagghmf t he Sul

the Ottoman periods (and up to this day) as a whole.

In this context, this study argues that public awareness and adoption of the
Byzantine cultural heritage can be promoted through reliable and effective
interpretation and presentation stratsgi®n the way to stimulating a more
sustainable conservation of this heritage in the k@mgn. With this premise,, his
research investigates the values and opportunities offered by the Byzantine cultural
heritage in Sultanahmet and the threats to itsexoation, and offers proposals for

a more effective scheme of interpretation and presentation (by which to achieve a

Vi



better understanding and conservation) of this heritage, as part of the historical

continuity of the area, within its contemporary urbanigmment.

Keywords: Istanbul, Sultanahmet, Byzantine cultural heritalggerpretation and
presentation of cultural heritage
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KSTANBUL SULTANAKBMETNGT KK L T ! HRAESININV
YORUMU VE SUNUMU

¥zcan, Ceren
Y¢ kdisasKe |t ¢r el Mi rasé Kor uma, Mi mar |
Tez Y° mDeot-hr.tJuksSerin

Ka s & m,3288ayfa

Bu arakt éermmar,asleal tkcgooreunmaseéng@ge- mnkak¢lttagi he
il i kkin farkéndal ej én vV e anl ayéexken ol ukt t
dayanmaktadeér . bdnmrkieke'ede kgVe ¢cbakkairaseéen Kk
Zzaman zaman ge-mi Kinméeil i veyad@armhemasaénne
Ge - Anti k ve Bizans d°nemler.i de uzun sg¢re

korunmaséna & lnlddairg@mbéu s ér a, toplumun Bi zan

mirasé konusundaki bil gi v e édammankamand al é k ek s
olumsuz bir tutum beni msenmesine yol a- makt
vV e Bi zans d°nemlerinin kel torel miraséneéen,
beni msenmesi , sahip -ékélmasée ve s¢grder gl etk

kel el mi rasémézeén bir par - aseé ol ar ak yeni

gerekmektedir

Bi zans k¢l t¢r elyorumive asm@m problemlerink kdelemek
amaceyl a, Kstanbul 6un Sul tanahmet B°Il gesi 0
Sultanahmet on yézyeéel dan fazl a bir s¢re

dol ayeséeyla Bizans Kmpar at crzliujou dmuwn uy® n eGei-
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Roma ve Bizans mimarl éj énén, 4. ve T. Y ¢
°rnekl eri, me k ©n s al °zelli klerinin yaneée

tekni kleri ve mal zeme kull anéméné yanseéet

Ancak, Sul t anahmet 6t e bul unan Bi zans k¢l t ¢

yaratabil ecek etkin yorum ve sunum yakl a
Aya Sofya ve Yerebatan Sarnéceée gibi iy

kull anél an glapredmrzidexréeatd-ai,| eri ve hatta
bile 1vyi bil i nmemeAKytreé cvae, tBa nzéannnsa nkacklttacsdré r
al aneéen Korunmaséna y°nel ik ol ar ak haze
al énmameéck vV e daha - mnle mOsrhgnltgr ele  migr &s
yapél mékter. Tém bunl ar én yaneé Sér a, k
s¢re-lerinde de turizm ve bundan el de

Dol ayéseéyl a, Bi zans d°nemi KstakRksméunun
buge¢n O6okunabiliré, ul akélabilir ve gen
dur umda dejil dir. Bu t ¢r fiziksel/ g°r sce
ka-énél maz ol ar ak, al anén Roma d°neminde
kadar uzanan tdrii betenl ¢ ¢nén vV e - ok kat manl ¢
okunabil mesini hem fizi ksel hem entel ekt
Bu -er-evede bu -al ékma, Bi zans kel t or

ol arak korunabil mesi amaeégluaumdgpPmnt e mk ¢
topl umsal farkéndal ején artteéerelabilece]j
°ng°rmektedir. Bu ama-|I| a, Sultanahmet 0t

sunduju dejer ve férsatl ar ve kdodu unmaseée

miraséeéen al anén tari hi betenl ¢ ¢ vV e -aj
anl akeéel abil mesi , fark edil mesi ve s¢rder
sunum °nerileri gelixktirmicktir.



Anahtar KelimelerKst anbul , Sultanahmetl t ¢cBekamsr BgEh,

yorumu ve sunumu



To my beloved familyé
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the widely quoted words of Freeman Tilden, interpretation is: the revelation of a
larger truth that lies behind any statement of?fdaot conservation activities on the
grand scale, interpretation means to reveal the importance and meaning of
heritage site so as to ensure its effective and sustainable conservation.
Interpretation and presentation inclutles environmental design, ssiinstallations,
information and document management, academic studies, visitor management,

activities at the heritage site, training programs, and publicdtions

In conservation activities, it is important to establish a connection between the
users andhe heritage in question. People are more willing to conserve objects they
relate to. According to Tilden, the establishment of this connection is possible with
an effective interpretatidnOf course, the interpretation of the past has never been
independat of subjective value judgmentsin this way, the interpretation of
cultural heritage is, unfortunately, influenced by social perspectives. Indeed, this
influence may have a negative impact on the conservation of heritage. According to
Ufuk Serin, the coservation of the cultural heritage by wider audiences can be
ensured through the development of public awareness on the same cultural

2Tilden 1977, p. 8¢f. Serin 2008, p. 216.

SFor more detailed information on and definitions

heritage sites, see below, pp-18.
4Tilden 1977, p. 11.
5> Shanks and Tilley 1987, pp-53



heritage, and this goal can be achieved through effective interpret&igure
1.1)°.

{ |

- misinterpretation of heritage
- lack of understanding and awareness - challanges concerning the conservation of
- subjective approach - lack of self-identification with heritage cultural heritage

Interpretation = Society — Heritage

- objective approach - fair interpretation of heritage - cooperation on conservation of cultural
- understanding and awareness of heritage heritage
- establishment of society s identification

1 with heritage I

Figurel.1 Relationship between interpretation, society and heritage

The challenges encountered in the conservation of cultural heritage are influenced
by how society understands and approaches heritage. A variety of approaches to
the conservation of cultural heritage exists from society to society. Any society's
attitude to cultural heritage is influenced by a number of social, cultural, economic,
and educational factors. Accordingly, the methodologies to the conservation of
cultural reritage are likewise derived from ideologies associated with historical,
political, social, religious, and cultural factar$n other words, societies are more
willing to conserve cultural heritage that is coherent with their ideological
backgrounds andepspectives. Moreover, cultural heritage has been considered by
modern natiorstates as a tool in the process of creating a national identity. Thus,
conserving the heritage of the periods and cultures outside the bounds of the

preferred national identityas become more challengfng

6 Serin 2008, p. 210.
" Cleere 1989, p. 10.
8 Serin 2008, p. 216.



1.1 Definition of the Problem and Criteria for the Selection of the

Sultanahmet Area As A Case Study

In addition to the problems mentioned above, such as an incompatibility with the
prevailing ideology of the society and the stated lack of connection with the
heritage, the conservation of cultural heritage becomes even more arduous if it is
not associated with the current social structure and daily life of the society. As
elsewhere in the world, ideological and pragmatic corxcealso affect the
conservation approaches in Turkey. Thus, the Byzantine cultural heritage has not
found its deserved place in the field of conservation in T8rKehye hiatus between

the conservation activities in Turkey and the needs of the heritagatefAntique

and Byzantine periods has come about due to the neglect of the Byzantine cultural
heritage and lack of emphasis on the heritage of the Late Antique and Byzantine
periods. This general lack of knowledge and interest also leads to
misinterpretatns of Byzantine history and culture and its heritig&he
deterioration of the fabric, the associated structural problems due to its neglect and
the consequent loss of integrity and authenticity are among the main conservation
problems bedeviling the Bgntine cultural heritage in Turkey. Furthermore, the
Byzantine heritage in Turkey, especially in Istanbul, faces a variety of conservation
problems due to the emphasis on the Ottoman past. Of course, many of these taxing
issues do not only concern the Bytiae period but affect the cultural heritage of

all other periods.

The abovementioned problems can be considered as representative of the general
state of the Byzantine heritage in Turkey. In addition, other factors affecting the
conservation of the Byndine heritage concern not only in Turkey but also exist in
the broader Mediterranean region. These factors can be listed as follows:

% For further information on these ideological and pragmatic factorhedew, pp. 3940.
10 Serin 2017, p. 76.



1 The lack of archaeological excavations specifically concerning the
Byzantine period.

1 The removal of the historical strategphy of the Byzantine period at some
archaeological sites without, in some cases, even the provision of the
necessary documentation.

Assessment of the Byzantine heritage as

1 Evaluation of the Byzantine heritage as less impressive and tampoat

least in comparison to the monumental buildings of Classical Antiduity

It is a result of these demanding problems that the predicaments concerning
interpretation and presentation of the Byzantine heritage arise. Firstly, there is a
profound lackof knowledge about Byzantine history and culture; this is then
exacerbated by a lack of conservation and interpretation implementations
concerning the Byzantine heritage: the end result is that society cannot access this
material either physically or intectually. This situation makes it difficult for
experts to interpret the Byzantine heritage and to establish a connection between
the community and the Byzantine heritage. Secondly, the abhewtoned
problem concerning the poor documentation of the aBtine heritage in
archaeological sites has resulted in a serious gap of knowledge due to the loss of
material data of the Byzantine period. In addition to this, the fact that some
scholars and sections of the society evaluate the Byzantine heritagebyéttise

value judgments causes additional neglect of this heritage. As a result, the
understanding of Byzantine heritage is greatly impaired by the lack of an effective
interpretation and presentation.

Not surprisingly, the interpretation and presentatid the Byzantine heritage in
Turkey have become one of the urgent requirements in the field of conservation.
As stated by Ufuk Serin, AByzantium needs

part of a common cultural history for the greater recognitiatsofalues and better

11 Serin 2017, pp. 693.
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protection 'f Tihtes wheorl iet aagpepor oach of t he

concerning the Byzantine cultural heritage should beveduated.

Within the scope of this thesis, Byzantine cultural heritage in the Sultanahmet area
in Istanbul was selected as the case study, to represent the state of play in the
interpretation and presentation of the Byzantine cultural heritage in Turkey as a
whole. The Sultanahmet area is located at the heart of the ancient city of
Byzantium, i.e. onthe east side of the Historical Peninsula of Istanbul. The
archaeological remains in this area mainly date to betwken4th and 7th
centuries Some of these structures were built by Constantine | (Constantine the
Great) during the foundation of Constiaple, shortly to become the capital of the
Byzantine Empire, and some by his successors. The Sultanahmet area was listed as
a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 1985 as part of the Historic Sites of Istanbul
(Kst anbul T)alm 1995| the Areaaimsd atrhee wal | s of t he
was desi gnategd e&® ar 6 hbixiecoderecg arkealdjik sg i t e
a | & and the Sultanahmet and Cankurtaran neighborhoods were designated as an
ur ban and a r c keatselo e oagkeojk | sita b § tTeeb areq
theoretically offers visitors a great opportunity to experience a Late Antique and

Byzantine city and, of course, an imperial capital.

The area is made up of three different components: the remains of the monumental
buildings of the Byzatine capital, of the monumental structures of the Ottoman
capital, and of the monumental structures of the Early Republican Pentih

all these features involved, the area has been the subject of a myriad urban planning
activities. Over the years, agesult of its historical layering, the area has become
designated as an archaeological park for the sake of its preservation. However, the
relevant conservation decision, namely the designation of conservation sites, was

only made in 1995, and the consaien plan of the area was prepared in 2012, at a

12 Serin 2008, p. 210.
13 For detailed information on these three componefithe Sultanahmet area, see below, pp. 55
132.



much later time still. In addition to the conservation plan, a number of project

proposals have been develomasda response to the touristic attraction of the. area
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Although, indeed, the Byzantine period of Istanbul has been studied by different
scholars with particular emphasis on the art and architectural history of the period,
the Byzantine capital has not as yet been the subject of a comprehensive study
concerninghe conservation of its heritage, either in theory or as practice. Thus, the
selected case study area provides opportunities to consider issues relating to the
reinterpretation and presentation of the Byzantine heritage at both the scales of the
individud building and of the broader settlement. The importance of the Byzantine
heritage in Sultanahmet stems from the fact that the most significant monumental
buildings of Constantinople, the capital of the Byzantine Empire, such as the Great
Palace, the Hipmlrome, Hagia Sophia, were located in this region. Lacking a
proper interpretation and presentation approach towards the Byzantine heritage in
the Sultanahmet area, no comprehensive anénabracing strategy has been
developed. The most renowned Byzantmsldings, such as Hagia Sophia, Hagia
Eirene, and the Basilica Cistern, are provided with some kind of site interpretation,
i.e., information panels, booklets, and audio guides, but the information contained
is insufficient to enable a more holistic corapension by the visitor. Worse still,
some of the Byzantine buildings in the Sultanahmet area have no site interpretation,
presentation, and visitor orientation whatsoever. In fact, most of the Byzantine
structures such as the Sampson Hospital, the Paddéetiochus and Lausus, the
Magnaura and Boukoleion Palaces, the Senate House and the Church of Theotokos
Chalkopretia are inaccessible, invisible, or have lost their integrity and authenticity.
These problems and the lack of general recognition andmatmn about the
Byzantine period inevitably lead to the neglect of this heritage by the visitors and
users of the area. Therefore, while structures such as Hagia Sophia and the Basilica
Cistern are known by everyone, other monumental Byzantine builtirthe area

are not known by the visitors and users. As a result, it is no longer possible to
understood that this area was once a monumental and ceremonial place and the
center of the Capital of the Byzantine Empire for about 1100 years. Also, the

Byzantne structures cannot be understoodiatetpreted as a whale



In conclusion, the lack of a comprehensive strategy for the interpretation and
presentation threatens the authenticity and integrity of the Byzantine heritage. The
remains of Byzantine struces have been damaged, and most of the Byzantine
buildings lie in ruins because of the lack of comprehensive conservation policies
for the area. Misinterpretation and insufficient presentation also prevent effective
solutions for the conservation of Byzamdi heritage being developed. This
situation, in turn, obscures the understanding of the Byzantine past. The
commercial users of the area evaluate the Byzantine heritage from a purely
economic point of view, while the Byzantine heritage has little valwesdaility to

the visitors.

1.2  Aim and Scope of the Study

The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage
Sites, or shortly thereafter the Ename Charter (issued in 2002 and revised in 2007),
emphasi zes t ha tstandiog afidf apprecidtiontobdultural ineritdge r
sites and foster public awareness and engagement in the need for their protection
and conservationd should be d%lathisf the
context, the aim of this thesis is to offer proglesand strategies for a better
reinterpretation and presentation of the Byzantine heritage in the Sultanahmet area,
and so to create a wider awareness of the Byzantine past of this particular area
among the local people and visitors, and of the need rieecee the Byzantine
cultural heritage. The Byzantine heritage and the challenges concerning its
interpretation and presentation constitute the main focus of this thesis. The thesis
also concentrates on the conceptual framework, international charters and
documents, and national legal regulations concerning the interpretation and

presentation of heritage sites.

141COMOS 2007, p. 4.



Finally there will be developed here a raft of principles and proposals for the
interpretation, presentation, and visitor orientation of the Byzaiteritage in the
selected area, and the creation of sustainable conservation of this heritage. The
Byzantine heritage in the Sultanahmet area will also akiated for its better
integration into contemporary urban life, taking into consideratiernptitential of

the sociocultural assets of the area. It is also vital to the determination of the
perspectives of the users and visitors of the area to develop strategies of the

interpretation and presentation appealing to all users of the area.

Although te historical, architectural and archaeological features of the
Sultanahmet area are investigated as a whole across its three main chronological
divisions (Greek, Byzantine, and Ottoman), the Byzantine cultural heritage
constitutes the main focus of thi®rk. Accordingly, it is only the current physical

and social situation of the area and the assessment of the Byzantine heritage in
terms of its values, threats, and potentials that are fully investigated, to provide a

basis for heritage interpretation aviditor orientation proposals for the area.

1.3  Methodology and the Structure of the Thesis

The thesis is based on several types and phases of research, including the
conceptual and the onsite examinations, the evaluations, and the principal
proposals emergi as a result of coherent evaluations about the conceptual
framework and the case area. Three stages of research were involved: data
collection and processing, data analysis, and the evaluation of possible outcomes.
The data collection phase consisted itdrature research, archival research, field
study, social survey, and the combination and evaluation of the collected
information by the author. The literature research started with the examination of
various books, articles, international charters, asdichents related to concepts of
interpretation and presentation. Herein, the published works by Freeman Tilden,
Interpreting Our Heritage (1977); Arthur Percival, Understanding Our
Surroundings : A Manual of Urban Interpretatiorf1979); Sam Ham,



Environmental Interpretatioi1992); Larry Beck and Ted Cableterpretation for

the 21st Century: Fifteen Guiding Principles for Interpreting Nature and Culture
(2002) andhe ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural
Heritage Sites (2007) have been the main reference sources for the discussion and
elaboration of this theme. Also, the Law no. 2863 on the Conservation of Natural
and Cultural Propertythe Regulation Concerning the Entrance, Information,
Guidance and Caution Panels to Museums and Historic Sites, together with the
Directive Concerning the Procedures and Principles to be Complied for the
Arrangement, Restoration and Conservation Projemtsl Interventions in
Archaeological Excavations and Excavation Areas were appraised, as being the

main sources concerning the national legal framework in Turkey.

The literature survey also embraced sources related to the interpretation and
presentation foblems of Byzantine cultural heritage. Here, and first of all, several

different attitudes influencing the conservation of cultural heritage were explored

through the written sources. While doing this, the various attitudes were defined

according to therat i cl es of Ke&dthaenl Tkkredmada Dej i ki k Y
l'zerine D(397) and EntreeMadrai,anzi mat 6t an Cumhuri yet @
Var |l ékl arenéeén Korunmaseéna KI-19%®&2002) Tut uml ar
Subsequently, the problems of intetpteon and representation concerning the

Byzantine cultural heritage in Turkey were investigated in the light of ideological

and pragmatic factors. The articles by Ufuk SeByzantiumEarly Islam and

Byzantine Cultural Heritage in Turkg2008) andK ¢, Ir te 4 Mi rasé Yor uml am:
Tée¢rkiye' de Arkeol oj i ni n(20B7) waentse pdmeadly € Kk mal ar €
sources for this. The book by Scott Redford and Nina Er@uamhuriyet
D°neminde Ge-mi ke Bakék A- &20H), was als¢él asi k ve

used inwriting this section.

Following this, the Sultanahmet area was studied in terms of its historical and
archaeological features, and planning and preservation history, with the emphasis
firmly on the Byzantine heritage. This section of the thesis includé@srature

survey, a field survey, and archival research. The literature survey on the Byzantine

10



heritage was conducted through written sources: primarily the published works by

Richard KrautheimerThree Christian Capital¢ 1 9 8 3 ) ; Wo |-Wienerng Mg | |
Kstanbul dun Ta (2001)s Rall MagoapncSoudies brnytlze History

and Topography of Byzantine Constantinopl€ 0 0 7 ) ; D oAnaJnbanKu b a n,
History: Istanbull 201 0) ; KK shtaann bTuelkGed n ,Pl anl anmaséné

¥y k ¢(20¢3); Rolert Mantran,Kst anbu( 2 0Tla5)i hand GE©no© Bi |

Osmanl e D°neminden Cumhuriyet
Pl anl @0b&).s é

e ¢aj dack

In addition to the literature survey concerning the Byzantine Heritage in the
Sultanahmet area, the current efifee plans were also examined to understand the
planning and conservation approaches in operation towards the Byzantine heritage.
Field surveys were conducted in two different periods, in December 2017 and
December 2018, respectively. During the firstdigurvey in December 2017, the
present situation of the overall area was investigated, and the physical borders of
the study area were determindédglre 1.2). Also, the study area was explored in
terms of interpretation and presentation approaches threigghl observations,

and record photographs were taken.

During the second field survey in December 2018, interviews were conducted with
users and visitors by the authdihree different target groups were defined in the
survey as the users and visitorstbe Sultanahmet area. These were domestic
visitors, foreign visitors, and commercial users. The surveys involved people over
15 years of age. 25 questions for domestic and foreign visitors and 15 questions for
commercial users were prepared. Some ofjthestions are opeended, and some

of them are multiplehoice. The survey was conducted between 24 and 27
December 2018 in the Ayasofya Square. 35 forms were completed with domestic
visitors, 20 with foreign visitors, and 34 with commercial users. Inrdadachieve

the O60confidence interval é in such survey.
done. On the other hand, only 89 questionnaires could have been completed in the
context of this thesis. Therefore, the author is well aware of the facthbat t

required 6confidence intervalé is not ac
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were only intended as samples to understand the awareness of the users, their
approach to cultural heritage in general, and to Byzantine heritage and culture in
partiaular; as well as their general level of information about the Byzantine heritage

in the area.lnformation obtained from the questionnaires is used as additional
information for the thesisH{gure 1.4)'°. In addition to the field surveys, archival
research as carried out to find out the conservation area designations and further

decisions pending for the area in the Fourth Regional Conservation Council of

Istanbul Kst anbul DO rt Numar al é Kel t ér ve Tabi a
Kurulu), the FirstRenewal Area Conservation Council of Istanbgils(t a n b u | Bir
Numar al e Yenil eme Al anlareée K¢l tngithe Varl ekl ar

Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul{s t a n b u | Beye)kehir Belediye

At bﬂ—-w\‘i‘»—pth Ccoben e byt
lw— o B e a0 by e

i e
4 ot 1—-« o *lw.-a.m-a.h—.u-{-‘-«
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e ey, el o 57y by &

*‘;. i

Figure1.3 Sample of the survey map and survey sheets for data collection

Questionnaires were prepared with the help and sup
questionnaires did not include the residefiabitants of the area, since most of them anegesds
and did not want to participate in the social survey. For the survey results, see APPENDIX B.

%l n theseinstitutions, documents concerning the 61l eg
the author. Information on the registration and prodectiecisions was thus obtained from Dr.
Penar Ayka-'s Phd Dissertation database.
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Figurel.4 Sample of the questionnaire sheet for the commercial users

The presentation of the collected information, includimghbthe orsite records

and the data obtained from the institutions, is based on data processing using
Geographic Information Systems (GIS). The information collected on maps and
survey sheets during field surveys was added to a data model, which wasgrepa
accordingly. The maps that will be presented in the following chapters were
exported from this database on ArcGIS onto a reproduction of the 1/1000 scale
base map supplied by the Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul. The data from the
questionnaires as added to a database that was already prepared on SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Scienc@d)e answers of participants were
analyzed both in SPSS and Microsoft Office Excel. Additionally, NetCAD and
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Adobe Photoshop were used in data procesamd presentation as secondary

computer programs.

The basic principles for the interpretation, presentation, and visitor orientation of
the Byzantine heritage are determined on the theoretical analyses conducted within
the constraints of the second chapt€éinally, some proposals for a better
interpretation and presentation of the Byzantine heritage in the Sultanahmet area

are formulated on the basic principles determined previously.

To accommodate these three phases of research, the thesis is struttufise i
chapters. The first phase is handled primarily in Chapter 2 and forms the theoretical
framework. The second phase of the case study proper is presented in Chapters 3,
and 4, including analysis and evaluation. Finally, in Chapter 5, some prinafghls
proposals are proposed for a better interpretation and presentation of the Byzantine

heritage in the Sultanahmet area.

Chapter 1, this present introductory chapter, lays out the general approach of the
thesis with a brief introduction to the topicetlproblem statement, the aim and
scope of the study, its methodology and structure. The general systematic approach

followed in the thesis can be appreciated therefrom.

Chapter 2 includes a theoretical discussion on the interpretation and presentation of
the cultural heritage. First, this theoretical framework and the definitions of
interpretation and presentation are discussed. This is followed by an examination of
the international charters and documents and national legal regulations concerning
the intepretation and presentation of cultural heritage. Then, the attitudes
influencing the conservation of cultural heritage in Turkey and attitudes towards

the Byzantine heritage in particular, are examined.

In Chapter 3, the selected case study, i.e., theamyr heritage in the
Sultanahmet area, is analyzed in detail. As an introduction, a brief history of
Constantinople is presented. Following this, the planning and conservation history

of the Sultanahmet area and the currently effective plans are examitegcths of
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their effects on the area. Then, the Byzantine heritage in the area is discussed in

terms of its historical background and present situation.

The evaluation of the above mentioned analyses is presented in Chapter 4, which
includes an assessnteof values and opportunities of and threats to the Byzantine
Heritage. The main outcomes of these evaluations are presented in Chapter 5.
These include basic principles and proposals for a better interpretation and
presentation of the Byzantine culturedritage in the Sultanahmet area. This series
mainly include interpretation techniques, presentation methods, and visitor
orientation facilities, all intended to enhance the experience of the visitors both on

and off the site

15
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CHAPTER 2

INTERPRETATION AND PRESENTATION OF THE BYZANTINE
CULTURAL HERITAGE

In this chapter, the historical background of intepretation and presentation,
international charters and documents and national legal regulation cogcdmin

interpretation and presentation of cultural heritage, and approaches to the
Byzantine heritage within the general context of attitudes influencing the

conservation of cultural geritage in Turkey will hescussed

2.1 Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage

The holistic conservation of historical environments is only possible when a better
understanding of those historical environments exists. In order for both
conservation experts and stakeholders to understand cultural heritage better,
cultural heritage should be interpreted and presented objectively and in detalil.
Presentation and interpretation build awareness and perspective in the society on

the need for conservation of cultural heritage.

6l nter pr et ainOxford Bnglishsbictidnarfa sthefittion of explaining

the meaning of something, an explanation or way of explaining, a stylistic
representation of creative work or dr ama
ithe manner or style in whicdii sgdhagterdiong

most comprehensive and cited definition of interpretation is that of Tillié&en

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/interpretation  (last accessed 2#01.2018).
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/presentetion (last access2s.@h.218).
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describesnterpretationa s  ftlecational activity which aims to reveal meanings

and relationships through the use of original objects, by firsthaperience, and

bythei | l ustrative media, rather tha¥® simply t
In addition to Tilden, many scholars aodyanizationave put forward their own

definitions of interpretation and presentation in developing various retatfpn

strategies for the conservation of cultural heritdgeor instance, according to the

National Association of Interpretatich i nterpret aiontbased 1 s n a r
communication process that forges emotional and intellectual connelsdtwsen

the interests of the audience and meéan g s i nherent? Them t he res
Association for Heritage Interpretatidrs t at e s rgretation is primarily e

communication process that helps people make sense of, and understand more
aboutasitea col | ect i % interpretatienrCanadbdefings dhe concept

as fAany communication process designed to

cultural and natural heritage in public, through flranhd involvement with an

8 Tilden 1977, p. 8.

®Dumbrtveanu, Tudoricu and Crtciun 2016, p . 6 2.
20 National Association of Interpretation is a Rerofit professional organization dedicated to
advancing the profession of heritage interpretation, currently serving about 5¢006ens in the

United States, Canada, and over thirty other nations. Individual members include those who work at
parks, museums, nature centers, zoos, botanical gardens, aquariums, historical and cultural sites,
commercial tour companies, and theme pa@ianmercial and institutional members include those

who provide services to the heritage interpretation industry. NAI was founded in 1988 from two
existing organizations, the Association of Interpretive Naturalists and the Western Interpreters
Association.

2! National Association for Interpretation 2007.
http://www.interpnet.com/NAl/interp/About/What_is_Interpretation_/nai/_About/what_is_interp.
aspx?hkey=b5ddeffd3a84000-bf73-433c37c8a7af (last accessed on 25.01.2018)

22 The Association for Heritage Integdation (AHI) is a key forum for anyone interested in
interpretationi the art of helping people explore and appreciate the world. AHI was initiated in
1975 as the Society for the Interpretation of Brita
intempreters from around the world. AHI brings together people actively involved or concerned with
interpretation of natural and cultural heritage. Some of them work as interpreters or heritage
officers, rangers or countryside managers, others as designdisstrators, planners, teachers,

curators, consultants, academics or in many other professions with an interest in our heritage.

23 Association for Heritage Interpretation (n.d.)

http://www.ahi.org.uk/www/about/what_is_interpretation / (last accessed on 25.01.2018)

24 |Interpretation Canada is an independentpafit association operating basically in a community

of interpreters from across Canada and beyond. The mission of dwaties is defined as such:

ifwe are a community that support s, engages, and ins
interpretation in Canada. 0
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object, artifact, landscap o r 2°. Accordmgto Michael Shanks and lan Hodder,
interpretation is solving the meaning of something, which méamdamentally

that interpretationis relatedto meaning®. Moreover interpretation is seen as an
effort to get to the reality which kebehind the things and to achieve contact
betweenthingsand peopl e. Secombe and Lehnes
experience is not enough. For a full experience, visitors need to gain an
understanding of the special features of a site or objecivhgdt is significant by
interp¥etationo

2.1.1 Conceptual Framework

The development of interpretation studies progressed in parallel with the
preservation of Naturen the USA. Wylie Camps cahe considereds the first
interpretation activity. As a private dmommercial enterprise, Wylie Camps were
designed as an interpretive program with illustrated guide books, guided tours, and
camping for US Yellowstone National Park in the second half of the 19th
century®. In this way, it ensured thahe meaning of th@ational park could be
understood by the general public through entertaining and recreational activities

%5 Interpretation Canada, (n.d.) http://interpretationcanada.wildapricot.orgli88§8 (last accessed
on 25.01.2018)

26 Shanks and Hodder 1995, p. 45.

27 Seccombe and Lehnes 2015, p. 6.

28 Knudson and Cable 2003, p. 107.
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Figure2.1 Yellowstone National Park (USA), Wylie Camps
(https:/iwww.nps.gov/features/yell/slidefile/history/postcards/fihaynes/Bdgm accessed on
16.02.2019%

On the other hand, tHest scientific approachesere maddy John Muir. He, as a
naturalist, used the word uliesnanehe 8 et 6 f or
Yosemite National Park. He also founded the Sierra Club, one of the most

i mportant conservation organizations in thi
Mills followed him in these studies. He defined several principles of interpretation

in his bookAdventures of a Nature Guide and Essays in Interpretgtidrished in

1920

Figure2.2 Yosemite National Park (USA), John Muir and his group (https://www.hetchhetchy.org/
lastaccessed on 16.02.29)

29 Brochu and Merriman 2002, p. 11; Beck and Cable 2011, p. xvii.
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Freeman Tilden, who was an officer at the National Park Services, studied
interpretation in detail and built a systematic approach to its principles. He defined
interpretation as 6an educational acti
interpretationin his bookInterpreting Our Heritagepublished in 195%. These
principles are listed belotk

i P r i ricAnypiritegpretation that does not somehow relate what

is being displayed or described to somethinghwite personality
or experience oftnei si t or wi | | be sterile. o

In accordance withPrinciple 1, visitorgoonder abouthose things which involved

them and related to their personality, experiences, and ideas. Interpretation should

reachvisitors and connect with them. If visitors see themselas part of the

community that is the subject of interpretation or fh@mselvesn the place of

people mentioned in interpretation, they connect easily with the heritage.
APrinciple 2: I nformati on, as
Interpretation isrevelationbaseduponinformation. But they are

entirely different things. However, all interpretation includes
i nformation. O

According to Principle 2, information ishe basis ofthe interpretation and
interpretation is one of the ways of transferring the information. However,
interpretation does not only consist of information. Interpretation should enable
people to think themselves into the position of those whom the interpnetat
speaks of, in which case knowledge is a means to achieve that end. Therefore,
information should be organized and be simplified.

A Pr i nc ntegrgregatiol is anlart, which combines many arts,

whether the materials presented areemitfic, historich or
architectural. Any art is in some

Principe 3 claims that interpretation should include both the scientific and artistic

features of heritage and define them in different ways. Hence, the interpreter

30 Tilden, 1977 p. 9; Beck and Cable 2011, p. xviii.
31 Tilden 1977, p. 9.
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should use the arts. All scientif architectural, and historical information should
be evaluated together atrdnsferredo visitors ina whollynew story.
APrin cThqoc_hi@‘ aim of interpretation is not instruction, but
provocation. 0O
Principle 4 mentions that visitors should beopoked to understand, not to be
informed. The visitor may request precise information, but first, they should
discover the object that has been interpreted, and then they should recognize the
meaning of it. The visitor who understands the importanceeointierpreted thing
will appreciate it and try to conserve it.
A Pr i n clntgrdregatio® should aim to present a whole rather

than a part, and must address itself to the whole man rather than
any phase. 0

Principle 5 points out that an appreciation ofethmportance of an item, or
whatever, cannabe achievedvithout explaining the whole contektthe Bigger
Picture. Thusthe interpretation should be brehdsed. Also, the principle implies
that any interpretation should address everyone, not only affsotiety.
A Pr i nc ntgrpretatiod addrdssed to children (say, up to the
age of twelve) should not be a dilution of the presentation to adults,

but should follow a fundamentally different approach. To be at its
best, it will require a separate pragm. 0

Principle 6 declares that basically quite different approaches sheutteveloped
for different age groups. The watfsat children and adults perceive the world are
different, so interpretation museé conveyediifferently to children.

Rather than Tden's description of interpretation as an activity, William T.
Alderson and Shirley Pane Low described interpretation in their book

Interpretation of Historic Siteas requiring both activity and program. They argued
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that the program and activity should bonsidered as complementary parts of an

effective interpretatioft.

Interpretation gained popularity in the field of natural heritage sites and resources

after the 1950s. In this context, in the book of Arthur Perclyatjerstanding Our
Surroundings: A Manual of Urban Interpretationt, was stated that effective
interpretation programs should also be used in built environments (for example, in
cultural heritage sites) to improve the quality of conservation. He alsceddiue
principles. These are Afocus on senses,

t he past, bear t he user 6s need i n mi nc

explofationo

William J. Lewis published a book entitléaterpreting for Park Visitorsn 1980,
on the guidance of interpretation programs. Like Tilden's book, Lewis' book helped
establish the profession of interpretafton

As a result of these theoretical studies by scholars, interpretation has become an
important part of the cultural hémge conservation process. In this context, the
British archaeologist Henry Cleere has written several books and articles on how
interpretation and presentation techniques should be handled within the scope of
conservation. Among these akpproaches to # Archaeological Heritag€1984),
Archaeological Heritage Management in the Modern Wqi®89), andThe
Rationale of Archaeological Heritage Managemgré89).

Sam Ham was the director of the Center for International Training and Outreach at

the Universiy of | dahodés Coll ege of Natur al Res

32 According to them, the program and activity are complementary parts for the interpretation to be
effective Alderson and Low 1976, p. 3.

33 Percival 1979, p. 12.

34 National Park Serces 2018, p. 3.
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the Department of Resource Recreation and Tourism. He defined four essential

features of interpretation in 1992. The features are listed Below

Al. | nt e plgasueabléa t i on i s
Interpretation should bgoyful. While the primary goal is to understand the
importance of the object, visitors lose interest when they are not enjoying the

experience, so interpretation should entertain the visitors.

n2. I nterpretation is relevant. o
There ae two types of information provision that the visitors can associate with:
these are meaningful i1 nformation and person
information can be related to something the visitor can understand. Technical terms
and scientit words cannot ensure visitors comprehend sometfihgrefore, the
interpreter should use different techniques, such as using metaphors and
compari sons. Mor eover, the visitor should f
words, the information shoulake given to the visitor in a way that attracts attention
and communicates with their own experiences. Information that relates to personal
familiarities is determined as important by visitors. The interpreter can make
contact with ther efierwemrcibnyg 6usarn god léashbed|Ifi ngo

saying 6youd or with particular reference t

A3. I nterpretation is organized. o
The interpretation should be designed to be easy to follow. It should be presented
as @uctiotrmam bodyc oncl usi oné. Ot her wi s e, t he 1 ni
complicated and forces the visitors to think too deeply and then there is a risk of
losing the attention or the interest of visitoi$ie main information should be
given clearly and sumpting ideas should be separately distinguished and
presented.

35Ham 1992, pp. 40.
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n4. |l nterpretation has a theme. 0
The interpretation should have the main idea, a theme. The theme can be supported

by subthemes that lead to the answer of "well, what is it".

Developing the ancept of interpretation by these scholars, Bernard M. Feilden and
Jukka Jokilehto published a book entitldtanagement Guidelines for World
Cultural Heritage Sitesit the end of the 20th century. The purpose of the book was
in defining the principles fothe management of heritage sites and providing an
efficient implementation of the UNESCO World Heritage Conventiadokilehto

and Feilden stated that the main aim of the interpretation should be certainly

determined before implementatidn

Further, LarryBeck and Ted Cable defined 15 principles, including the six
principles of Tilden in their booKknterpretation for the 21st Century: Fifteen
Guiding Principles for Interpreting Nature and Cultuire 2002. Beck and Cable
define inter pr dandinspimtonabpsocedsaldesigriechtd enhanca
theunderstanding appr eci ati on, and proteétion of
The principals are listed below:

i 1 o spark an interest, interpreters must relate the subject to the

lives of thepeople in their audience.

2. The purpose of interpretation goes beyond providing
information to reveal deeper meaning and truth.

3. The interpretive presentatibras a work of aft should be
designed as a story that informs, entertains estightens.

4. The purpose of the interpretive story is to inspire and to provoke
people to broaden their horizons.

5. Interpretation should present a complete theme or thesis and
address the whole person.

36 Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage is one of the
UNESCO6s culture conventions dating back to 1972.
37 Feilden and Jokilehto 1998, p. 100.

38 Beck and Cable 1998, p. 1.
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6. Interpretation for children, teenagers, and®sa when these
comprise uniform grou@sshould follow fundamentally different
approaches.

7. Every place has a history. Interpreters can bring the past alive to
make the present more enjoyable and the future more meaningful.

8. Technology can reveal the da in exciting new ways.
However, incorporating this technology into the interpretive
program must be done with foresight and thoughtful care.

9. Interpreters must concern themselves with the quantity and
guality (selection and accuracy) of informatioegented. Focused,
well-researched interpretation will be more powerful than a longer
discourse.

10. Before applying the arts in interpretation, the interpreter must

be familiar with basic communication techniques. Quality

interpretation depends onthe inter et er 6 s knowl edge an
which must be continually developed over time.

11. Interpretive writing should address what readers would like to
know, with the authority of wisdom and its accompanying humility
and care.

12. The overall interpretive progma must be capable of attracting
suppor® financial, volunteer, political, administrati&ewhatever
support is needed for the program to flourish.

13. Interpretation should instill in people the ability, and the desire,
to sense the beauty in their surroumg@ihto provide spiritual
uplift and to encourage resource preservation.

14. Interpreters can promote optimal experiences through
intentional and thoughtful program and facility design.

15. Passion is the essential ingredient for powerful and effective
intempretatio® passion for the resource and for those people who
come to be inspired by @°

Beck and Cable added new perspectives to the discipline of interpretation. They
mentioned passion, the use of technology, features of interpreters (e.g.,
communicatiorskills, researchand knowledge capacity) and the needs of not only

visitors but also readers of interpretation.

39Bedk and Cable 2011, pp. xxixxv.
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The literature on interpretation programs and presentation techniques is growing
day by day. The inclusion of interpretation and presentatiocultural heritage

conservation programs is progressing with the development of technology.

2.1.2 International Charters and Documents and National Legal
Regulations Concerning the Interpretation and Presentation of

Cultural Heritage

2.1.2.1 International Charters and Documents

Besides the studies mentioned above, several indivftamdi institutional studies

have been carried out. After the r#@th century, the importance of interpretation
and presentation began to be addressed in international documents. The Venice
Charter, published in 1964, spoke of raising awareness of cultural heritage. In the
following years, many international documents addressed the necessity of
interpretation and presentation. The Burra Charter, prepared by the ICOMOS
Australian National Comittee in 1979, adopted by the ICOMOS in 1992 and
updated periodically, addressed the need for interpretation in Artittel@2002,

China Principles considered interpretation as an objective of conservation
managemeft. Eventually, the ICOMOS Charter fothe Interpretation and
Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites, also known as the Ename Charter, was
published in 2002 and revised in 2007. In the document, definitions related to the

interpretation, presentation, the interpretative infrastructure, theirgerpreters,

40 There are many scholars and scientists working on the interpretation and presentation of heritage
sites, such as Al derson and Low, Arthur Perciva
Henry Cleere, lan Hodder, Jolvtuir, Larry Beck, Marte de la Torre, Neil Silberman, Sam Ham,

Ted Cable, and William Lewis.

41|COMOS 2013, p. 8.

42 The Getty Institute 2015, p. 82.
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and the cultural heritage sitgere madeand seven principlesere setbut for the

interpretatiorof cultural heritag®.

According to the Ename Charter, interpretation and presentation are defined as

follows:

Al nterpretation refers to a ful/l range of
public awareness and enhance understanding of cultural heritage sites. These can

include print and electronic publication, public lecturessiba and directly related

off-site installations, educational programmes, community activities, and ongoing
research, training, and evalMation of the i

APresentation more specifically denotes t he
interpretive contenthrough the arrangement of interpretive information, physical

access, and interpretive infrastructure at a cultural heritage site. It can be conveyed

through a variety of technical means, including, yet not requiring, such elements as

informational panelsmuseurtype displays, formalized walking tours, lectures

and guided tours, and mul® Acoodlidgtatheaep pl i cat i o
definitions, the Ename Charter determines seven principles and their sub

principles. The principles are set out bettiw

nl. Access and Understandi ng: I nter
programmes should facilitate physical and intellectual access by
the public to cultural heritage sites

According to Principle 1, interpretation should ensure that heritage sites are
conservd for the public by developing access. For this purpose, interpretation
should be designed to take account of visit

Also, interpretation should be physically accessible. It implies that if there is no

431COMOS 2007, p. 3.
441COMOS 2007, p. 3.
45 |COMOS 2007p. 3.
46 |COMOS 2007, pp. 4.3.
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chance for ossite interpretation and presentation due to conservation conditions,

they should be designed «fite.

n2. I nformation Sources: I nterpret
based on evidence gathered through accepted scientific and
scholarly methodsasweka f r om | i ving cultur al

Principle 2 states that interpretation should be the result of a-dmdtplinary in

depth research. All available written and verbal information, artifacts, traditions,
research about the site should be used as tlmeesofor the interpretation. All
resources and presentation and interpretation processes, it follows, should be
documented in detail and archived for future use by everyone.

n3. Cont ext and Settings: The int
cultural heritag sites should relate to their wider social, cultural,
historical and natur al context and

Principle 3 observes that the object to be interpreted cannot be considered apart
from its context and setting. It should be interpreted within its natacdtural,
historical, social, political, religious and artistic environment. Therefore, all
historical periods of the heritage site and all different views towards to heritage
should be evaluated with respect.

na. Aut henticity: The interpretat

heritage sites must be respect the basic tenets of the authenticity in
the spirit of the Nara Document (1

According to principle 4, the authenticity of the heritage is one of the most
important features of a satisfactory interpretation and presentation. The
interpretation plan should be designed coherently with the authenticity of the
heritage. Therefore, the authenticity of the heritage should not be harmed while

designing the intergtation and interpretive infrastructtfe

47 Interpretive infra t r uct ur e i s defined as Aphysical i nst
connected with a cultural heritage site that may be specifically utilised for the purposes of
interpretation and presentation including those supporting interpretation via reevexating
technologiesodo in the Ename Charter: | COMOS, 2007,
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ns5. Sustainability: The interpretat.i
site must be sensitive to its natural and cultural environment, with

social, financial and environmental sustainability among its central

goal s. o

Principle 5 demands that interpretation and interpretive infrastructure should

respect the integrity of the natural and built setting of the heritage. Also, they

should be integrated into the planning, budgeting and administration processes,

with a viewto being maintainable in the future.
no6. I nclusiveness: The interpretatio
heritage sites must be the result of meaningful collaboration

between heritage professionals, host and associated communities
and other stakehol ders. o

Principle 6 seeks to ensure that scholars, community members, conservation
specialists, governmental institutions, site administrators, interpreters, and tourism
professional$ in other words, all stakeholders related to the heritagé siteuld

be pat of the planning of interpretation. In addition, the rights and responsibilities
of the native people should be cared during the planning process, and studies

should be open to the general public.

n7. Research, Training, a h,d Eval uat
training, and evaluation are essential components of the
interpretation of a cultural heritage

Principle 7 argues that interpretation programs should be enriched by continuous
research and monitoring. At the same time, interpretation and itsgdapmocal

and physical infrastructure should be kept up to date with continuous research and
consultation. A local community should, accordingly, be informed about new

developments.

Besides the Ename Charter, several international documents have adthmessed
importance of interpretation and presentation of heritage sites. In 2005, the
Charleston Declaration on Heritage Interpretation was developed in the USA to
further the Ename Charter. The Declaration aims to determine methods and quality
standards of plic interpretation. The London Charter, which is the other

significant international document published in 2009 by ICOMOS, includes
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principles concerning the computeased visualization methods for the
interpretation and presentation of heritage sitexofding to the Principle 6, the

aim of the usage of computberased vi sualization i1 s give
dissemination of computdrased visualization should be planned in such a way as

to ensure that maximum possible benefits are achieved for tiy, s
understanding, interpretation, preservation, and management of cultural

heritage. o

The Salalah Guidelines for The Management of Public Archaeological Sites,
published by ICOMOS in 2017, concerned the management of the conservation of

public archaelogical sites, by designing archaeological parks as instruments able

to provide an understanding of the shared past through interpretation and
presentation. The Salalah Guidelines recommend an interpretive plan for
archaeological parks and describes theenr pr et i ve pl an as son
should be prepared that identifies the interpretive themes anithesmies that best

serve the didactic function of the site. The plan should be updated at least every

five Mears. o

As can be seen in the above defons and principles, interpretation is
fundamentally a communication method and an educational activity. In the
planning process of interpretive activities, there should be considered the interests,
cultural and social structures, as well as the levelsdotaion, of visitors as
volunteers of interpretive activities. Besides, the interpretation should touch on the
visitorso6 experiences and | ives. At the
and prejudices of those forming the interpretation. Titerpretation should
consider the heritage of all social, technical, historical, artistic aspects. Finally,
interpretation should be accessible to everyone and should be simple and organized
SO as to be understandable by everyone. Contemporary technbtmpeailities

48 |COMOS 2009, p. 11.
49|COMOS 2017, pp. 6.
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can be used in the design of the interpretation. With these methods, the viewer
should be encouraged to recognize the importance of the object being interpreted

and to appreciate and wish to conserve it.

2.1.2.2 National Legal Framework

The national legal framework for the conservation of cultural heritage began to

form before the establishment of the Repubfisaré At i ka Nwhch mna me s i
came into force in 1869 and revised in 1874, 1884 and 1906, was used as a law for

the conservatio of cultural heritage until 1973. In 1973, the Ancient Monuments

Lawno. 17101 710 Sayeéel & E}9 Wwas enkcted. Neéeding toKespondn u

to developments in the field of cultural heritage conservation, this law, which also

became inadequate due ke tadvances in the sphere of conservation, was repealed

in 1983 with the entry into force of the Law no. 2863 on Conservation of Cultural

and Natural Propertie 86 3 Sayél & K¢l tegr ve Tagbiat Var |l é
Law no. 2863 is updated in line withe developments in the field of conservation

and supported by regulations. There is no expression in the text of the Law no.

2863 regarding the interpretation and presentation of cultural heritage. On the other

hand, the Directive Concerning the Proceduand Principles To Be Complied for

the Arrangement, Restoration and Conservation Projects and Interventions in
Archaeological Excavations and Excavation Aredas (k e ol oj i k Kaz él arda \
Al anl ar énda Yapeél acak D¢zenl eme,Ve Restor asy
Uygul amal aréenda Uyul acak U shidhwaséssuéls asl ar a K
in 2005, and the Regulation Concerning Entrance, Information, Guidance and

Caution Panels to Museums and Historic Sitbsg(z e ve ¥ren Yerl eri
Bilgilendireneve YOndreadT alnel atha cadmenimto K| i K ki n
force in 2014, do both contain provisions for the interpretation and presentation of

cultural heritage.

The Directive Concerning the Procedures and Principles To Be Complied for the

Arrangement, Restation and Conservation Projects and Interventions in
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Archaeological Excavations and Excavation Areas entered into force in 2005. The
aim of the Directive is to prepare for the restoration and landscaping projects and to
conserve the immovable cultural peyties uncovered during the archaeological
excavations and to make the area easily understood by visitors. According to
Article 14 of the Directive, it is purposed to provide a narrative of the building
remains that visitors can easily understand in #oawated and the restored areas.

In accordance with Article 15, it was decided to revitalize the structures to give
information about the function and architecture of the structures to the visitors

where necessary. Article 31 observes:
A aThe archaeologal potential of the ruins should be preserved.

b- Archaeological sites should be opened to visitors, under supervision. Within this
framework, infrastructure services such as access routes for the effective promotion
of the area, information boards, seevimits for daily needs, and lighting should be

designed.
c- Problems arising from current use and circulatioutes should be resolved.

d- The needs in the field should be addressed with appropriate types of equipment

available through modern and techogital developments.

e- During the studies carried out in the field, proper communication should be
established with the local people, and programs should be prepared to ensure

embracing and iRcrease their interest?o

In 2014, the Regulation Concerning Eamtce, Information, Guidance, and Caution
Panels to Museums and Historic Sites came into force. The Regulation aims to
create healthy, qualified environments in museums and historical sites, to prevent

visual pollution caused by panels of publicity, infa@ton, orientation, by

50 Directive no. 89406 of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (27.06.2005).
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regulating the principles to be followed regarding the material, dimensions, writing

technique, writing character, location, and other characteristics of such panels.
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In addition to the legislation on cultural heritage, the legislation on natural heritage
includes regulations on the interpretation and presentation of heritage. The Law no.

2873 on National Park2(8 73 Say él & Mi)whichwBssengtedimr Kanu
1983, contains the principles and guidelines for the determination, design, and
management of national parks, natural parks, nature monuments, and nature
conservation areas. The fourth chapter of the Law concerns the development of
longterm develpment plans and the establishment of the infrastructure and
superstructure necessary for conservation, management, interpretation,
presentation, and promotion. In addition to Law no. 2873, the Corporate Identity
(kurumsal kimlik)of the Ministry of Agricuture and ForestryT(ar é m v e Or mat
B a k a ndeté pue standards for information, guidance, and warning signs to be

used in natural heritage areas. These standards contain basic information such as

material type, size, writing techniques, and fonts.

Segenek 1
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Figure 2.4 Signboards for National Parks in the documents of Corporate Identity
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Figure2.5 Timeline for conceptual and legaévelopment regarding the interpretation and presentation of heritage sites
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2.2 Approaches to Byzantine Heritage within the General Context of

Attitudes Influencing the Conservation of Cultural Heritage in Turkey

UNESCO defines wl t ur al heritage a s artifadtshaed | egac
intangible attributes of a group or society that are inherited from past generations,
maintained in the present and be¥towed
Understanding and conserving tbaltural heritage surviving today from the past

and transferable to the future (along wi
interpretation. According to Klhan Tekel
of cultural heritage can be identifien Turkey. The first focuses on the necessity

of creating an awareness about history. Tekeli argues that people need to live in an
environment that has symbols of the past to acquire historical awareness. If society

lives in an environment full of symb®lfrom the past, it can develop a
consciousness of history. Individuals growing up in such an environment develop

an awareness of the continuity of history and cutfure

The second approach emphasizes the ideological approach towards -cultural
heritage andts use for political purposes. Archaeology and cultural heritage are
frequently used by countries in the formation of a national idedtodipr this
reason, the relationship between nationalist ideology and cultural heritage has been
studied in detail byscholars.Margarita Diaz-Andreu andTimothy Champion
pointed out that there is no country where the ideology of nationalism and
archaeology are separteThe employment of cultural heritage and the past in the
ideology of nationalism is achieved by the use of material culture and knowledge to

fashion a past for a particular ethnic group and to formalize an ethos for a modern

51 UNESCO (n.d.): http://www.unesco.org/new/en/cairo/culture/tangibleiratheritage/ (last
accessed on 22.01.2019).

52 Tekeli 1988, pp. 2@1.

53 Kohl and Fawcett 1995, p. 3.

54 Diaz-Andreu and Champion 1996, p. 11.

39



natior*®. For this reason, natnalist ideology does not often embrace the entire
history of the country. It is selective. This attitude leads to a specific emphasis on a
period or a culture in the field of cultural heritage conservation. In other words, it

deems the heritage of lesgagciated periods or cultures less impofant

The third approach highlights aesthetic or other vhlaged approaches, just as the

first approach is limited to historical value. According to the third approach,

heritage resources should also have enviemtal, artistic, and cultural values. At

this point, it is important to note that the processes of valorization in the field of

conservation should be objective, rather than based on the subjective judgments of

the people or their identifiets The-bdsa@aldu@approachd is a wide
one in the processes of conservation of cultural heritage around the world. For

example, in the process of applying to the UNESCO World Heritage List, the
definition of O60Outstandi ng de&fined.ferrthssa | Val uebd
purpose, an Operational Guideline was prepared, and the principles and rules were
determinecf.

Lastly, the fourth approach focuses on the cultural touvialne of heritage.
Conservation of cultural heritage is evaluated from an econpaiitt of view®.
Heritage sites associated with tourism can promote development in the local
economy. On the other hand, from an economic point of view, the priorities of the
visitors may override those of conservation. As a result, a negative situatidrema
created, and the destruction of the heritage may occur, due to excessive tourism

pressuré’.

The approach towards cultural heritage in@t®manperiod, that othe formation

of Turkey as a modern natiatate, and subsequent histahouldbe examiedto

55 Jones 1997, pp. 13B636.

56 Serin 2008p. 215.

57 Mason and Avrami 2002, p. 16; Serin 2017, p. 72.
58 UNESCO 2017, p. 19.

59 Tekeli 1988, p. 20.

%0Or bakl & 2000, p. 2.
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understand the interpretation of cultural heritage in Turkey. An interest in the

cultural heritage on the part of the Ottomans dentracedo the 15thcentury.

Following the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, Mehmet Il collected Byzantine
sculptues and sarcophagi from the Church of Holy Apostles in the garden of the
Topkapeée Palace and presented them in the
first ordered the repair of the monuments of Constantinople, andtayar the
developmenbf the city’>. The Ottomans used the structures that \ireneseand

could be transformednto appropriate functions such as mosques and masjids.

Wit hout any preference i n t he saeel ecti ot

maintained and esteemed because theypasumed to belong to their ancesStors

In the nineteenth century, as a part of the modernization process, the Ottomans
started a program of studies into antiquitiedn antiquity collection was
established in 1846 in Istanbulater, this collection wa transformed into the

M ¢ ziedumayun (Imperial Museum) in 1868In the beginning, thecollection

mostly included the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine works of art. In time, the

Near Eastern an&gyptianworks of artwere added tdhe collectior®. In other

words the origins of the artworks were neotucial in the formation of the

collection Towardsthe endof the nineteenth century, the Ottomans also regarded

old buildings as antiquitiegndso they also preserved the ruins of the Hellenistic

and Roman citiéé. Muhafazai Abi dat Ha k k éPredeavatiadioz a mn a m
Monuments Regulation) was prepattedpreservethe monuments anadntiquities

from all periods in 1912. Following the regulatiohsaré At i ka (Benc ¢ meni
Council for Ancient Monumentsyas establisheih Istanbul in 191%.

Then again, nationalism arose in the Balkahshe same time asoncern was

expressed concernirgntiquitiesin the Ottoman Empire. tAthe end of the 8th

61 Serin 2008, p. 217.

2¥zdojan 1998, p. 114.
83 zdoj an 1 9K% Serip20Q8, p12174
Al t ényél déez8e007 pp. 285
Al tényéldéez 2007 p. 286.
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cent ur yan i &0déme smmwidespread ideology in the Ottoman Empire; in
the late Oth and early Bth centuries, the ideologghifted towards Turkish
nationalisn afterthed © n T ¢ r RrouKghTurksIRavblition) in 1968 In this
environment, Ottomamtellectualswere dividedinto two main groups. One set
assumed that the antiquities of all periods shookd equally respectednd
preserved The other groupbdieved that the antiquities from the Seljuk and

Ottoman periods shoulak privileged to strengthen the natibidentityP®.

At the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, the Ottoman
Empire collapsed, the First World War and thekish War of Independence were

fought. The Republic of Turkey was founded in 1923. After the First World War,

as in European countries, the nationalist ideology became the main ideology of
Turkey in the formation of the natiestaté®. Like in the WesternCountries,

cultural heritagavas useds a tool in the process of building a modern nastane

by Turkish national i sm, "CaTsrkish intell@ceidse | i 0 s
began to investigate the origins of the Tut&sbuild a national identityat the
request of Mustafa Kemal Atatg¢rk. These
the establ i shment orfirkishHjistokical Baciety) m 198@4 r u mu
The Society drafted ¢ r k Tar i hi n(Outlines of Furkidra Histogy) iré

1930, his manuscript was a preliminary versionTof, r k T a(the TurkiShe z i
History Thesis). Almost every ancient culture in Eurasia was examined to form the
Outlines of Turkish History. As a result of these studies, the Turkish History Thesis

was presentechi19322 However, in that period, there was a lack of evidence to

66 This is the ideology that promotes the equality of different ethnic groups to ensure the integrity of
the Empire.

f"Kayal & 1499 Findley2p10, pd. 533.

BBAl t ényél dé Ke2vyeol 7d,é zp .2 021981,; pp. 115

®Ersanl é 122862, pp. 225

"0 Redford and Ergin 2010, p. 3.

“TanyeriEr demi r 2006Y,élpd.é z3 0;13Kelpe- 191.

72 According to the Turkish History Thesis, the Tudgread to the whole Eurasia from Central
Asia. Durhg these migrations, they met with Chinese, Indian, Middle Eastern, North African,
Balkan, and partially European cultures. They added the best sides of these cultures to their native
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support the Turkish History Thesis. Therefore, archaeological excavations were
carried out to find cultural evidence to support it. Excavations were conducted by
the Turkish scientific commmity’®. Until the withdrawal of the Turkish History

Thesis by the government, the thesis affected the formation of the identity of the

modern Turkish citizen in the first thirty years of the Turkish Rep(fblic

Emre Madran and Ni met velamgrtt of he coaceph 6fu at e d
conservation in Turkey as of two main periods: the first thirty years of the Republic
(19231950) and afterward The postl980 period may be considered as the third

period. In the first thirty years of the Republic, as menticaigove, Tekeli's second

approach was widespread. These three periods are different in reality but have two
common characteristics. The first is that awareness about cultural heritage cannot

be created, and so the concept of conservation is not widelyeadoyp the public.

Second, due to the constantly changing policies, a consistent and sustainable
approach to the conservation of cultural heritage in Turkey could not be
developed’.

Rapid urbanization and economic concerns led to the destruction of kultura
heritage after the 1950s. Also, the selective approach towards cultural heritage
shows that the second attitude contirfiedls mentioned above, the exaranging

legal framework prevented a full understanding and implementation of the concept
of conservidon from emerging. The legal infrastructure of the concept of
conservation was strengthened with radical institutional changes after 2000. In

addition, the growing interest and awareness of the conservation of cultural

culture and so evolved the high Turkish civilization. The Turkish Hystdresis argued that the

Turks are the successors of the Hittites and Sumerians directly. Moreover, ancient Turks influenced

the Aegean civilizations. Thus, the Turks supported their territorial claims by an appeal to history.

For more information abouté¢h Tur ki sh Hi story The246iEsr,s asnd e Km®Hmn2,,
pp. 225226; TanyerErdemir 2006, pp. 38383.

7 TanyeriErdemir 2006, pp. 38384, Ergin 2010, pp. 189.

74 Serin 2008, p. 218; Redford and Ergin 2010, p. 4.

“Madran and ¥zg°n¢gl 2007,

6 Serin 2017, p. 69.

T Eyice 1981, pp. 141; Serin 2008, p. 219.
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heritage by noigovernmental organ@ions have enabled the adoption of

conservation by a wider spectrum of pedpleOn the other hand, it can be

suggested that the new legislative regulations such as the Law no. 5225 on the

Incentive for Cultural Investment8 2 25 Sayél & Keel t&irr i Xa tnd reérmlnar
Tekvi k) &d thel law no. 5366 on Revitalisation andftRectioning of

Degraded Historic and Cultural Immovable Assé&ts3(6 6 Sayél & Yeépranan T
K¢l tgrel Takénmaz Varl éklaréen Yenilenerek K
Hakk € n d a ) Kaaenactoally opened the way for the demolition of cultural

heritage. It is worth mentioning that these regulations have caused the destruction

of the Ottoman heritage as much as any other cultural heritage.

As a consequence, cultural heritaxge be seen to have played an important role in

the modernization of the Turkish natistate. In the first thirty years of Turkey, the
actions and studies fitted -Z08Kthdfoudhs second
approach was added to the secondeithe year 2000, Tekeli's first approach

started to be seen along with these two earlier ones, with the development of

conservation legislation and activities of nongovernmental organizations.

When the interpretation and the presentation of Byzantitieral heritage in
Turkey are considered, it can be seen that a gap of appreciation developed in the
Turkish society, as a result of interpretation and presentation of cultural heritage in
Turkey®. In addition to the issues mentioned above in the intex{wet and
presentation of cultural heritage, there are also specific problems in the
interpretation and presentation of Byzantine heritdgeere are two main reasons

for this: they can be classified as ideological (political, religious, social, and
cultural) and pragmatf. It can be suggested that, among them, political and
religious reasons play the most important role in determining conservation

approachesThe approach of the Turkish society to the Byzantine cultural heritage

®kahG@¢n- han and Kurul 2009, p. 27.
“For these issues, se&0also Hetemojlu 2018, pp. 26
80 Serin 2017, p. 69.
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has been shaped over tirffrem ideological reasofis However, this ambiguity
exists not only in Turkey. The conservation of the Byzantine cultural heritage in
other regions can be seen to be affected by different attitudes towards interpretation
and presentation, largely becausetloé definition of Byzantine as a part of

OEastern Culturedo B% some Western histor]

In keeping with the second approach of Tekeli, the Byzantine heritage remains
outside the scope of the ideology of nationalism in Turkey. Examples of this can be

found in different fields such as schools, art events, literature, scientific articles,

and art history and architectural researches. For example, the national school
curriculum is influenced by the nationa
i nf or ma tthisocangext, the Byzantine heritage in Turkey, especially in

|l st anbul , is seen as a historical 6ot her
Byzantine cultural heritage is thus neglected not only in the national curriculum at

the primary and the gh school level but also in the university curriculum. Given

that the country has a significant amount of Byzantine heritage, Byzantine studies

at the academic level were mostly carried out under the departments of medieval or

art history, at the level ol professorial chaifThe Department of Byzantine Art

History was opened in the 1980s, as a separate department in several universities,
especially in Istanbul Universfty This approach plays an important role in the
difficulties encountered in the integiation and presentation of the Byzantine

heritagé*.

Cultural identity as part of ideological attitudes has led to problems in the
conservation of Byzantine Heritage. Any heritage closely associated with the daily

life and traditions of a society is better appreciated and maintained by that society.

8lKeélvye-l déz 2013, p. 24.

82 Durak 2013, p. 79.

83Neci pof hy 72O should be noted that, after the 2010s, academic research centers such as the
Byzantine Studies Research Center at BojJazi-i Un
opened to study the Byzantine past and its culture

84Serin 2008, pp. 222 22; Ayano] l-u7 ;2 ONelc, i poopj.l 1 72013, p. 76.
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However, the surviving part of the Byzantine heritage has largely consisted of
churches and monasteries. This heritage has no place in Turkish traditions and
daily life. For this reason, Turkish society is more open to adopting the Ottoman /
Seljuk heritag®. Pragnatic and ideological reasons together make it difficult to
give other relevant functions to the commonly surviving Byzantine strututes

can be appreciated that it is challenging to guarantee the sustainable conservation

of these religious structuréisat cannot be absorbed.

In addition to ideological and pragmatic reasons, there are some practical problems
that prevent the conservation of Byzantine heritage. Serin noted that the number of
surveys and excavations conducted on the Byzantine heriagjended compared

to other heritages in Turk&y Although Byzantine heritage sites have been studied
by local and foreign scholars, there is not sufficient conservation, interpretation,
and presentation of these areas. For example, there are plentgemacatudies

on Byzantine archaeological heritage in Istanbul. However, the lack of practical
action for this archaeological heritage in Istanbul brings problems for their

sustainable conservation.

Another important matter affecting the Byzantine heritesgigs physical place in

the historical stratigraphy. The Byzantine layer, generally the uppermost layer in
archaeological sites, has often been removed, sometimes undocumented, in order to

reach the remains of the Classical period below, which in the hges been

regarded as oO6more valuabledé and®Thissually o6m
misguided approach to the Late Antigue and Byzantine heritage widens the gap

between the past and the present. In addition, and especially because of tlye priorit

given to the Ottoman era in Turkey, Byzantine ruins located in the -upper

stratigraphy are often neglected in favor of the Ottoman. The preference for the

8 De La Torre and Mac Lean 1995, ppl® ; Or bakl & 2007, p. 72; Serin 2017
86 Serin 2008, p. 212.

87 Serin 2017, p. 74.

88 Sodini 1993, p. 139; Serin 2008, p. 214.
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Ottoman heritage over the Byzantine is an important hindrance not only for the
area under conservati area but also for architecture and the history of art as a
wholée?®,

All of the above reasons have deeply affected approaches to interpretation and
presentation of the Byzantine heritage in Turkey, particularly so at the beginning of
the 20th century. Btory and heritage, when interpreted in line with the values of
the host society, have always been shaped according to ideological and pragmatic
factors. Accordingly, the approach to the Byzantine heritage in Turkey was very
affected by the ideology andggmatic concerns of first the Ottoman Empire and
then the Republic of Turkey. These reasons, we have seen, shaped not only the
approach towards Byzantine Heritage, but also to the conservation, interpretation,

and presentation of the cultural heritage.

As mentioned above, the Ottoman Empire sawaaltientcivilizations as their
ancestors, until the 9th century. Yet they did not possess the concept of
@antiquitydé, and so valued items for thei
not develop any paly either to preserve or to demolish the Byzantine buildthgs
Theyused structures the structure could be used for their purpose. For instance,

the churches were converted into mosques or masjids. On the other hand, if the
structure could not be usethe Ottomans left them to fall into ruins, be they
palaces or cisterffs Basically, it can be said that the remains of the Byzantine
period were not necessarily seen as the
that is the reuse of building remasin new structures, were widely used in early
Ottoman building®. The interest of past cultures did increase in time: some

intellectuals wrote histories of the Byzantine Empire, based on foreign sSurces

89 Ahunbay 2.3, p. 59.

9 Akyurek 2010, p. 206; Fodor 2015, pp-96; Ameen 2018, p. 89.

Al tényéldéz 2007, p. 282; Akyurek 2010, p. 206.
92 Qusterhout 1999, p. 145.

9 Hagen 2004, pp. 21856.
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In the late 9th and early Bth centuries, as nianalist tendencies grew, the
Byzantine historyandits heritage took on different roles in official opinions on the
history of the Ottoman Empire. One was based on the idea that the imperial
tradition passed from the Byzantine Empire to the Ottoman Enifherefore, the
Ottomanseeded to protect the connection betweenwioeempire$*. On the other
hand, other Turkish intellectuals saw the Byzantine Empire as an expression of
tyranny and darkness, and indeed these were the reasons put forward fdérathe fal
the Ottoman Empire téa

The first archaeological studies in the Ottoman Empire began in the 19th century.
Unlike Western states, Ottoman methods did not initially include nationalist
ideology®. Towards the end of the 19th century, Byzantine archgeall studies

in the Ottoman Empire were conducted by foreign scholars such as Charles Texier,
Karl Krumbacher and Joseph StrzygowskCelal Esad Arseven, the first Turkish
scholar who wrote books on Byzantine Architecture, published his book
Constantinp | e, Byzantinie¥ § St amboul

After the founding of the Republic, Atatg¢rk
and archaeology to redefine the identity of Turkish society. Research and
conservation of cultural heritage were seen as a way aifinigfthe origins of

Turks. Contrary to some modern nationalistic approaches in Europe, the cultural

heritage of all periods from the Neolithic settlements to the Ottoman Empire was

adopted in this process of establishing the Turkish idéhtity

As mentioned above, the Turkish History Thesis was prepared by the Turkish
Historical Society in 1932 in the process of establishing a Turkish identity. In
addition to the main theses expressed in the Turkish History Thesis, two different

“Al t énay I8&L2Neymanmm2Q02, pp0es.
% Millas 2008, pp. 461 510.

%¥zdojan 1999, p. 195.
97 Ersoy 2007, p. 136; Jeffrews. al 2008, p. 5.
®Kel &- 2011, p. 57.

99 Serin 2008, p. 218.
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ideas based ontgtic origin and related to Greek, Roman, and Byzantine heritages
were developed in these years. The first is that these earlier heritages are unrelated
to Turkish culture and heritaf€. The second is that the Turks who migrated from
Central Asia formed theoots of Aegean Civilizatioi¥. According to this latter
approach, the emergence of civilizations in Anatolia and the Aegean was due to
Turks. Thus, all the historical monuments in Turkey belonged to the Turkish race,
and they were proof of Turkish culturédittite, Phrygian, Lydian, Roman,
Byzantine, Seljuk, Ottoman worksall belonged to the Turkish cultdfé

Thus, the important role played by archaeology and cultural heritage in defining

ethnic identity and land claims on Anatolia is clear. In this exnthe Byzantine

heritage was approached and interpreted differently by various Turkish scholars.
Nevra Necipojlu and Dojan Kuban state th
in the early periods of the RepuBfig Me h met ¥zdoj an, howev
opposité®. In actual practice, all the Anatolian heritage, including the Byzantine,

was included in the conservation goals, marking a tolerant interest and attitude in
academic studies during this peri®d Yet, even so, scholars had some difficulties

while working on Byzantine heritage, because of the political and ideological
environment of the time. Murat Ergin states that the long and often difficult
relationship between Turkey and Greece is one of the main reasons for these
complication$®®. From the histdographical viewpoint, the collapse of the

Ottoman Empire, which was associated with Greece's independence, and the

Turkish-Greek war within the First World War, led to different attitudes being

100 Ergin 2010, p. 39.

01 Mansel 1937, pp. 18211.

102Can 1948, p. 85.

03Kuban 1999, pp. 37894 ; Neci pojlu 2003, p. 111.
04y 7 d o] 99np. 2DA

105 Ergin 2010, p. 23.

106 Ergin 2010, p. 34.
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expressed in the two stat®s Another reason, according toy@ Mango, is that

Europe regards ancient Greece as the ancestor of Western civitiation

Despite these conditions, archaeologists of that time also studied the Byzantine
remains. One of the reasons for this was that Turkish scholars wanted to depict
Turkey as a developed country to Europe. Also, they thought that the Byzantine
heritage would indirectly strengthen the Turkish History Thesis. For these reasons,
in the early years of the Republic, Turkish scholars unconditionally claimed the
Byzantine herige. Ergin's work on the first ten volumes of Belleten, the scientific
journal on social and human sciences published between 1937 and 1948, provides
an important demonstration of the trends of the period. There were 49 articles on
archaeology in these tamlumes, and 41% of them were on the Classical Greek,
Roman, and Byzantine periods. All of these articles were written by Turkish
authors®. In this way, it can be suggested that there was significant interest in the

Classical Greek, Roman, and Byzantieei@ds in the early years of the Republic.

Table2.1 The number of articles on archaeology in Belleten in the Early Republican period (Ergin,

2010, p. 43
Articles on Archaeology Written By Foreign Scholarg
Year | Volume Num_ber of Total Greek, _Roman ang Total on
Articles Byzantine Periods Archaeology
1937 1 32 7 1 2 1
1938 2 24 2 0 4 1
1939 3 36 6 3 6 2
1940 4 15 2 2 2 0
1941 5 23 5 3 6 0
1942 6 11 1 1 2 0
1943 7 26 3 2 8 1
1944 8 24 7 2 5 0
1945 9 23 8 2 5 0
1946 10 28 8 4 5 0
Total 242 49 (20.2%) 20 (8.3%) 45 (18.6%) 5(2.1%)

107 Millas 2002, pp. 3435.
108 Mango 1965, p. 65.
109 Ergin 2010, p. 37.
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After the 1950s, this comprehensive and inclusive approach to cultural heritage
began to change. In many parts of Turkey, especially in Istanbul, not only the
Byzantine heritage but also the cultural heritage of other periods has fallen victim
to uncontrolled and unplanned urban growth. Due to the lack of legal regulations,
conservation plans were nexistent’> As ¥zdojan and Serin
severally, notonly the Byzantine heritage but also the ruins of all periods were
damaged after the development after the 189%08n the other hand, during these
construction activities and unplanned development practices, some remains were
examined and documented bgcae excavations. However, due to the limited time

of rescue archaeology, excavations could not be carried out completely
scientifically, and as a result, certain remains and structures could not be

documented systematically.

Studies on Byzantine heritagmntinued until the mid970s with the financial
support of foreign institutions such as the Dumbarton Oaks Research Center and
the British Archaeological Institut€. In addition to these projects, the foundations

of Byzantine Art History education weraid in Istanbul University in the 1950s.
Thus, Semavi Eyice, who began his career as an assistant at the university in
Turkey, has become one of the most important of Byzantine scholars. Eyice studied
topics such as Byzantine architecture and the commohitectural features

between the Late Byzantine Period and the Early Ottoman P¥riod

In addition to these unplanned developments in the second half of the 20th century,
the approach of emphasizing the Ottoman past that emerged towards the end of the
centuy y caused the Byzantine heritage to be
known for her work on Byzantine artifact

some Byzantine artifacts within the Topk

110 3erin 2008, p. 219.

My zdojan 1998, p. t2®; Serin 2008, pp. 219
2serin (2008, p. 220; 2017, p 72); Aky¢rek 2018
WAKkyYy ¢r ek (2-248;2Q18, ppp553).2 4 6

114 Akyurek 2010, pp. 21:213.
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rejected with the gxressed concern that the integrity of the-§8@rold Ottoman
Palace would be thus destroy&d Moreover, the approach towards emphasizing
the Islamic identities of thev¢ s ed Byzantine buil dings,
Sophia and Trabzon Hagia Sophiaused deterioration to the buildings. Such
practices and the neglect of the Byzantine heritage, especially in Istanbul, has led to

gaps in the history of the ctyf.

From the beginning of the 21st century, another problem has emerged. Byzantine
churches, gpecially those in Istanbul, have lost their integrity, becoming divorced
from the structures and courtyards they were associated with within the monastery
complex in the past. This is seen not only in the less preserved buildings but also in
relatively wdl-preserved ones, such as the Church of St. Theodoros (Vefa Kilise
Camii), the Pantokrator Monastery (Zeyrek Camii) and the Myrelaion Monastery
(Bodrum Camii}'”. In fact, this loss of integrity is not only witnessed in churches,
but also monuments such e Column of the Goths, the Column of Marcianus,
and the Column of Constantine. The meaningful interpretation of these Byzantine
monuments, which have become severed from their contexts, has become

considerably more difficutté

As a result, in parallel with the cultural heritage of other periods in Turkey,
Byzantine cultural heritage has been negatively affected by the lack of conservation
policies, the ideological approach, and unplanned development pditoy.
conservation of e Byzantine heritage has become more markedly more
complicated due to such problems agumctioning, a lack of consequence with
daily life and traditions, and its physical position at the uppermost layer in the

stratigraphy. Thus, the Byzantine heritdges received less attention recently than

115Tezcan 1989, p. xiii.

16 purak and Vasilakeris 2013, p. 53.
17 vasilakeris 2013, p. 70.

118 Magdalino 2013, p. 54.
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the cultural heritage of other periods, such as the Classical Greek, Roman, and

Ottoman periods in conservation policies.

2.3 Interim Evaluation

The first studies on the interpretation and presentation of cultuitddgebegan in

the 1900s. Conceptual studies gained importance in the second half of the 20th
century. At the beginning of the 21st century, the importance and necessity of
interpretation and presentation in the field of conservation of cultural heritage w
emphasized, and their methods were described by the international charters. In this
chapter, the international charters and documents and scholarly studies and the
resulting principles concerning the interpretation and presentation of cultural
heritage are analyzed in order to establish a basis for the proposals for the
interpretation and presentation of the Byzantine cultural heritage in the
Sultanahmet area. In this context, the principles emerging from the study of Tilden
and the Ename Charter in padiar, are taken as the basis for the proposals to be
developed in Chapter 5. The legal and administrative regulations regarding the
conservation, interpretation, and presentation of cultural heritage in Turkey are also
examined. Unfortunately, only somgresentation techniques (basically a few
regulations aiming at providing a standard format, in terms of shape, size and fonts
to be adopted in interpretive panels to be used in museums and archaeological
sites) have so far been determined by the natiewal Iregulations. Also, it is
worth noting that the standards of format provided by these regulations would not
allow the development of comprehensive thematic approaches towards a better
interpretation and presentation of the characteristics of indivimualral heritage

sites.

On the other hand, concerning Section 2.2 (approaches to the Byzantine Heritage
within the general context of attitudes influencing the conservation of cultural
heritage in Turkey) of this chapter, it can be assumed that diffieleslbgical and

economic approaches concerning the conservation of cultural heritage, lead to a
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conflict of interest in the conservation agenda in Turkey, as in the rest of the world.
Challenges concerning the ideological and economic issues, in partroalalead

(and have led) to a neglect of comprehensive anth@lisive approaches towards

the heritage of all periods and past civilizations. In Turkey, it can be said that he
conservation of cultural heritage has been addressed in different wals. flrst

thirty years of the Republic, ideological reasons such as the creation of national
identity lay behind the conservation of cultural heritage. After the 1950s, cultural
heritage was also conserved because of its economic value. From the 2000s, as a
result of the increased awareness of conservation, life in an environment full of
symbols of history took on an important profile. Also, these attitudes towards
cultural heritage were followed in the conservation of the Byzantine heritage in
Turkey. Sadlythe conservation of Byzantine heritage is more challenging than that
of other periods due to its own ideological and pragmatic issues as outlined above.
In this context, the proposals that will be developed for the interpretation and
presentation of th8yzantine cultural heritage at Sultanahmet will be in line with

the above mentioned principles in an attempt to create a historical awareness of this

specific and significant period of the past in wider audiences.
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CHAPTER 3

CASESTUDY: THE SULTANAHMET AREA IN ISTANBUL

In this chapter, the brief history of Constantinople, the brief history of
archaeological excavations in the Sultanahmet Area, the planning and conservation
background of the Sultanahmet Area during the Turkish Rigamb Period,
currently, effective planning decisions and historical background and current
situation of the Byzantine heritage in the Sultanahmet area will be examined

3.1 Brief History of Constantinople

The history of Istanbubk too extensive tbe fully describedn this thesisFor this
reason the periods leading to the formation of and changethe Byzantine
heritage inthe Sultanahmet Areawill be summarized, and the planning and
conservation approaches of the Turkish Republican period in The &utietarea

will be explained

3.1.1 Before the 4th Century (before the period of Constantine | [306-
337)])

Archaeological excavations in Istanksilowthat its story of Istanbudegins inthe
Palaeolithicperiod®. The known history ofhe Sultanahmet Arezhowever starts
with the establishment @&yzantionByzantiunt?°. According to the legenanly a
few years after the colonists from the [@ori Megara established Khalkedon

(Kadéek°y), the people of Megara and ot he

119Tezcanl989, p. 9.
1201n this study, the Latin versions of place names are used throughout the text.
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Byzasand pronpted by a Delphic prophecy, founded Byzantium in 660/658 BCE

on the site of today's Sarayburnu area. The chosen location was on the vital sea
route leading to Pontus (the Black SéajThe city of Byzantiumhad an important

place inthe Classical Geek world but it never became a great and keyfél@he

city, more closelyconnected to the Middle East until 196 BGuffered constantly
during the AtheniaiPersian and AtheniaBpartan wars power in the city changed
hands regularly. Byzantium becarabsorbed into the Empire of Rome in 146 CE
after the Macedonian Wa?.

The city of Byzantiuntoincides withthearem ow covered by the Topka
Likewise, the city walls of Byzantium match with teiri Sultani (the Imperial

Wal |l s) surroundi rFgura3.i)eAt theonpribvest éf théwallsa c e (

of Byzantium, there were two harbors, namely Neorion Bnasphorion. The

Strategion was located between the walls and the Prosphorion Harbor. On the

acropolis, the temples of Zeus, AtheBebasia, ApolleHelios, Aphrodite, and

Artemis-Selene were locatétt

2IM¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. &Kuban 2010, p. 9
122Mango 1993, pp. 11819; Kuban 2010, p. 13.
123M¢ | -Wiemer 2001, pp. +18; Kuban 2010, p. 15.
24M¢ | -Wiemer 2@1, p. 16; Kuban 2010, p. 4¥8.
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Philad. . {,PALINORMIKON d

Figure3.1 Map showing the settlement of Byzantion/ByzantfuM ¢, FWiemar2001, Figurel)

At the end of the2nd century CE the city was devastated in a docif between
Septimius Severus and the Pescennius Nifjke people ofByzantium which
supported the rebels, were punishedSeyeus afterhis defeat of Pescenniuall
supporters of Pescennius were killed, the city walls pulled down and all essential
places such as theaters and baths destfoy&dhracalla, the son of Severus, found

the punishment tosevere, and he asketo his fatherto rebuild the city. In
response, Severus started to rebuild the main temples, extdrelagty walls
(Figure3.2), and established those essential Roman Imperial buildings, such as the
Hippodrome, te Baths of Zeuxippus, the Tetrastoon, emboloi, agor&selthe

ruined city providedhe chance for a monumental urban renovati®averuduilt

emboloi (colonnaded streets), and the most important of these was the Mese, which

25M¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. 18; Bassett 2004 p. 19; Kuban 2010, p. 15.
26Kr aut hei mer 1 9Wi8ner 2Q01, p.4& Kubavi 2010, @.r15; Bassett 2013, p. 3;
Mantran 2015, p. 25.
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was the part of Via Egnati&. He also built the Tetrastoon, which wagoaum
surrounded witharcads, and a basilica complex nearby the forum. To the
southeast of these buildings, he erected the Baths of Zeuxippus and the
Hippodrome. He reconstructed the city walls, siting them rowhé¢ west of old

ones to protect the city from the invasions of the Géthés notedby M¢ | -l e r
Wiener Bassett andKuban, the Hippodrome and the Baths of Zeuxippus were
never completeld®. Byzantium becaméhe capital of the Europa province within

the reorganzation of the Empire in the period of Diocletian. Diocletian had the
idea of moving the imperial palace to the east during the Tetrarchy period, but

preferred Nicomedfd®.

3.1.2 The4th i 6th Centuries: The Establishment of the Imperial Capital

The develpment of Istanbul between td¢h and 6tlcenturies can be examined in
three main phases. These are: the period from the foundation of the city by
Constantine | to the Theodosian Dynasty (3Z9), the period from Theodosian
Dynasty to the reign of Emperdustinian (37%27) and the period of Emperor
Justinian himself (52B565).

Byzantiumwas damageuh the wars in the Tetrarchic Period, betw®daximinus
Licinius in 312, and LiciniusConstantine in 324. Constantine | (3887) defeated
Licinius in Adrianople at 324he decided to move the capital Byzantiumtwo

months after his victofy'. According to several scholarsthe reasonsfor

127 ia Egnatiawas a major road builtin the Roman Republican period in the 2nd century BCE.

Roman Republic Starting from Dyrrachium, the road pasl through northern Greece and
Thessalonikto reachByzantium It was about 1120 km long. Like other major Roman roads, it was

6 m wide. In today's wrld the road runs throughlbania, MacedoniaGreece and Turkey: Bassett

2004, pp. 120.

28M¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 18; Bassett 2004, p. 19; Mantran 2015, p. 25.

29M¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. 18; Bassett 2004 p. 21; Kuban 2010, p. 21.

B0Kuban 2010, p. 15, 24.

B3l Krautheimer 1983, pp. 44 2 ;  MNiénér 001, p. 18; Bassett 2004, p. 17; Kuban 2010, p.

24, Mantran 2015, p. 29,; Freely and ¢akmak 2017,
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Constant i n&d Ehrissianity medR b g erjection of the Christian
doctrines lay behind this decisiSA Before startinglargescale construction
activity, consecratig the determination of the city boundaries by Hmaperorwas
performed this ritual was part of Roman foundation ritd3isThe Severan land

walls were enlarged angere unitedwith seawalls and the city was extended

km? (Figure 3.2)'** Constantine did nabuchthe old city centerhe restored the
acropolis and developed Constantinople, as it became known as, with new elements
such as the Forum of Constantine, the Great Palad&,. &tewly deweloped areas

were modeledaccording to theRomanimage. Constantine put up monumental
buildings and structures, such as the Milion, the Great Palace, the Kathisma, the

Forum of Constantine, all to make the city a worthy imperial capital like R8me

H. Sophia

@ Theodosius Il D Constantine
Septimius Greek
Severus Byzantium

Figure3.2 Constantinople, the growth of the city to the fifth century (Krautheimer 1€i§8re37)

132 Krautheimer 1983, pp. 442; Kuban 2010,pp.225; Freely and ¢akmak 2017,
138 Krautheimer 1983, p. 42; Bassett 2004, pp232

B4My¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 19; Kuban 2010, p. 27; Magdalino 2010, p. 50.

135 Krautheimer 1983, p. 47; Mango 1993, p. 1RBgler-Wiener 2001, p. 18; Magdalino 2010, p.

50.

136 Chron. Pasch |, 527.1829.5; Krautheimer 1983, pp. 448; Kuban 2010, p. 27; Bassett 2013,

p. 4. For historical sources mentioning the foundation of Constantinople, see Mango 19881 pp. 7
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Being quickly built and inhabitedhe city needechumerousarchitectscraftsmen,
andworkers.At first, it was difficult to meet the needs, but then some regulations
were passed to eliminate the problem. For instance, leaving the city was prohibited
for workers anccraftsmen and the building materialseeded to be supplied from
within and closeby to Constantinople. To cover the expenses, the incomes from
templesand priestswere commandeeredVorkers toowere employedrom this
money*’. Although the manner afonstruction of Constantinoptmulates Rome,
the citytook on the shape d&n shape due td¢ topography of the peninsula, and
so lacked an overall grid plan like Roltfe Constantinople came to possess two
main axes.One of these was the continuation of \BEgnatia the Mese, which
passed through thehiladelphionand the Forum of Constantine,dcaanded at the
Augusteion The second one startatl thePhiladephiorand split intwo with one

part running to the Mausoleum of Constantitié |

The general layout of the citwas determinedhs describedabove. Now, two
fundamentalproblems became prominent: the need to populate the city and the
needfor monuments suitable for an imperial capital. The first matsessolvedby
providing opportunities and privileges. Constantine moved approximately 150.000
people from the Balkans tthe new city, and to feethis new and enlarged
population, he importedheat, oil,andwine from Egypt, Syriaand Anatolia. He

also distibuted free grain and provided tax exemption for new inhabitdnts

The secongbroblemwas solvedn theimperialstyle of what was built. Constantine
completed the Hippodrome and the Baths of ZeuxiffhuShe Meseavas flanked

137 Krautheimer 1983, p. 46; Mango 1993, p. 120; Kuban 2010, p. 25, Mantran 2015, 31.p.

B8M¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 19.

¥Kraut hei mer 1 9%eder 2001, p. ¥Wuban 2030, d. 28r

140 Krautheimer 1983, p. 46; Mango 1993, pp. 4I%R; Kuban 2010, p.& Magdalino 2010, p. 51;
Mantran 2015, s. 36.

141 For the Hippodrome and the Baths of Zeuxippus, see below 1383 and 134135,
respectivel y. Kr aut-Wienem2801, p.119; §Bassett 2004, gp7224 20M3;, | | e r
p. 3); Kuban 2Q0, p. 30;Magdalino 2010, p. 50.
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by porticoes and decorated with statiésHe created the Great Palace as an
administrativecenter and imperial residence, southeast of Himpodiome and
connected them with the Kathisma as was done with the Palatine Hill and Circus
Maximus in Rom&?3 Parts of the Great Palace, such as the Daphne Palace, the
Chalke, the Magnaura, and the Hormisdas Palace were also built in the period of
Constantinef**, Heenlarged the Tetrastoon andmamed itthe Augusteion to the

honor his motherHelenaAugusta, and also erected a column to'fieHe also

built the Milion between the Augusteion and the Basilica Stoa, as a starting (zero)
point of the imperial roadsimitating the Milliarium Aureum in Romé®. He
developed a circular forum, the Forum of Constantine, at the old gate of the
Severan walls, and he erected his own column in the center ébrthe'*’. He
decorated the Hippodrome, the Baths of Zeuxippus, Hret parts of the city with
bronze statues and works of !4t He createdplaces of worshigfor both the
Pagans and Christians: the temples of Tyche and Rteea built within the
Basilica Stoa, an olddomus Ecclesia wagemodeledas Hagia Eireneand the

Church of the Holy Apostlesvas builton t he site of todayos
Constantine also started twuild the first Hagia Sopht4®. Masterpiecesfrom

Roman cities and temples, such as the Serpentine Column or the sculptures in the

Baths of Zeuxippus, were brought to Constantinoplbeéshownoff in the main

142 For the Mese, see below pp. 1890. Krautheimefd983,p. 55; Bassett 2004pp. 23-24; Kuban
2010, p. 28; Magdalino 2010, p. 50.

143 For the Great Palace, see below pp.-18%. Krautheimer 1983, p. 45, 49; Bassett (2004, p. 25;
2013, pp. 34); Kuban 2010, pp. 387.

144 Krautheimer 1983, p. 49; Bassett 2004, p. 25; Kuban 2010, p. 37.

WEor the Augusteion, see bel ow -WienerP@1, p. 1%Kr aut hei
Bassett (2004, p. 24; 2013, p. 3); Kuban 2010, p. 42.

146 For the Milion, see below pp. 15657; for the Basilica Stoa, see below p. 142. Krautheimer
1983, p.-Wikrer20(,:pl 1B; Bassett 2004, p. 24., Magdalino 2010, p. 50.

147 Krautheimer 1983, pp. 55 6 ;  MAienér 001, p. 19; Kuban 2010, pp.-38, Maglalino
2010, p. 50.

148 Krautheimer 1983, p. 47; Bassett (2004, pp2342013, p. 5); Kuban 2010, p. 33.

149 For the church of Hagia Eirene, see below pp.-148; for Hagia Sophia, see below pp. 152
156. Krautheimer 1983, pp. 808 ; MAiénér 2001, p. 9; Kuban 2010, pp. 381; Magdalino
2010, p. 50; Bassett 2013, p. 4.
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public spaces of the capit#l The citywalls, the Great Palacand Hagia Sophia

were conpletedi n t he period of Const-8etli neds son,

Constantinople was officially established onMay 330 with the namé&lea Roma

Howevert he city was named popul arl y?®?and then
The opening feast and esnony lasted 40 days, in accordance with Pataals,

and the date of the opening of the cityas celebrate@very year.The patron

protectorof ConstantinoplevasTyche, the symbol of weaft??.

Attemptsto solve the water problem of Constantinoplere nadefrom the period
of Constantine himself He constructedinderground channels to carry water from
the Black Sea shore€isterns and aqueductgere builtby the emperor Valens
(364379t he Val ens ( Bowaderdctain 368 Wwith thes stonesft
the Khalkedon city watP*

The next major construction activit Constantinopleccurred inthe Theodosian
Dynasty Theodosius | (37395), Arcadius (398108), andespeciallyTheodosius

Il (408-450) prioritized the development of the city. In the reign of Theodosius I,
paganismwas prohibited, and pagan temples were closed. Most of the statues of
temples were sent to Constantinople to adorn thé°gityfheodosius | built the
Forum Tauri, and the triumphal arch in the forum. He erected the Egyptian Obelisk
in the Hippodrome in 390, and also the Theban column in the Stratéfhen
Forum Bovis was alsacreatedin his period®®. Theodosius | alsodevelopedthe

Harbour of Theodosiu€(l eut heri us) on the YWiAttthe of today

end of his reign, he divided the Roman empire into kmown as the Eastern and

OKrautheimer 1983p . 4 7 -Wievigr OOk p. 2MBassett 201,3. 5

BIM¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 20; Kuban 2010, pp. 42; Bassett 2013, p. 5.

B2Kraut hei mer 18VeBer 204, p. 28Kk8harv910/ pe3Bassett 2013, p. 3.

153 Kuban 2010, p. 30.

B4M¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 10; Kuban 2010, pp. DD 8; Freely 7am3u. ¢akmak 201
155 Cod. Theod. 16.10.2¢for English translation, see Pharr, 1952, pp.-476) Mantran 2015p.

39.

Mango 2000, -wienerl2902,;p. 20 Klibane2010, p. 50; Magdalino 2010, p. 51;
Freely and ¢ak3ak 2017, pp. 37

B"M¢ | -Wiemer 198, p. 8.
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the Western Roman Empge between his sons, Honorius and Arcatiftis
Arcadius attempted to develop Constantinopld tmincreaseats population. He

built new roads and a forum, known as Forum Arcadii, including his cdfimn

The radical developments in the Theodosian dyngmiyghoccurred during the
periodof Theodosiugl. The most crucial work undertaken by Theoursd| was to

build a newdefensivewall to the west of the walls of Constantine and thus to
furtherenlarge the urban area enclosed within the wailguge 3.2)'°. According

to Kuban the dangerepresented bthe arrival of the Huns in Europe may be the
reasonhe chose to fashioa new and stronger defense systéMantranalso
notes other reasonsuch as the increase in population from0R0 to 300000
living outside of the area enclosed by the Constamtinalls. The land walls/ere
completedtogether with the sea walls extending along the coasts of Marmara and
Gol den Hod% Thedddésiad li alsg built a monumental gate, Porta Aurea
(the Golden Gate)jn the land walf®3 He rebuilt Hagia Sophia, aftets
destruction due to thearthquaken 402%4 In the same periodhe Aspar, Aetios,
Philoxenus®, andPulcheria Cisterns were built to meet the increasing demand for
water. As open aqueducts were endangered by threats from Ewsafez closed
cisterns vere accordingly mad®®. In the reign ofTheodosiusll, new additions
were attached tothe Great Palace, suchs a polo ground, gardens, the

Tyzkanisterion a small church in Daphne Palace, and the Boukoleion Palace. The

BFEreel y and,ph.8%40 Kuban2@a, 3. 25,

159 Mantran 2015, p. 44.

®Mango 1993, -Wiener2Q01,;p. 26 Klibane2010, p. 26; Magdalino 2010, p. 51;
Mantran 2015, pp. 44 5 ; Freely and -48kmak 2017, pp. 42
161 Kuban 2010, p46.

162 Mantran 2015, p. 45.

163 Kuban 2010, p. 53Mantran 2015, p. 44.

%M ¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. 21; Bassett 2013, p. 5.

185 For the Philoxenus Cistern, see below pp.-158.

¥Kuban 2010, p. 109; Al tuj] 201452 p. 28; Freely
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Boukoleion Palac&vasput upon the ast side of the Harbour of Sophiae work
of the Emperor Julian (36363)1¢.

The sister of Theodosiusll, Empress Pulcheria, also contributed to the
developmentof the city. She commissioned three great churches; namely the
Church of Theotokos Chalkopi@!®®, the Church of Theotokos Hodegetria, and the
Church of Theotokos Blachern&® She also built 12 hospitals and hospices. The
most well known of these structures was the Sampson Hdébifhlaces were
also constructetly people who were not members of the Theodosian dynasty, such
as the palaces dkntiochusand Lausu¥™ Thesebelonged to executives of the
Roman Senate, located on the northwest side of the Hippotirolg the end of

the 5th century, the citilad grown fom 20,000 to accommodagepopulationof
500,00073

I n the 6th centuwwag stllih place. The teyppdes of gpolo,n d e

Artemis, and Aphrodite were still standing on th&cropolis However, n the

period of Justinian (52865), this situatin changed. The Eastern Roman Empire

was transformed into a Byzantine Empitieroughways as diverse as vaatistic

works andby legal regulations. Many scholarsdeedthink that the 6th century

was Othe Gol den Age 64 BdforettheNika Biot, n&b27t i ne Empi
Justinian and his wife Theodora star@uthe construction of the Church of Sts

Sergius and Baccht/S between the Church of Sts Peter and Paul and the

¥"Mango 1993, p. 121; Kuban 2010, pp. 37,65; Te¢rkojlou
168 For the Church of Theotokos Chalkopretia, see below ppl689

169 Kuban 2010, p. 104.

10 For the Sampson Hospital, see below pp-163. Kuban 2010, p. 106.

171 For thepalaces ofAntiochusand Lausus, see below @60-163.

12Mango 1993, pp. 12128; Kuba 2010, pp. 104102.

13 Mango 1993, p. 120; Kuban 2010, p. 73; Mantran 2015, p. 45.

174 Kuban 2010, p. 73; Mantran 2015, pp-5.

175 For the Church of Sts Sergius and Bacchus, see below plL6I65
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Hormisdas Palace. The constructisas completedn 536 four yearsafter the

Riot!’®,

The Nika Riot was one of the most devastating revolts in the history of
Constantinople. Justinidrad giventhe prefecta powerfullevel of authority, which

put pressure on the people of Constantinoplee Riot began on January 11,
53277, During the Riot, the most important buildings of the empire were burned
down, such as the Augusteion, the Chalke, the S€Ratdagia Sophia, the
Hippodrome,the Baths of Zeuxippus, Hagia Eirene, the Sampson Hosthital,
Basilica Stoa, the Palace of Lausus, and some parts of the Greatii2alicEhe
burning and destruction of the cityccasionedduring the Nika Riot gaveo
Justinianthe opportunity to raldld and refurbishthe city as he wanted to. He

started his resvatingbuilding activityat oncé’.

Justinian prioritized Hagia Sophia. The reconstructiigan in 532 and was
completed in 537Alongside the churghHagia Eirene, th@atriarchatdalace, th
Augusteion, the Sampson Hospitahd the Baths of Zeuxippug/ere all rebuilt

During the reconstructions of Hagia Sophia and Hagia Eirene, the Church of
Theotokos Chalkopretia was used as a patriarchal chéraew Senate Building

was builtto the westof the AugusteionHe also erected his column with a bronze
statue of hirgelf in the place of the Column of Theodosius in the Augusteion
Justinianalso remodeled and rebuilt the Chalke and the Great Palace. He connected
the Hormisdas Palace with the Gré&alace. The Hippodrome was less damaged
thanthe other buildingsin its restorationhe replaced the timber seats with stone

176 Hennessy 2008, p. 206; Sumiizwyd and Freely 2009 p. 13Kuban 2010, p. 126; Mantran
2015, p. 57, Freely and ¢akmak 2017, p. 109.
177 During the Riot, the chariot teams known as the Greens and the Blues, and senators and the
people of the city were in conflict. Rebels released prisoners and set the city Aftérea week

long riot, Justinian trapped all the rebels in the Hippodrome and massacred 30,000\janirbn

2015 p. 53i 56.

18 For the Senate, see below. 164165.

9 M¢ | Wiemer 2001, p. 22; Kuban 2010, p. 117; Magdalino 2010, p. 52; Bassett 2063
Mantran 2015p. 53, 56.
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seats. Like the other buildings, the Basilica Staa also damagetlring the Riot.

When rebuilt,the Basilica Cisterrwas consucted, under the courtyard of the
former Basilica Sto#°. The Palaces of Antiochus and Lausus thate destroyed
during the revoltwere convertedn the reconstruction work, acquirindjfferent
functions in a later period. The hexagonal hall of the Rats#cAntiochus was
converted into a church, containing the relics of Hagia Euphemia. The long hall of
the Lausus Palace was transformed first into a hospice and then into the Church of
St. Phoca$t.

"/\ { 7 ":. /?)my(mord 1
% . { ¥, .
/ A\
A o®
4 . 4
W/ _ARGyROPOLIS
P

/7

arap
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d Aya Euphemia («Antiokhos Saray 1. Theotokos Hodegetrias d. Magnaura Saray
& Aya Karpos ve Papylos m. Prodromos Siudu

1. Aya Polyeudos

o Sergios ve Bakchos (Petrus ve Pavlos) 5. Milon

Figure3.3 Constantinople between the 4&ht h ¢ e nt u-Wiener2001Hiduré2) e r

In short, between the #h and the6th centuries, the city of Constantinople was
established as an imperial capital and embellished thighappropgte imperial

and monumental buildings. The general layout of the aigs determined

BOM¢ | -Weemer 2001, pp. 22, 76; Hennessy 2008, pp-208; Kuban 2010, pp. 65, 74,80,
84, 88, 106, 124.28; Bassett 2013, p. 6; Mantran 2015, pp638

81 Mango 1993, pp. 121 2 8 ; -Miehel 2001, p. 122; HennesgQ08, p. 210; Sumnedoyd
and Freely 2009, p. 151.
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including the walls, the Mese, the Augusteion. The plan of the veity also

establishedwith the main imperial buildings, such as the Great Palace, the

Hippodrome, the Mion, the Baths of Zeuxippus, the Basilica Stoa, Hagia Sophia,

and Hagia EireneFgure 3.3). According toNotitia Urbis Constantinopolitange

which was written in 425the regiond, II, lll, and IV layinthe areao f t oday 6 s

Sultanahmet Arealn addition to the abovmentioned structureshere areto be

foundthe Church or Martyrium of St. Menas, four palaces of nobles, a public bath,

a theater, an amphitheater, a nymphaeum, two stadiums, 685 houses, 46 private

baths, and 37 ovens in theseneregions$®2 Towards the end of the 5th centpiry

particular Constantinople, a city of Late Antiquity, became an Early Christian city

with anincreasdn the numbebpf churches and monasteri®&s After the Nika Riot,
Constantinoplevas rebuiltby Justiman, as we have seethe buildings, still visible

today, were built in the time of Justinian.

3.1.3 The 7th - 15th Centuries: The Middle and Late Byzantine Periods

The Byzantine Empire wasa astrong decline in th&th century due to invasions,
diseases, eamjuakes, fires, and faminé®%. Thus, constructiowork in
Constantinoplavas discontinuedwith the only investment being in thiefensive
structure&®®. Land walls were restored,and a giart chainb et we e n
Sarayburnu and Galatauld cut off the Golden HorBesides theskeaturessome
new buildingswere constructedn a limited scalesuch as the Triclinium, the

Kainourgion and the Pentakoubouklon at the Great Palace, agdbalkes like he

82 Kutlay 2016, pp. 5&0.
183 Magdalino 2007, pp. 534.
184 Magdalino 2010, p. 52.

BMiller, 1969, p . 9; -Waemeg2001,1p9 233 Kubap 20101 2 &41;

Mantran 2015, pp. 70, 80; Freelygagn ¢ ak mak 2018, p. 128.
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Magnaura Palace and the Daphne palace were reftetwderthe 7th and the 8th

centuries®®,

Throughout theBth century, Iconoclasnhad a negative effect aime Byzantine
Empire The two Christian capita)] Rome and Constantinople, welrawn intothe
conflict concerningthe use oficons®’. Leo Il (717%745) bannedhe worship of
icons The battle lines were drawiconoclasmwas underwayThe siccessors of
Leo Il supportedhe iconoclast approachosaics, reliefs, icons, and statues were
all destroyed. The Augusteidrad beerull of statues until the Iconoclastic period,
butnowthese bronze and silver statues wereflugver Thef a- ades of the Mi l
were decorated with the scenes of the Sithmenic Council; these were deleted
as well. Instead o$uchreligious mosaics, Constantine V (7415) decorated the
Milion with Figures of afamous charioteéf. Public baths were also closexd the
sameapproximatdime asthe ban of icorworshippingwas imposedThe Baths of
Zexippos vereshutduring this periodthey were first used as a dungeon and then
as silks handler®®. The Iconoclast period came to an end undéne Empress
Eirene (797802) at the end of théth century°.

The first half of thedth century wasn turndominated bystrugges with wars and
rebellions. Onlythe fortificationswere further strengthenediuring this periotf™.

In the second half of th@th century, Basil | (86/886) acceded to the throne, and
the Macedonian dynasi{67-1056) was inauguratedn his reign the Byzantine
Empire witnessed a period of revival terms ofeconomic and cultural aspects.
Basil | also revived Constantinople, by restoring monumesi&inents othe city
and building new oné¥. He built the Nea &clesia Church in the Great Palace

BM¢ | -Wieemer 2001, p. 23; Hennessy 2008, p. 205; Mantran 2015, p. 79.

187 For iconoclasm, see Kazdhan 1991, pp.-973.

188 Kuban 2010, pp. 882, 145146; Mantran 2015, pp. 885.

189 Mango 1965, p. 39; Kuban 2010, p. 85.

10Kuban200, p. 147; Mantran 2015, p. 86; Freely and ¢ak:
191 Magdalino 2007, p. 29; Kuban 2010, pp. 1#80; Mantran 2015, pp. 872 ; Freely and ¢ak mak
2018, pp. 134140.

Kuban 2010, p. 168; Mantran 2015, p. 94; Freely and
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together withsevenother churches, and restored Bb6re including Hagia Sophia

and the Church of Theotokos Chalkopretia. He refurbished the Great Palace and
furnished it with new mosaics and statues; he also addeld gnoaind to the Great
Palaceln this period, the palaseas enlarged towardbe west®®

The siccessorsof Basil | built some churcheslater converted into mosques.
Theotokos Tou Li bos GuasbuiltbhLegne(886912), Ksa M
the Myrelaion (Bodrum Mosque), and the Rotunda were built by Romanus
Lecapenus(920-944)°4 Constantine VIIPorphyrogenitus (91959) added the
Walled Obelisk to the Hippodrome Nicephorus Il Phocas (96€&9) built the
fortification surrounding the Boukoleion Palaegainstany attacks that might
eruptfrom the cityagainstthe Great Palac®. The last ruler of the Macedonian
Dynasty, Constantine IX Mmmachus (1042055), builtthe Mangana Palaamn

the east side of the Great Palade. also built the Monastery of Saint George, a
hospital, and a law school in the pafféeThe Byzantine Empire thus witnessed a
period of revivalin the 9th and Dth centuies, and this period isccordingly
known as t heRedMa % dnondditiahnto the developments in
culture and economy, the population of the city reached080Gstrongin this

periods,

During the forty years between the Macedonian Dynaf®$7-1056) and the

Comnenian Dynast{10811185), the Empiravas agairweakend because of wars
andt h games ofthronéd The Doukas Dynasty (1089078) fought with the
Normans, PetchenegmdSeljuks Thelong-fadingdream aboua Great Byzantine

¥M¢, | -Weemer 2001, pp. 224; Magdalino 2007, p. 29; Hennessy 2008, pp-20%, Sumner
Boyd and Freely 2009, p. 14, uban 2010, p. 169; Freely and ¢akma

PiKer gmf a 20036,45480;. Rr3eely and ¢l&8kmak 2018, pp. 14°¢
¥Kuban 2010, p. 9; Freelb’y and ¢akmak 2018, pp. 1
%Hennessy 2008, p. 206; Freely and ¢akmak 2018,
¥"Kuban 2010, p. 166; Freely and ¢akmak 2018, p.
198 Kuban 2010, p. 159; Mantran 2015, p. 116.
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Empire was endedby the defeat of Roman Diogenes at the Battle of Manzikert
(Malazgit) in 107 1°°,

The Komnenian Dynastigadtaken over ina period ofcrisiswhenthe empirewas
seriously threatened both in the west amd the east The Macedonian
Rennaissancenay be said to have continugedthe Komnenian dynasty, but only in
Constantinop&”. In the Blachernaddistrict, pavilionsexistedwhich werebuilt by
previous emperorsbut the first true palatialbuilding was erectedy Alexius |
(1081:1118).EmperorJohn 11 (11181143) contributedo thefurtherblossoming of
Constantinople. Emperor Manuel (114880) strengthened the north part of the

land walls and built the new Blachernae Pd%ce
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Figure3.4 Constantinople betweenthe 8th2 t h ¢ e nt vAienee 2001FigligeB)| e r

¥Kuban 2010, p. 158; Mantran 2015167.p. 131; Freely an
20Kuban 2010, p. 158; Freely and ¢akmak 2018, p. 168
201 Mg, | -Weemer 2001, p2 4 ; Kuban 2010, p . 180; Mantran 2015, p
2018, p. 190Besides the Blacherndalace, in the reign of the Komnenian dynasty, the Church of

Chri st Pantepoptes (Eski Kmar et Mosque), the Kilise
Mosque), the Church ddai nt TheodosihaCHuwr¢d h Mofsq@@&i)nt tJohn Trul |
Ahmet Paka MasKérdéemtvaeyréd -5@BuEAL/OB74ap. FA4@ely and ¢akmak
2018, pp. 168.90.
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After the Komnenian Dynasty, the Angeli Dynasty (118®4) accededo the

throne. From this period, onljre Church of Theotokos Kyriotissa (Kalenderhane
Mosque) surviveg®2 Due to conflicts within the Angei Dynasty, and \th the

support & Popelnnocent 1ll, the Fourth Crusadailedfrom Venice. The Crusade
captured Constantinople in 1204 and plundereditigfor three days, remavg all

precious statues, mosaics, and reltoshe sehto Europe.Other items of gold,
bronze,andsilver, were melteddown and used for coinage. The wooden parts of

the monasteries and churches wemaken up for fuel to cdoand to keep warff

During the plundering, the great stasui the Quadrigaby Lysippus on the

carcares of the Hippodrome and th@ortrait of the Four Tetrarchs fromme
Philadelphiori were sent to the Veniaghere they were placadn t he f a- ade
Mar k 6 s 2% @he tity was alinedthe Latinstook little care ofthe buildings

during the half a century thewled the city®. Many people of Byzantium took

refuge inNicaea( K z runhdkr)'heodore | Lascaris (12588). thus theNicaean

Empire was established (120261).Here begam new Or enai ssanceo

culture?s,

The Palaeologian Dynasty (128#53) was the lastin the Byzatine Empire.
Michael VIII Palaeologus (1259282)took Constantinople badk 1261.Finding

it desolated he started aprogram of restoration and construction to bring
Constantinople back to its former glory. He rebuilt the churches and some palaces,
and restored the city watf. In the Latin invasionand occupation the Great
Palace of Constantinople was almosmpletely destroyed. THealaeologiansised

the BlachernadPalace as their residence, and also built the Tekfur Palace, near the

22Keremtayéef3Q@Q00REre@lpy apml19428k mak 2018,

203 M ¢Widner 2001, p. 25; Kuban 2010, p. 89, 18, Mantran 2015, pp. 14563; Freely

and ¢akmak 218, pp. 202

204perry 1979, p. 191.

205 M¢, | -Weemer 2001, p. 26; Kuban 2010, p. 193; Mantran 2015, p. B53,eel y and ¢ak ma
2018, p.207.

2%Mantran 2015, p. 150; F
207M¢ | Weemer 2001, pp. 28 7; Kuban 2
2018, p. 207.

reely and ¢akmak 2018, p
010, p . 194, Mantran 201
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Blachernae Palaé¥. However internalconflicts withinthe Palaealgian Dynasty
and the existing generaldilapidation of buildingsmeant thatConstantinople
remainedmuch ruined andneglected. For example, half of tlleme of Hagia
Sophia collapsed, and the Great Palaeetout of use andecameruined®. The
last two caturies of the Byzantine Empire were dominabgdsieges and conflicts
at home and abroadhe population of the citfell to less than ondfth of that of
the Justinian periqds estimatedat ca. 20000-40,000°1°.

Figure3.5 Constantinople between the 13h5t h ¢ e nt dAMienee 2001Fidliged) | e r

208 The successors of Michael VIII also built a few new churches, namely the Churchnagjida
Mouchliotissa, the Church of Saint Andreas (Koca Mus
Pammakaristos (Fethiye Mosque), the Church of Saint Savior of Khora (Kariye Museum), Sinan

Paka Masjid, Kefeli Masjid,i theaBdgtdhe TRemha&apét Mas )
original names of these masjids are now unknown: Kuban 2010, pj2 208 ; . Freely and ¢akm
2018, pp. 207243.

2M¢ Il -Weener 2001, p. 27; Kuban 20

10, p. 202; Freely &
210Kuban 2010, p. 200; Freeynd ¢akmak 2018, p. 23

3.
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After the 8th century, Constantinopledhbecome a city of monasteriemd
churches. As Magdalino noted, approximately a hundred new churches and
monasteries were established between the 8th and 12th céhturlémis it is
possible to follow the development of the city throtigét of itschurches after the

9th century. The monasteries and churches affected both cultural and economic
investmentsthey causedthe center of the city tonove tothe northwest, to the
region of the Palace of Blacherndégure 3.5¢*2 The general appearance of the
city became rural. In addition to the agricultural areas surrounding the monasteries,
the openrair cisterns were filled with soil and began to be used as orshard
Despitethese changeshe city walls, the closed cisterns, the Great Palace, Hagia
Sophia, the Hippodrome, the Forum of Constantine, the Augusteion and the Mese

all remaired muchthe samé&“.

3.14 The 15th- 18th Centuries The Ottoman Period in Istanbul

Constantinople was conquered by the Ottomans under the leadership of Mehmet II

on May 29, 1453. Mehmet Il (1442446; 14511481) transformed Hagia Sophia

into a mosqu&®. He was upsetat the devastsing conditionof the Great Palace

verseby Sadi,the Persianpoet records the sense of desolatidhT he cast |l e
Afrasiyab is guarded by the owl, the daaeper of the palace of Caesmnow the

spidet’®. The city of Consthatambpl @&, wasdrepeam
the surrounding settlements were forced to migrate themegr@ase th@opulation

of the city. Mehmet Il also startexhotherrestoration of the cif}’. He wanted to

211 Magdalino 2007, p. 67.

212 Magdalino 2007,. 8.

213] Magdalino 2007, p. 19.

214 Magdalino 2007, pp. 20, 104.

25M¢ | -Weemer 2001, p. 28; Kuban 2010, pp. 2228, 228; Mantran 2015, pp. 2268; Freely

and ¢akmak 24y1387/, pp. 245

218 SumnefBoyd and Freely 2009, p. 142; Kuban 2010, p. 7;e el y and ¢akmak 2018,
2T"M¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. 29; Kuban 2010, pp. 2Z%4; Mantran 2015, pp. 21&17; Freely and

¢takmak 2018, p. 247.
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turn Istanbul into a new capital and chose the placthe new palaceorth of the

Forum Tauri, now occupied by tHK& Beyazét Mo

Moving the capitalof his empirefrom Edirne to Istanbuln 1457 Mehmet Il

orderedthe building ofthree monumentaitructurest he Topkapé Pal ace, t|
Mosque, and the Castle of Seventowers (Yedi
Topkape rfedinld6R andts firsh phasevasfinishedin 1478. The palace

was sited on the Acropolis of Byzantium, or, in other words, thedastipiedhill

of the city*!®. The Fatih Mosque was built on the siiEthe Church ofthe Holy

Apostles.The choice of this locatiohad a symbolic meaninghe Church of the

Holy Apostles was builby Constantind, the founder of the city. Before the

construction of the Fatih Mosque, the church, including the tombs and
sarcophaguses ofdlByzantine emperarsvas demolished. The Fatih Mosque and

itsk ¢ | Wwarepult between 146347F%°. The Castle of Yedikule, built near the

Porta Aurea (Golden Gate), was built to protect the treaRebyiilt, the city began

to flourished againin the seond part of the 3th century. Its populatiorhad

reached 6900-80,000in 148G

In the Bth century, construction activities istanbulcontinued. Duringhe reign
of Bayezitll (1481-1512), some churches in the city were converted into mosques,

though notthe Church of Panagia Mouchliotissa and Hagia Effén€he keeper

of the treasury oBayezitl | |, Firuz Aj a, built a mosque at
Mese (Divanyolu) and# Hi p p o d r o me inc{udingfacMtey such as )
school, and a fountajrthere was also a torfld When S¢ | ey ri&66) | (1520

took over the Empirea nev era of construction activity startag in Istanbul.

218M ¢ | -Wimer 2001, p. 29; Kuban 2010, p. 254; Mantran 2015, p. 213.

29M¢ | -Wemer 2001, p. 29; Kuban 2010, pp. 2288; Mantran 2015, pj223, 234.

20M¢, | -Wemmer 2001, p. 29; Kuban 2010, pp. 40, 24®; Mantran 2015, pp. 21201; Freely

and ¢akmak 2018, p. 248.

221M¢ | -Wimer 2001, p. 29; Mantran 2015, pp. 222, 241.

22M¢ | -Wiemer 2001, p. 29; Kuban 2010, p. 278; Mantran 2015, p. 2% El'y and ¢ak mak
2018, p. 248.

23M¢ | -Wimer 2001, p. 414.
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Underhis chief architect Sinan, Istanbwlas furnished with new mosques, such as
t he akdeeh z S¢ | ey mamdMiirenah SHliars Mokqguéd”. The grand

vizierof S ey man

| P, a k&t his palac® on the area of the seats of the

Hippodrome in 1520During its construction, the Hippodme was used as a

qguarry the Church of Hagia Euphemia and the remains of the Palace of Antiochus

were alsathendestroyed. H¢errem Sul tan bui lt

a

publ i c

Baths of Zeuxippusits construction was completeth 1556%°. The city of

Constantinoplehad grown, expandingoutside the Theodosian Wallsyhere

suburbs started to develapthe 16th century. Accordig to thel550census, the

populationhadreached 40000-500,000 peoplence morgFigure3.6Y2".
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24M¢ | -Wemer 2001, p. 30; Kuban 2010, pp. 2883; Mantran 2015, pp. 2381.

25M¢ | Weemer 2001, p. 125; Kuban 2010, p. 324, Mantran 2015, p.R44e e | vy

2018, p. 131.
226M ¢ | -Wimer 2001, p. 329.
2TM ¢ | -Wimer 2001, pp. 334; Kuban 2010, p. 260; Mantran 2015, p. 241.
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The populationof the city continued to climb, attaining00,000-800,000 in the
17th century?® In this period only the Sultanahmet Mosqueas built in the
Historical Peninsulaby Ahmet | between 16094616 on the site of the Great
Palace,in particular overthe Daphne Palaé€. Apart from that, there was no
radical change in the layout of thdistorical Peninsulan the I7th century and
later. As a result, the populatioexpandedoutside the peninsula. Only the great

fires caused changes in thiban fabrié*°,

3.1.5 The 19th Century: Modernisation of the Ottoman Empire and the

Period of Wars

The 19th century wasmainly dominated by economic and pigietl problemsAs a
result of the process of O6Westernizationbo,
Reform ( s | a h at) afdetmentaper@al Edict oReorganization Tanzimat

F e r m¢edté administrative and physical changes in the city centdstahbul
Therewerea number ofattemptsat both institutionalizationand planning in tis
process of transition to localuthorites Therefore, the period from the 19th
century to the foundation of the Republic should be evaluated separately from the
previous periods.The dtempts at institutionalization and planningwill be
examined under théhemesof developments of the legal framerk, planning
activities and spatial change#\ brief history of archaeological excavations in
Sultanahmeis given below

228 Mantran 2015, p. 268.
29M¢ | -Wimer 2001, pp31, 69; Kuban 2010, pp. 3&89; Mantran 2015, p. 231.
20 Mantran 2015, p. 276.
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3.1.5.1 Development of the Legal Regulations on the Planning and
Conservation of Istanbul and Planning Activities and Spatial

Changes in tle SultanahmetArea

Mahmut Il commissioned &/25,000scale master plan of Istanbul, to be made by
Helmuthvon Moltke in 1836 Figure3.7). It can be said that this was the first plan
made f or Th&manambolthigprojectwas to connect thiongstanding

commercial and administrative center of the Historical Peninsula with the newly

developing areas by creating a continuous and easy transportation network.

According to the plan, theads letween Bal® H ¢ mRivanyolu-Aksaray and
bet ween Ka dYedkgewere fixedaah & width oR0 ziras (14 m) to
improve progress andnake it easier to reach the inner parts of the city. The
decisions of the plan were documented and summarized i then¢ h(dd e r
Development Policyin 183%3L This policydocumenwasturned into a legabne

in 184849 with the passing of the Construction Regulations Ebniye
Nizamnameleji These regulations prohibited the construction of et streets
and determined the width of streets and tlimum height of buildings?.

281 Kuban 2010, p. 458; Tekeli 2013, pp-58®, 65; Ayka- 2017,-65pl35 98;
138; Y-Butéh 201 pn 31.

tel

BXuban 2010, p. 459; Tekeli 2013, p.59; Aayk 2017, p. 9968.¢eli k 2017, p
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Figure3.7 Istanbul, the map by Helmut von Moltke (http://www.alanbaskanligi.gov.tr/analitic.html
last accessed on 25.08.2018)

In 1855, the Municipality of Istanbul (st an b ul )kvashestablislzed a&stai
local administrative body witts city council, but it did notvork. As a result of
the failure of the Istanbul Municipality, the Commission for the City Order
(Knt ez akne hi r )Kvasrestablisieed in 1856his Commission was also

interested in regulating the rodtflsTheDo | mabah-e Pal ace was

28 Kuban 2010, pp. 45860; Tekeli 2013,pp.561; Ayka- 2017, p.58100;
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moved to t he Duohe oty teatdr wasffe®ieely moves fran the

Historic Peninsula to the Bosphorus shétts

The Commission of the City Order prepared the Public Regula@afname
Umum) in 1857 by this, the administration of Istanbulasdivided into fourteen
districts and the Historical Peninsula was dividedo three districts. However,
only t he Si xth Di s tArl it cétn c-b Bel&@dge was] actually (
established, while the others remained under the administration of the Municipality
(k e h r e )@a Meahwhile the new structures needed by the new institutions
were built near the old administrative structures in $hwdtanahmet arearhe
Sultanahmet Prison and the College of Scienbes-{ | F) gvere louilt on the
Chalke and the Great Palace area in 1@&gure 3.8Y.

Figure38l st anbul, the Neoclassical de

sign of the Col
Brot hers, 18Bigurel9Ayka- 201

7 ’

However fires in the 9th and at the beginning of theOth centures almost

completely destroyed the historfabric of the cityin the Historical Peninsula.
Timberframed houses, narrow streets, and deads madét difficult to fight the

fres After the fires of Fener (1855), Edi
(1860), and K¢-¢k Mustafa Palmprovgmer 6 1) , t
(Islahaté T ur u k Kwasrestabiisbed im 1863, and the Regulation on Roads

234 Kuban 2010, p. 457; Tekeli 2013, p. 66.
2Kuban 2010, p. 460; Tekeli 20
2% Tekeli 2013, pp. 44 3; Ayka- 2017, p. 15

3, 6.. 51; Ayka- 2
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and Buildings Turuk ve Ebniye Nizamnamgsvas issued. With this regulation,

roads were widened and replanned according goid-iron pattern tohinderthe

spread of fire. Divanyolu (Mese) became Zfas (19 m) wide, and its loweiflevel

roads became 2@iras (14 m) in width. Building lots and parcels were made

rectangular for easy access to firefighters. The sewerage system was installed, and

the roads were pad. Also, the Augusteion was rearranged as the Square of Hagia

Sophi&®’. Despite these regulations, fires continued in the following y&&is1

buildingswere destroyedih he Hocapak 885iRt he KahdlBpddka Fire
1912, 269 buildingsnt he Kumkapeé Fire in irthel 7, and 3
SultanahmeA k b € y € k  F i theeSultanahmel Ar2dB8st almost all of its

historical residentialunits 2% As a result of thisclearance however, the

archaological strata under Sultanahrhetame accessible

The population reached 8585 in 1876 The transportation problenm the

growing and developing Istanbul was solvedthg 1882 Construction Regulation

(Ebniye Nizamnam@siFollowing this Regulationthe sea roads, docks, piers, train

stations, and railroads were built. The Sirkeci Train Station was built in 1889, and

the Sirkeci Dock and its entrepots in 1900. During the construction of the railroad,

the gardens and pavilions of the Great Palacetande Topkapé Pal ace be
A h é r-Rirkegiévere destroyétf.

At the end of the 9th century, the population of the cibad climbedo a record of

1,128,417*. In 1910, thechief engineer of the Municipality of Lyon, Andre

Joseph Auric was invited to replan Istanbul. His plan proved useful, especially for

areas under the risk of fire, such as Kshak

infrastructure, including the sewgr& sy st e m. The garden of the

237 Kuban 2010, pp. 46265; Tekeli 2013, pp. 60,768 ; Bi |l sel 2016a, p. 88; Ayka-
102; ¢eli k92017, pp. 68

238 Tekeli 2013, pp. 47, 75, 110.

239 Kuban 2010, p. 475.

240 Kuban 2010, pp. 47@71; Tekeli 2013, pp. 88 9; Ay k a- 2100147, ¢pepl.i k1 023017, pp.
132133, 142150.

241Kuban 2010, pp. 49891; Tekeli 2013pp. 969 1; Ayka- 2017, p. 109.
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was opened to the public with the name o
the Baths of Zeuxippus was designed as the park of SultarfdhrBetween 1912

and 19114, Cemi | ( Topuzl,unitiated greatdirebuildirge may o
activity in the Sultanahmet area, with ambitious construction plans that took

advantage ofire-devastated are#s. However, thesplanswere not realized*

In addition to the localization of authority, conservatiorhistoric properties was

on the agenda in the second half of tBeéhkentury. In 1869, the first conservation

law, the Regulation on AntiquitieAg¢aré At i ka N, iwasaigsued iress i
regulation gave emphasis to the conservation of archaeologicainserihe
opportunity for its promulgatiocould be seen as a result of the fidevastating

the older urbarmquartersand exposing the Byzantine structures as archaeological
remains. The Regulation was renewed in 1874, though the congbatse
Regulationon Antiquities shifted now from the archaeological remains to buildings

of the previous periods. In 1884, though, this regulation was extended to include all
antiquitiesin urban areas. Finally, tHeegulation on Antiquitiedas reneweagain

in 1906 to now includethoseartifacts which have historical featuf&s In 1912,

the existing legislation was altered to become Regulation on Preservation of
Monuments §uhafazai Abi dat Ha k k p nitd @addedN cagtlasmn a me
fortifications and all antiquigs irto the concept of historical monumepRs4e.

According to the terms of the Regulation on Preservation of Monuments, the
Council for the Preseation of Antiquities Muhafazai Asaré At i ka ) Enc ¢ me

was established in 1915 to presettie historical monuments of Istanbul and to

?Kuban 2010, p. 463; Akpénar 2011, p. 41; Bilsel
p. 110.

243 He wanted to build an asphalt squasémilar to Place de la Concorde in Paris the

Sultanahmet Park. He also expropriated the parcels of land around the Hagia Sophia and had in

mind to build a tram line between Ayasof$aa | k &€ mZ¢° 1] hyadn e d e Gdkden aHorn

Bridge, running on a 2th wide road.

244 Kuban 2010, p. 495; Bilsel 2011a, pp-48, Tekeli 2013, pp. 1222 0. ; Ay ka- 2017, p.
Tekeli 2013, p. 64; Bilsel0o7.2016a, p. 88; Ayka-
246 |mportant monuments were listed in #@nd the maintenance of structures almost in total

ruination were included. But, according to scholars, the actual effect of the 1912 regulation was

mostly to encourage demolitioA'y k a- 20 2-I11. pp. 110
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promote restoration projects forthem The council also emphasized civil

architecture in addition to monumental buildiffgs

At the beginning of the 20th centurgtanbul It itsplace aghe capital after the
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire amtide TurkishWar of Independence. The
capital of the Republic of Turkey was transferred to Ankara,stadbulsolost its
administrative and commercial significafte

3.1.5.2 Brief History of Archaeological Excavations in the Sultanahmet
Area in the 19th Century

The first archaeological work in the Sultanahmet area began in 1848 with Richard
Lepsius' work on the Obelisk in the Hippodrome. In the same jeafosatti
Brothers bundone d the serpent heads of the Serpentine Column. Following this
discovery, Charles Thomas Newton carried out excavations around the Serpentine
Column in 185866. The restoration of the Walled Obelisk was carried out in-1895
1896“°. In addition during the exoaation works for the construction of the
Railway in 1872, many columns, column capitalisd other architectural elements
were found. A scientific report was not prepared, and the pieces were moved to the

Topkapé Palace wareh®use for a | ater assess

In 1908, Adolphe Thiers measured the visible remains of the Hippodrbimee.
Ishakp&a Fire of 1912had a detrimental effecdestroyinghousingin the region.
However, Byzantine artifacts under these structtines came to light. The so
called Staircase Tower, terraced walls, domed and vaulted galleries, and
infrastructure units of the Byzantine Great Palace, known only tcstorical

“"Ayka- 2017, p. 111.

248 Kuban 2010, pp. 565 02 ; G | 2-01%; ZTekeli 2®13, p.11091 Bilsel (2007, p. 97;

2011b, p . 100; 2016a, p. 89; 2016W9)p. S®BEk2)a; shkGegmar
2010, pp. 7576; Cansever 2011, p. 91; Mantran 2015, pp. 301,33y ka- 2017, p . 113.

29My¢ | -Wimer 2001, p. 69.

250 Duyuran 1957, pp. #39; Tezcan 1989, p. 24.
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accounts, wereuncovered These finds were documented in detail by Ernst
Mamboury and Theodor Wiegard. In the same year, Rene Mesguish, Karl
Wulzinger, and Wiegard carried out excavation and strengthening work at the
Boukoleion Palaceln contast though in 1912, Topuzlu, while trying to turn
G¢l hane into a public park, carried
During his campaign, a church and a cistern with ten columns were found. The
scientific publication of these finds was madeHnkhard Unger and Wulzinger in
1913°%,

In 1916, excavations were conducted around Hagia Eitkeeoriginal ground

level of the church was reacheghd the sarcophagi were removedheM ¢ zie

H¢ may inn 1918, Mamboury and Wiegard conducted researchthat
Hippodrome in association with the excavations of the Great Palace. Between
1921 and 1923, the French Occupation Forces made excavations in the Manganese
area and found vaulted, domed infrastructure units and wall fragments of the
Manganese Palace gtChurch of St. Georg#je Philanthropos Monastery and the
Baptistery of Hodegetrfa?

3.2 Planning and Conservation Background ofthe Sultanahmet Area

During the Turkish Republican Period

The Republic of Turkey was established in 1923, anddpéal was transferred to
Ankara, as mentioned abouefe at Istanbul can belividedinto five main periods
in this era:the Early Republican period (192350), the Democrat Party period
(19501960), the planned development period (32680), the globatity period
(19802002), and the period of conservation, renovation and tmuastivities

251 Duyuran 1957, pp. 739; Tezcan 1989, pp. 256 ; MAYildreeer 2001, pp. 69,
2011, p. 85.
22Duyuranl957,pp. 757 9; Tezcan 1 9Wilner2@0l, p.3%; Ml | e

83

out

22



(2002present)?®3. These periods willnow be examined through the legal
developmentsand theplanning activities noting the resultangpatial changesas

well asarchaeologicalvork in the Sultanahmet.

3.2.1 Development of Legal Regulation®n Planning and Conservation in

Turkey

3.2.1.1 The Early Republican Period (19231950)

The Turkish Governmergstablished the Directorate of Turkish Antiquitidsg( r k

Asaré At i k as & uniieg the Midisgy of EducatiorMaarif Vekalet) in

1920. In 1922, the directorate wesnamed as the Directoraté Culture Hars

Daires) 2°* The Permanent Council for the Preservation of Antiquitibsh@fazai

Asaré At i k a-i Bamasiy, established in 1917%yas transformed into an

advisory body for the Directorate of MuseunMd{ z e | er Mg 024t The | ¢

Permanent Council became the first institution in the Early Republican period to

supervise conservation activities and act ascésibermaking bodyin Istanbuf®.

Following the establishment of the RepublicTafrkey, the Sultanate and Caliphate
wereremovedunderthe Law n0.4312°%, as their existencepnflictedwith the new

democraticorderof 1924.The Topkapé Paldantoea masasnint r ansf or m
1924, under the Ministry of Education (Maarif Velaketi). In 1925, the Management

of National Pal aces (Mil i Saraylar M¢cgder |l ¢
of Finance. All of Ottoman palaces were thus transferred to the autbbribye

Department of National Palacés In the same year, with tHeaw no.6672°¢ on

253 Tekeli 2013, pp. 4.

254 Madran 2002, p. 96; Kuban 2010, pp. S512; Tekeli 2013, p. 124; Mantran 2015, pp. 33B;

Ayka- 202114 pp. 113

255 Madran 2002, p. 98; Kuban 2010, p. 529.

25 T.C. Resmi Gazet€6.03.192463.

»"Madran 2002, p. 99; Kubam 2010, p. 529; Ayka- 2017,
25%8T.C. Resmi Gazete, 13.12.19283
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the closing of dervish lodges and zawiyas, structures such as mosques and
medreseswere passed to the authority of the General Directorate of Pious
Foundat i onsr I( Emgmiyési)withincdhe Ministry of Educatiof®,

As a result of this act, the mosques and masjids, converted from the Byzantine

churches, weralsoconnected to the Ministry of Education.

1930 is an important year in terms of the formation of several legal regulations.

With the Law no. 1580 Concerning the MunicipalitieBé€lediyeler Kanuny a

municipal administration was established inamdiul, to function both as the
municipality and thegovernorship of Istanbul. Th&lunicipality replaced the

kehr enthnaedt it en br anches, i n Edrthedthehagy E mi n° r
no. 1593 on Public SanitatiodJ(mu mi Heé f s é)saglirbdahe greparationu

of plans within five years for settigents with a population of more than 10,000.

As a result of both these laws, planning competitions were arréfged

Addi tionall vy, the Ministry of Education
Advantage of Antiquities anadbeRlingthator i c al
oal l the historical artifacts found in
construct i ve rf% dtscan ahusd be sugdestad rtrmtdthe Byzantine
heritage was determined lasingpart of the Turkish culture in this context.

Following the abovementioned legal regulations, new legal developnadsds
occurred in 1933concerning conservation and planning issues. [Eve no.2290
on Building and Roadsv(a p &€ v e Y Qreduieed thaKreew plamuwei@be
made in accordance with thisw. Detailed definitiongo beincluded in building
and planning regulations were introducédthis way, municipalities were forced
to make plans in line with the contemporary image of the new reptiaigever,

this actioncreated problems in the plaing of area®f a historical nature, such as

29Madran 2002, pp. 160 01 ; Ayka- 2017, p. 114.

260 For the plan by Prost, see pp-92 Madran 2002, p. 101; Kuban 2010, p. 502; Tekeli 2013, pp.

1291 33. See al so Madran and ¥z g° nAklp é2n0alr5-72.0p1.4 ,1 Op2p;.
®lAnti kiteler ve Tarihi Eserl erden DeMadrarr de Nas
2002, p. 149.
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the Historic Peninsuf&. Though, in 1933the Commission for the Preservation of
MonumentsfAn ét | ar &€ Ko r)wasaestdblshad te wookras tBeuncil

for the Preservation of Antiquities, not just fistanbul, but on a wider national
scalé®. Lastly, in the Early Republican period, th@w no. 2762 on Pious
FoundationsYa k € f | a )y waK enacted in 1936. With this law, all pious
foundations were transferred to General Directorate of Pious Found@tiengk € f | ar
Umum M¢ d)%in thej1940s, there was almost no development in the areas
of planning and conservation due to the Second World%War

3.2.1.2 The Democrat Party Period (19561960)

The Democrat Party came to power in 1950. Before the election, the main

propaganda argument of the Party was the neglect of Istanbul and their desire to

develop the citf. The most important development concerning conservation in

the Democrat Party period was the establishment of the High Council for the

Conservation of Immable Antiquities and MonumentsGayrimenkul Eski

Eserl eri ve An é tkuralu, beredfterGEEAYK) inY19KL s Tenk

GEEAYK replaced the previous Commission for the Preservation of Monuments,

while the Commission for the Preservation of Antiquitiexcdme the Istanbul
Branch of theGEEAYK?®”. I n 1953, the fkopsumé@cahsaegevat.
designation was made by ti&EEAYK for the k¢lliyes and the historicatirban

%Tekeli 2013, p. 130; Ayka- 2017, p. 116.
®Madran 2002, p. 109; G¢l 2012, p. 105; Ayka- 2017,
264 Madran 2002, p110.

265 Bilsel 2007, p. 99; Kuban 2010, pp. 5667; Ahunbay 2011, pp. ¥45; Tekeli 2013, pp. 132,

149; G¢l 2012, p. 135. Mantran 2015, p. 346,; Ayka- 2
266 Kuban 2010, pp. 508 11; Tekel i 2013, Mantrah@0L5, ppG34930; 2012, p. 16
Ayka- 2017, p. 121. For the Democrat Party period co
p. 120; 2011, p. 41); Bilsel 2016b, p. 520.

267Kuban 2010, pp. 536 31, Ahunbay (2011, petall3z012210,16p. p22;11@y)I;
2012,pp203206; Tekeli 2013, p-125167; Ayka- 2017, pp. 124
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fabric surroundingthe S ¢ | e y mthe Zeyrek ,Mosque andhe Sultanahmet

Archaeological Park, which will be mentioned befétv

As against thisin thesameDemocrat Party period, the histori¢abric of Istanbul

was seriously damageay land expropriations. First of althe Law no. 6875 on
Development K ma r K acame ninto force in 1956. With this law, the
construction of new buildings adjacent to historical buildings was allowed. Then,

Law no.6830 on ExpropriationKs t i ml| a)kwaKissued im the same year.

According to thislaw, if the number of real estatesas6 e nfou,g an Oeaseme
(i rti f pdouldibeankaklee and expropriations could be allowed in settlements

within the development planvithout consultingthe public interest. Fifteen days

after the enactment of this law, the-called Menderes expropriations laegin

Istanbuf®®. The Democrat Party wamnnedafter the military coup in 1960.

3.2.1.3 The Planned Development Period (1960980)

The establishment of the State Planning Organizafive ¢ | et Pl anl ama T:¢
[DPT]) in 1961 was a turning point in the plannimgstory of Turkey.This
organizationensuredgreaterimportancewas given to planning approaches based

on scientific research on a national scale. In 1966, the Great Istanbul Metropolitan

Plan BureauB ¢y ¢ Kk Kst anbul )Nz establisiebsie lo&k r o s u
organization of the State Planning Organization within the Ministry of
Development and HousinB@y é nér | e k v eltskaskikwado pridlack anl|l €] €
6Ur ban Dev e ltafipimoean ¢éconBnhicallffemsibleregional par?’.

In the field of conservatioressentiadevelopments occurred between 196@30.

Specific to Istanbul, th&EEAYK redefined and classified the conservation zones

268D i n eteal 2011, pp. 25, 37; Bilsel 20164, p. 97.
269 Kuban 2010, p. 531; Tekeli 2013, p. 167.
210 Tekeli 2013, p. 169.
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in the Historical Peninsula in 1968% as will be detailed below. On a national
scale the Law no.1710 on Antiquities Eski Eserler Kanunywas issued in 1973
to replace the 1906 Regulation on Antiquities. Withlthes no.1710, theconcept
ofadconser v ati it o)nvdssalefiteeel.6The(law provided for changes in

development plansnicaseof conservation necessities occuf@d

3.2.1.4 The Global City Period (19862002)

The period between 1980 and 23f2nds out as the most vifariodfor the field

of conservationimportant legal and institutional steps were taken both in Istanbul

and the rest of the country. In 1982, the UNESCO Convention Concerning the

Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage was sigmedo and

accepted in Turkey? In 1983,the Law no. 1710 on Antiquitiesvas replaced with

the Lawno. 2863on the Consemtion of Cultural and Natural Propertt ¢, | t ¢ r v e
Tabiat Var |l ekl ayrTeaenéw lavostillinnuse, défemes auttusal and

natural properties, conservation sites, and conservation practices. With this law, the

institution responsible for consation wasnamed asthe High Conservation

Council of Cultural and Natural Properti ¢, | t ¢ r ve Tabiat Varl ékl a
Y ¢ ks ek ) Khulogb| the Regional Conservation Councils of Cultural and

Natural Property K ¢ | t ¢ r ve Tabi at Var KeaRwerd ané Kor ur
established within the High Council. Also, with this law, the conservation of

historical areas wasuilt into the planning proceswith the required production of

conservation plari$*

21 Decision no. 2740 of 20.03.1965 of the GEEAYK.
22Kuban 2010, p. 533; Ahunb&0 11, p. 15; 2d.4l6,2@P11,12®W.; Din-Ayka- 2

p. 128.

8Madran and ¥zg°n¢l 2005, p. -4872;; Awakdar-a n2 0aln7d, Tpa.] madt2 .2
2“Madran 2002, p. 114; Madran and ¥zg°n¢l 2005, p. 8
17; 2016, pt.al2DBH;30.Di n- er
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Furthermore, in 1985,the Historic Areas of Istanbulthe Sultanahmet
Archaeol ogi cal Par k, theZewek d@syitt,eagdntree hang e Co m
Walls) were listed as3JNESCO World Heritage Sites. The Historic Areas of

Istanbul were included within the World Heritage Lists, according to criteria i, ii,

iii, and iv?’>. The criteria ar¢he following

ACriterion (1): The Historic Area:
recognized as unique architectural masterpieceBypntine and

Ottoman periodssuch as Hagia Sophia, which was designed by
Anthemius of Tralles and Isidorus of Miletus in 5327 and the
Suleymaniye Mosque complex designed by architect Sinan in
15501557.

Criterion (ii): Throughout history, the monuments in Istanbul have
exerted cosiderable influence on the development of architecture,
monumental arts and the organization of space, both in Europe and
the Near East. Thus, the 6,660terrestrial wall of Theodosius II
with its second line of defense, created in 447, was one of the
leading references for military architecture; Hagia Sophia became
a model for an entire family of churches and later mosques, and the
mosaics of the palaces and churches of Constantinople influenced
both Eastern and Western art.

Criterion (iii): Istanbul bear unique testimony to the Byzantine
and Ottoman civilizations through its large number of fqghlity
examples of a great range of building types, some with associated
artworks. They include fortifications, churches, and palaces with
mosaics and frescosmonumental cisterns, tombs, mosques,
religious schools, and bath buildings. The vernacular housing

around major religious monuments I
guarters provide exceptional evidence of the late Ottoman urban
pattern.

Criterion (iv): The @y is an outstanding set of monuments,
architectural, and technical ensembles that illustrate very
distinguished phases of human history. In particular, the Palace of
Topkapi and the Suleymaniye Mosque complex with its
caravanseraiMedrese medical schdo library, bath building,
hospice, and imperial tombs, provide supreme examples of

215 Ahunbay 2011, pp. 22 2 ;  Det. al208%,pp. 114 19; Ayka- -Z3B17, pp. 131
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ensembles of palaces and religious complexes of the Ottoman
period?’%

Seven years later, the Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
of Europe wagssued by the Council of Europe 1992 With this Convention,
conservation of monuments in situ, application of the conservation decision on
development plans, and impact assessment for new projects on the archaeological
sites were added to the consematagenda. Turkey accepted this convention in
199977,

At the same timetourism wasproving to bethe growing economic sector in

Turkey, especially in the 1980s. Accordinglthe Ministry of Culture(K¢ | t ¢ r

B a k an &néd jthée Ministry of Tourismand Publidy (Turi zm ve Tanét ma
B a k a wlereé jnadrporated in 1982. In the same year, the Tourism Incerwe

no.2634(Tur i zm Te R waskenadfea rfou theupurpose of ensuring the

devel opment of the private sectumm iin tour.i
merkezik or 6t ourtiusrm zmg thiBa idgsdified by the Ministry of

Culture and Tourism. With this law, the authority to make and approve plans for

the areas declared as Otourism centersodo wer
Tourigm. The area including the Sultanahmet MosdneHagia Sophia Museum,

and Sultanahmet Squawith their surroundingswas designated aga 6t our i s m
center d i n 2% The urbarazatien agdeptanning process Viasher

defined bythe Law no.3194 on DevelopmeniK ma r K &l @85. This law

describes the planning process, necessities of a plan, and authorship?{.plans

278 hitps://whc.unesco.org/en/list/3¢ast accessed on 15.05.2019).

2"Madr an and ¥zgemBgl Mada 5, nt 20607.0. 48T @&hunbay 2011, p. 13;

Di n etear2011, pp. 11214,

8®Madr an and ¥zg9®:;| D2 @ao &0 plp,. Wpr. 120, 126; Ayka- 20
21 Resmi Gazet)9.05.198518749

90



3.2.1.5 The Period of Conservation, Reewal and Tourism Activities (2002

Present)

The political rule of the AK Party started in 2002. The cultural policy of this Party

has mostly been econoAmasedn 2004 t he concept of dédmanag
heritaged is introduced intolawheb226o0nser v
that also brought changes to the previous Law no..286&ddition the new Law

no. 5216 on Metropolitan MunicipalityB(¢ v ¢ kK K e hi r B)evhseissued. e Kan u
This law provides localization in terms of conservation. Accordingly, the
Metropoitan Municipalities were given authority to prepare and implement
conservation plans and to providebudget for the maintenance and repair of

historic buildingg®’. In the same year, the Lawo. 52250n the Encouragement of

Cultural Investments and InitiativeK ¢ | t ¢ r Yat ér éml ar éna ve G
Kanuny was issued to support the construction of cultural centers, museums, and
archives, boththroughthe building of a new structure dny the restoration of

historical buildingg®’. A year later, the Lawo. 5366 on the Conservation through

Renewal and Utilization through Reuse of the Deteriorated Immovable Historical

and Cultural PropertiesY(é pr anan Tari hi vV e K¢l tegrel
Yenilene e k Korunmasé ve Yakatéel ar)awhoseKul | an e
contentsmostly concernthe Renewal Law, wapassd. This law authorized the
municipalities to declare conservation sites as urban renewal sites, with the
confirmation of the Council of the Mistries Bakanlar Kurul). This law also took

the authority of conservation decisions of renewal assemy from the Regional
Conservation Councils and gaido theRenewal Area Councilsy(e ni | eme Al an
K¢l tegr Varl ekl ar é % InRaG, Histosic ABasl ofjlstanidGlu r u | u

Site Directorate was established. The main concern of this institution was the

280T.C. Resmi Gazet®3.07.200425531
281T.C. Resmi Gazet®1.07.200425529
282T.C. Resmi Gazet®5.07.200525866
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management of the World Heritage Sites in accordance with the Law nd®2863
All these legislative changes affected Istanbul in different waysseThdl be

examinedn the next sections.

3.2.2 Planning Activities and Spatial Changes in th&Sultanahmet Area

3.2.2.1 The Early Republican Period (19231950)

The first ten years after the establishment of the TurRispublic, Istanbul went
through a period of limitethvestment. Istanbul was forgotten after the transfer of
the Capital with the governmental institutions, finkara®%. Beforethe planning
competition in 1933, onlthe T o p k a p € ha® aderaransformed into a
museumin 1924 in the Sultanahmet Are&®. The population of the citgctually

fell in the firg ten years of the Republic from 7200 to 6908502,

According to theLaw no. 1580 Concerning the Municipalitieshd the Law no.

1593 on Public Sanitatiomunicipalities had to prepara plan infive years.The

Municipality of Istanbullauncheda limited planning competition among the well

known architecplanners of the period in 193833. Four planners were
eventuallyinvited tocompete Al fred Agache, Prostraman EI g°t z
Jack Lambert. Prost did not participate in the competition. Thus, Jack Lambert was

invited to the competition on the advice of the French Embassy in Kfikara

28 www.alanbaskanligi.gov.tr/alan_yonetim.ht(tdst accessed on 20.11.2019).

284 For planning competitions, see Bilsel (2007, p. 97; 2011b, p. 100; 2016a, p. 89; 2016b, p. 512);

Akpénar (2010b, -6p9.) .1 1Flor 2tOhled ,plpapn.ni6n7g hi story of | st
pp.7576; Cansever 2011, -1phAyk@41;26GET7, 2p1511%p. 111
Kuban 2010, p. 529; Ayka- 2017, p. 114.

%Bjil|l sel (2011a, p. 44; 2016b, p. -3BA3), G¢gl 2015, p.
287 For planning competitions of Istanbul, see Bilsel (2007, p. 98; 2010a, p. 49; 2010b;3f. 35

2011a, p. 44; 2011b, pp. 1002; 20164, p. 9; 2016b, pp. 5531 4) ; Akpéna7fl-724 2014, pp. 6
2016b, p. 113). For planning history of Istanbul, see alscaK@®10, pp. 50803; Cansever 2011,

p. 92; Tekeli 2013, pp. 13B 3 4 ; G | 2015, p . 119 ;Agaéhe was-the 201 7, p . 1
French planner of Ri o de Jenari o, Buenos Aires and
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These planners, except Prost, visited Isth@md examinedhe site in 1933. The
municipality gavethemmaps of the city and requested reports and sketches of their
envisagd proposaldor Istanbul. All three projects offered alternatives, including
the location of ports, industries, ando mmer c i al centers. El got
report, which was thought to be more realistic and rational in terms of economy
and feasibility®® His plan was also judged to be more respecting of the old
characteristics othe city thanthe other suggestions. But, in the end, his project
was not implemented for reasos unknowr®. Instead, the Municipality of
Istanbul finally invitedanotherGerman planner, Martin Wagner, to consult and
look at the development of the city. Heroduced aconsultancy report which
stressed the economic aspects of urbanization. Wiakn the Municipalityhad

also invited Henri Prosince agairto work on the planning of Istanbul in 1$3%

Henri Prost came tistanbul in 1936 and submitted his European Side Master Plan
in 1937 Eigure3.9) and the Asian Side Master Plan in 1939. The European Side

planner; he designed the industrigyadf Essen. Henri Prost was a French planner and worked on

Antwerp, Casablanca, Marrakesh, and Paris. He also participated in the survey and reconstruction of

Hagia Sophia between 190®07. He was busy with the planning of Paris as the Head of Paris
Metropolitan Planning Board. Because of that, Prost declined to take part in the competition. Jack

Lambert was the planner of New York and ChicaBjitsel (2010a, p. 49; 2010b, pp.-36; 2011b,

p. 101; 2016b, p. 513); Tekeglli 2200115820. pp.. 1U3APD; Akp:
However, Lambert and Agache developed formali st
architects, proposed the preservation and extention of existing roads, instead of opening new ones.

He emphasized the conservation of the @ty due to its oriental characteristics. He also suggested

the conservation of the old cemeteries as green areas, instead of making new parks. He concentrated

too on the economic aspects, the making of zones for different purposes, creating newdreasing

on the periphery, traffic circulatiomnd relocation ofthe harborsBilsel (2010a, p. 49; 2010b, pp.

36-37; 2011b, pp. 10102, 2016b; p. 514 Cansever 2011p. 92;T e k e | i 2013, p . 134,;
2014, p . 76; -1Q% | 2015, pp. 1109

29Fordetails6 EIl g°t z6s plan, see Bilsel (2010a, p. 49;
102; 20164, p. 90; 2016b, p. 514). For planning history of Istanbul, see also Kuban 2010; pp. 502

503; Cansever 2011, pp. @12 ; Tekel i 2013, p.-7834G¢Akpedisdr P01
121.

20 Bijlsel (20104, p. 49; 2010b, p. 37; 20114, p. 45; 2011b, p. 102; 2016b, p. 514); Cansever 2011, p.

92; Tekeli 2013, pp. 134 35; Akpénar 2014, p. 60; G¢l 2015, p.
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Master Plan consists of two separate plans at 1/5000 scale. These are the Old

Istanbul PlanFigure3.10) and the plan ¢heB e y orpgion®.

Figure391 st anbul European Si de Mk&iguted)r Pl an, 1937 (Al

21 He classified his plan objectives into five groups: tanservation of the old buildings,

monuments and urban pattern, development of the old roads with enlargement and adaptation to the
topography, mai ntenance and provision of 6hygienebd
with large open spaces, zoginf economic sectors and preserving the characteristics of the city,

such as the Bosphorus, the silhouette, Prince Islands, and the GoldeBil4etr{2007, pp. 9899;

2010a, p. 50; 2010b, pp. &B; 2011a, p. 45; 2011b, pp. 2023; 2016a, p. 91; 2016ipp. 514

520) ; Ak p énar107 20041 ®. 6Q, 78p0.) ; 1 1G0; r 2010, p. 76, Kuban 2
Cansever 2011, p. 92; Tekeli 2013, pp.133 7 ; G¢ | 212@ Mantrap 2015, pl 343
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Figure3.10 Istanbul European Side Master Plan 1/5000 scale, Old Istanbul Section, by Henri Prost,
1937 (Bilsel 2011bFigurel)

Wh e n Pactoaplai iscomparedwith his declarednitial objectives on the
conservation side, it can be said thatpaid attention particularly to the Byzantine
and Ottoman buildings. He designatee Sultanahmet Areas an Archaeological
Park (Figure 3. 11) . The Topkape Pal ace and it
(Sarayburnu), the area of the Hippodr ome
(the Church of Sts Sergius and Bacchus) and the Great Palace were all included
within the Archaeological Plr According to his plan, all excavation works were

to be conducted by the Istanbul Archaeology Museum. He also established a

building height limitto anything erected on the grouablove 40m, to preserve the
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silhouette of the Historic PeninsulBuildings were limitedto two floors, and

basemerst were forbiddeti2

[STANBUL . »+ ° e

A AR A A 14 CourRaEAtIOn
S0 1RBARNARE T ARCRTIETIR B4 L IAR SEROVS B IETAN WEL § 1900 - SRATE

~

“, 2
v, »
Xrs axriques Xxwpantt

Figure3.11 Istanbul, plan of the Archaeological Park (Bilsel 20@igure7)

In terms of road planning, Pra$¢signed a coastalroadh at st art ed
reached Yrng thiowglp the Arcbhiaeological Park. He gisoposedhe
positioning of the railroad underground between Sarayburnu and Y ediisueell

at

asa tubular passageay under the Bosphorudetween Sirkeci and Harem (on the

292 For details of Prost Plan, see Bilsel (2007, pp-100;2010a, pp. 5% 1; 2016a, p.

93)

(2010b, p. 114; 2014, pp. &1). For planning history of Istanbul, see also Kuban 2010, pp. 503

504; Ahunbay 2011, pp. 16101; Cansever 2011, p. 141; Tekeli 2013, pp-1400 ; Gl
1341 35; G¢r 7; RMénttad 2015 p. 3446.
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Asian Side), to connect the European and Asian §itlésn  t e hymisn&¥Y,f 0

he planned three main open and greensaasa f r e e espgaces lbrEsihese

are the ParlNo.1, which lies on théanks of theBayramm Kk a st r e a m; Par k
which liesin t he valley between TalMlastiyynhe Har bi
Archaeol ogi cal Par k. Pr osih thed 8uanahmet d a G

Square areaH{gure 3.12). According to him, the squashouldbe surrounded by

public buildings such as the provincial hall and the court hall. He also suggested a
O0Reform Monumentd symbolizing the Republ
activities, he envisaged the developments of the central business ardes in t

Historical Peninsula, anttherebyincreased the building density.
=T ke

CVMIORIET MRV = (7 s

USKER] TESHMI GELIT vs MERATEN

Figure3.12 Istanbul, Republic Square on the site of Sultanahmet Square by Henri Prost (Bilsel
2016b,Figurel18)

The implementation ofhie Prost plamemained limited due to the Second World
War, economic difficulties,and budgetdemanding projects of the plan. The
Sultanahmet Square waearranged, but the Archaeological Park and the

293 Bilsel 2010a, p. 55; Tekeli 2013, pp. 1345.

2%prostds approach t o hofexistmquebareenvirdnmeatgpedsuildinge r e ne w
in accordance with human health

2% Bilsel (20104, p. 57; 20164, p. 94); Kuban 201GQ%; Tekeli 2013, pp. 14248 ; G¢l 2015, p
134-135.
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Hippodrome arrangements seen in the plan were not mepieed Further Turkish
architects and planners criticized Prost for giving more importance to Roman and

Byzantine works than those of the Ottoman péfivd

Other than planning activities, some spatial changes were madeSnltarahmet

Area The College of Sciences Dar-¢, | F) émasu burned down in 1933, and
consequently the entrance of the Great Palace came t®lidghégia Sophia was
transformed into a museum in 1935 by BecreeLaw on the Conversion of Hagia

Sophia Mosque into a MuseulAy asof ya Camiinin M¢zeye ¢Cevri

Bakanlar Kurulu Kararname¥i®®. The expropriations for the construction of the

Courthouse began, and the west side of the Hippodrome and sections of the Palace

of Kbrahim Paka we% dastly,amiddd,ian arehdecturah 19 3 9

competition was launched for the new Courthouse building. The winners of the

competition were Sedat Hakkeé EIl dem and Emin

representatives of the Second National Architecture Moveffiefi{ k i n c i Mi | |
Mi mar i)*® Ak ém

3.2.2.2 The Democrat Party Period (19561960)

Pr ost 6 s endab imtl1958 @after fruitful work in collaboration with the
Municipality for 15 years. Accordingtd p Ak pénar, t he Democr at
to work with Turkish experts instead of the dmners. Nationalist ideology

affected discussions in the Municipal Council and resulted in the revision of the

2% Tekeli 2013, p. 149.

®"Ayka- 2017, p. 183.

2% Madran 2002, p. 124; Bilsel 2007, pp. 1080 9; G¢r 2010, p. 77; Mantran
29 Kuban 2010, p. 518.

300 The architecture developed between 1935 B960 was direty influencel by the new trend,

which d spl ayed t he cdnanmticsodtardr daineed atcceeating fa newRnational
architecture. The architects of Second Natigkahitecture Movemenaimed at finding and using

traditional features in its architectural styfdtan-Ergut, 2017, p. 855.

301 Kuban 2010, p. 506.
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plan by Turkish expert® In 1951 a Revision Commission, also known as the
Committee of Consultantdi¢, K a v i r |),emas establskeet. iThommission

prepared a gort about theProst plaf®s. Upon the approval of the report by the

Ministry of Public Works, the Revision Commission undertook the planning of the
city as the Permanent Commi ssion of the

Km&®t ané Dai mf Komi syonu)

The works of the Permanent Commission resulted in a new masteragiaim
consi sting of two parts, namely the Beyo]
plan followed thebasicoutlines of the Prost plan. On the other hahe newplan

was the first participatory planin that the chambers of industry and trade,
governmental agncies were involved in the planning procegsven so the plan

did not create significant changes in Istanbul in the first half of the 1950%e
Permanent Commissioaventuallylost its function in 195%% Meanwhile, the
growth of the cityoccurredmuch faster than expected. While all these planning
works were going on, the construction of the Sultanahmet Courthouse began next
to the Hippodrome in 1951. During the constructtbat lasted until 1955, two
floors of the building were set underground, wihile other two were raisddom

the ground level. The second block of thbl@ck design was not builto prevent

S2Akpénar ( 2;,Qalg p.,87; 015, pl &); Bilsel (2010a, p. 65; 20114, p. 48; 2011b, p.

113; 20164, p. 99; 2016b, p. 520)e k e | i 2013, p. 170; G¢l 2015, p. 1
303 According to this report, the Prost plamas not based on any scientific research. The
topographical mapused by Prost were insufficient. Prost had concentrated more on making the city

beautiful, instead of solving problems of housing, traffic, economic, and social issues. Also, there

was no consistency between the plans at the different sdalksli 2013 pp. 170171 See also:

Kuban 2010 p. 519;Cansever 2011pp. 9293; Ak p € nlarp. 82Z;®015 p . 85; Gl 2015
168169; Bilsel (20164, p. 99; 2016b, p. 521).

304 Despite the initial insistence on the use of Turkish experts, Sir Patrick Abercronmbiavitad

to be the advisor of the Permanent Commission. He prepared a report for the Permanent
Commission. He stressed the importance of the updated maps and a detailed analysis of the city; he

also noted that the works of the Commission were successf@idrieral termss ¢ | 2015, pp. 16
170; Bilsel 2016b, p. 521.

35G¢l 2015171.pp. 170

306 The PermanentCommission lost its functioras a result of the lack of staffvailable tothe

Directorate of DevelopmenK(ma r M ¢ )d and the ;résignabn of some b the consultants:

Tekeli 2013, p. 176; G¢l 2015, p. 171; Bil sel 20:
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further damage to the archaeological remains of the Palace of Antiochus and the
Church of Hagia Euphemi¥. In 193, the GEEAYK designatk the Pr ost 6 s
Archaeological Park as a conservation,sheugh itreduced the boundaries of the
Archaeological Park and allowed structures to be built adjacent to the Sphendone
in 1956,

1956 was a turning point for Istanbdlhis occurredlue to the urban delopment
program championedby Adnan Menderes, the prime minister of the time.
Menderespelievingthat Istanbulhad been neglected to this poistated that he
intended taoverhauland revive the city. He added that the mosques, which are the
works of érurkishnes§ should be well cared for and restored in the, citlgere

soon traffic woul d 6 f | o w% Durikgetheseexprapniaions 7289
buildings, including Ottoman and Byzantine monuments, were demoliStned.

new road networkhoweverdid accord with the road netwoddferedin the Prost

plan. For instance, Kennedy Street was built as a coastal road on the Marmara side
of the Historical Peninsula byeclaiming land by infill fromthe sea and

demolishing parts of the sealls®*°.

MHowever, SedaottediHa hekvas n& batisfienh with this situatiorhis answer to

the Bar Associati Bar olfa)T ARilgréeasjlifeTad shiuldynet be a

museum. It is not right to try to preserve the ruins that may cause hesitation in the most important
part of the city in terms of their importance. Moreover, these remains and their qualities are not
naturally important : K 2000am 518.

®Tekeli 2013, p. 203; Ayka- 2017, p. 191.

309 To deliver these commitments, he started a big expropriation program in the Historical
Peninsula. The program was not based on any rational planning decision(s). He restored the
S¢leymani Eg¢e¢pn&ulthan Mosques to acquire political S
reduce the possible responses against the destruction of historical monuments in order to open new
roads, such as Vatan and Millet streets and widening the existing roads, sichas At at ¢r kK
Boulevard, Ordu, and Ankara (between Sultanahmet and Sirkeci) Streets, and the Divanyolu
(Mese).A k p & n 80b, p.(12002015, p. §Kuban 2010p. 512.

At the beginning of the Menderes exprotheriations, a
planner of Munich and Hanover, to improve the development plan of Istanbul. Between 1956 and

1960, H°gg prepared a master pl an proposal and propg
H° ggobs wor k was used to | egi tdr the Democtah RartyMe nder e s e

construction and planning acitivities, sAek p &€ n &0b, p.(1200 2015, pp. 888); For planning
history of Istanbul, see also Kuban 20pp. 509516; Cansever 2011pp. 145147; Tekeli 2013,
pp.1761 8 1; G¢ 1 2189 Bilel (3016a, p. 9%, Z016b, p. 525).
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In 1958 the Italian planner, Prof. Luigi Piccinato was inviied because of the

intense criticismleveled againsunplanned investment#\t the same timethe

Directorate of Master Planning of Istanblil § t a n b u | Kmar Bl anl am:
was established by thBank of ProvincesK | | e r ). BleerDirexterate and

Piccinato started their studies on the Istanbul Metropolitan pleeaning in 1958.

Piccinato prepared the Transitional Period Master Rlae ¢ i t Devr ). Nazém
According to this plan, Istanbul sbld be a commercial, cultural, touristic, and
administrative center, instead of beimgrelyan industrial city. Thus, the industry

had to move outside of the city. He also suggested a linear development plan,

rather than a singleentered development tiie city,as previously suggested by

H°gg and Prost. He  dcondentratedlduildingeoc nemme nd a
development in the HistoricdPeninsuld'l. With the military coup on May 27,

1960, the Democrat Party was sliatwn and the reconstruction program tbge

Menderes endééf.

3.2.2.3 The Planned Developmet Period (19601980)

As mentioned before, the Ministgf Development andHousing found fault with

the Transitional Peri od MamAldude Mastan bu't
Pl ahh® Netr e Rhisplan wislprepared liye Directorate of Master
Planning of Istanbul. By this plan, the buildings locatedh@ground above 40 m

height in the Historical Peninsula could not be taller than 12.5 m (3 floors). The
roof-top level of the buildings l@ted below the 40 m line could not reseovethat

of those located above 40°Hh

311 This plan was submitted to the Ministry Bevelopment and Housinig 1960, but was not
approvedCansever 2011pp. 9394; Tekeli 2013 pp. 192196;G ¢ |  ,20020%Bilsel (20164, p.

99; 2016b, pp524525).

S2Kuban 2010, p. 537; Tekeli 2013, p. 169; G¢l 20
313Kuban 2010, p. 530; Tekeli 2013, p. 197.
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In the hope opreserving the histaral identity of the city anélso to introducen

ordemble to eliminate the problemsexisting in the historical fabric of the
peninsula,the 1/5006scale Walled City Master PlarSu r i - | K mvasr Pl aneé
prepared bythe Directorate of Master Planning of Istanbull964 (Figure 3.13.

The Plan divided the Historical Peninsuldoiseven regions, each withffdrent
constructiondecisions and restrictionsThe Archaeological Park was the fifth

region in the plan where the 4@ altitude decision remained as such. An

Antiquities Branch DirectorateE(s Kk i Eser | er ) Wwasledgablihegdd ¢ r | ¢ ¢
within the Municipality for the implenmgation of the plaft®.

3

Figure3.13 Istanbul, the Walled City Master Plan, 1964: the regions are shown in different colors.
(Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 2003, map3}

The decision to preserve the bigtal character of Sarayburnu and Sultanahmet
and define this area as an archaeologizak had alreadybeenincluded in the
Historic Peninsula Plapreviously prepared by Prost between 1936 and 1940. But

314 Tekeli 2013, pp. 20203; Bilsel (201643, p. 99; 2016b, p. 529).
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the first conservation site decision was madel93 by the GEEAYK. This
designation was revised in 1965. According to the revision of the GEEAYK, the
Archaeological Park was divided into five stégions®. It can be understood that
this conservation decision was prepared to define the features stibnegions

and to be a guide for the applications. The sketch opldme Figure3.14) was a
pioneering document for that period in terms of urban archaeologysinuel 00
monumental buildings were identified and numbered, and the Roman, Byzantine,

and Ottoman works were classified.

Figure3.14 Istanbul, Sultanahmet, the sketch of the decision no. 2740 of 20.03.1965 by GEEAYK
(the decision no. 2740 of 20.03.1965 by GEEAYK)

315 The sib-region 1 included the area covering the ruins of the Great Palace and tite Sen

Buil ding: desi gnat ed aseolojia sahaditawas diosed to|canstructioa.l areabd
Sub-region 2 included the area covering the square between Hagia Sophia and Sultanahmet Mosque

and was defined as abaevilmeyadananthealso tleséd toscqnstiiatian.6Sub(

region 3 was defined by the note of BEEAYK as the Sultanahmet Courthouse Land. The sub

regondi ncl uded the area within trbgonSheas denedlméa t he To
residential area with limiteduilding height.Decision no2740 of 20.03.1965 bihe GEEAYK.
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As mentioned above, the Grdatanbul Metropolitan Plan Bureau was established

in 1966. At a time when no new so@gonomic research concerning the eiiys

available the Bureau had to prepare two alternatives for2&,000 scale Master

Plan in 1968. The proposals wesgbmitted to the State Planni@yganization by

the Ministry of Development and Housing. With the adoption of one of two

alternatives, in 1969, new studies were started to assessheations of this

plar’l® In 1971, the Great Istanbul Master Plan RegBr¢e, y ¢ kK | st anbul Na z ¢
Plan Rapory was prepared, and a new plan proposal at 1/25,000 was drawn up.

Only the first two of the five basic surveys were actually used to finalize the

plar’'’. This plan determined he ar ea of the Topkapé Pal ace
the ArchaeologicaPark. Neighborhoods still maintaining their urban characters

|l i ke Kumkapé and Al emdar wer e tthathdde protect
|l ost their historic character due to fires
openedup to new constructionglowever, the plan was not approved by the Plan

Committeé'®

With the rise of the tourism in the late 1970s and the growing interésttorical

sites, the Ministry of Tourism and Publicity began to be involvedtha
conservatiorplanningprocess of the Sultanahmet area. After the studies in Cinci

Sqguare and Sojuk-exkme Street, the I stanbul
for the Development of the Historic Environment of Sultanahmet and Its Tourism

A s s e s rBeltanghinet(Tarit evr esi ve Tur Prages)(Hgarg er | endi r m

3.15) to evaluate the potential of Sultanahmet and its surroundings. The project

3%These studies included the odindustnigli ®S¢nyesur e,
i Kge¢ce ve yer |dekemee |l eotpgneen t and pogpeulliaktmeofnwepr oj ecti o
projeksiyoon et geégional scal e, 0i nfralstyagéd uve and

sosyal edtoddegnspontation surveyu(l a k € y toarisng ahg, recreation survetyiizm

ve r ekr eaSheswstudes, whitly were catesied as the beginning of a planning process,
were conducted between 196971.

317 Tekeli 2013 p. 263.

318 This plan was submitted for revision to the Plan Committee. The committee did not find the
analyses of the plan scientific enough, and did not apptteveplan Tekeli 2013 pp. 264267,

Bilsel 2016b, pp. 536631;Ay k a - , pR. 02BIR7.
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proposed a touristic function for the historical buildings. Thus, the houses in
Sojuk-exkme Street a n dwerdg to ébe tBansfortmadniatdy me t F
accommodation faciliti€d®. This project also suggested that trastaunder the

Sultanahmet Mosque be transformed into tourist shops and the archaeologjical sit

to the south to be exhibite@he implementation of the project svatopped with

the 1980 military coufs®.

SULTANAHMET TARIHI GEVRES! VE TURIZM DEGERLENDIRME PROJES

THE HISTORICAL ENVIRONS OF SULTANAHMET AND ITS TOURISM

Figure3.15 Istanbul, the Project for the Development of the Historic Environment of Sultanahmet
and Its Tourism Assesmefitttp://epamimarlik.com/en/proje/sultanahrvetcevresiduzenleme
projesi, last accessed on 11.04.2019)

319 Also, the shops on the east of Hagia Sophia were to be rented out as coffee houses and souvenir
shops. The H¢grrem Sultan Bat hurkistabsthdtte. be r eopened,
320 Further, the project proposed the pedestrianization of@8abH ¢ mayun Street, t he F
Square, and Hippodrome/Sultanahmet SquareAy k a - 2017, p. 2
http://epamimarlik.com/en/proje/sultanahrvetcevresiduzenlemeprojesi  (last accessed on

11.04.2019)
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3.2.2.4 The Global City Period (19802002)

In 1982, another project on the reconstruction of Alnesta of Sultanahmet was

prepared. The project alsecommende the excavation of the mosaic courtyard

and the creation of a mosaic museatthe southeastern end of tAeasta Figure

3.16). However, the 1st Regional Conservation Council of Istanbul requested the

revision of the projeétl. As mentioned above, in 198k accordance with the

Tourism Incentive Law no. 2634, the Sultan:
c e n ttweizmdmerkezi(Figure 3.17). The mosaics, which were initially planned

to be relocated, were left-gitu. After five years, the Mosaics of tlBreat Palace

Museum was reopened in 1§87

Figure3.16 Istanbul, the Istanbul Tourism Bank Reconstruction Project for Sultanahmet Bazaar,
1982 (Decision no. 1012 of 30.12.1984 by Istanbul RegiGoalkervation Council)

321 The 1stRegional Conservation Coundf Istanbulwas founded after the enactmenttioé Law
No. 2863 in 1983 as a local decistamking body for conservation works in IstanbEbr the
revision of the project, see Decision n@12 of 30.12.1984 by 1&egional Conservation Council
of Istanbul.

22Ayka- 2017, p. 225.
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Figure3.171 st anbul , the boundaries of t hEigueéd) tanahmet

In 1990, the 1/5000 Scale Istanbul Historical Peninsula Master Rlant(a n b u |
Tar i hmadYaarkkor uma A ma - |)&as Nraparédnby tHenaechitecP | a n é
and pl anner , FigugeB.1B) The pansbteoktto give this place a

national and internationgkrofile through the conservation of natural, historical an

cultural features of thElistorical Peninsula. The emphasis on exhibitimg city on

a | arger scale coincided with the visio

municipal administration of that ped&?. In spiteof some controversial decisions

323 The area within the Imperial Walls would be planned as a recreation area for tourists. The area
between the sea walls and the Sultanahmet Mosque was determinedras 0 be reserved for
accommodation facilities. The Palace of Justice would be reused as a cultural or touristic facility. A
market place or a multorey car park was proposed for the ground level of the Basilica Cistern.
The plan also proposed a ritdtorey car park in front of the Sultanahmet Prison, an area which
was previously closed to new constructions. Also, new touristic facilities were encouraged.
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regarding the extremely important archaeological remains, 1gteRegional

Conservation Council of Istanbul approved the master plan irf3991

= S—

Figure3.18 Istanhul, 1990 Historical Peninsula Conservation Master Plan (Istanbul Metropolitan
Municipality 2003, map &)

The most striking featureghoughof the 1990 plan decisions was the rating of the

conservation zone in the planningpproacf?®. The 1/ 50 0 scal e Emi n°n
Implementation Development PlaB (ni n° n ¢ Wyngau | )dRdsaappreved

in 1993, and the 1/1000 scale Fatih Implementation Development Pédin (

Uygul ama K wasrappreved in &8994. Both plans were prepared in

accordance wit the 1/5000 scale master plan of 1990. However, as a result of the

lawsuit filed by the Chamber of Architects Istanbul Branch against the 1/5000 scale

324 Decision Nn01592 of 07.02.1990 byst RegionaConservation Council of Istanbuecision no.

3099 of 30.10.1990 byst Regional Conservation Council of Istanbul.

325 Within the framework of interaction with the conservation site, three levels of conservation
zones were determined, depending on the mapoe and intensity of structures
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plan in 1991, the plan was cahed?®. Moreover in 1992, an electric tram lingas
startedup between Skeci and Aksaray. The vibration created by the srpassing
through the Sultanahmet area and its impact on the historical buildings, especially
the Basilica Cistern, hebeen discussed for many ye&fs

Until 1995, then, the Sultanahmet Area remainedndefid as an OArchae
Par k6. Yet Pehiresula#bi as wholewias @eler determined as a
conservation area. On 12.07.1995, with the decision no. 6848 aktifRegional

Conservation Council of Istanbul, the area of the TopRapace was desigtel as

a oOtlegsee archaeol oglcalerecmrs ank&lipij ok $Sii:
SultanahmeCankur t ar an wa s designated as an
conservakeonseasli teé &)J. Rleteelrempining arsas nhthea |l an é
Wal l ed City were designated askensalveban an
t ar i hi ) (Bigute3.18)! Thentéansition conditions for the region were also
determined on 02.08.19%%

326 The most important reason that led to the lawsuit by the Chamber of Architects Istanbul Branch
was a weakness in the deciskaking concerning the conservation of the underground cultural
assets, sincthe plan decisins were produced without a survey and with no detailed listing for the
whole area, and no proposals for excluding the areas needing to be conserved. The expert report
stated aonflict between the purpose of the plan and the plan decisions. Indeedyldniaecisions

were to be implemented, it was claimed that an irreversible loss would occur in terms of the
silhouette of the Historical Peninsula, archaeological resources, historical texture, and cultural
values. The plan was thus cancelled by a coeeisibn in 1994Istanbul Metropolitan Municipalty

2003, pp. 247-2-53.
327

T1 Ka-Bat a&l ar Tramvay F
(n.d. https://www.metro.istanbul/Hatlarimiz/HatDetay?hat=Tiast (accessed on 15.16.2019);
Yerebatan il e Tramvay htgstwve ntvicantkgkiyayerebatated- . 01 . 2011

tramvaykarsikarsiya, TGtyyC2_HOgONeVgyuPmeflast accessed on 15.06.2019)
328 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2003, pp-545; Ahunbay 20 ¢#®&tlal p. 100;
2011, pp. 3637, 7475.
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Figure3.19 Istanbul, the Conservation Areas of the Historic Peninsula
(http://www.alanbaskanligi.gov.tr/img/analitik/sit_alanlari_41.jpg last accessed on 11.04.2019)

After the declaration of the Historical Peninsula conservation area, the

Metropolitan Municipality renewed its 1/5000 Scale Historical Peninsula

Conservation Master Plam @ r i hi Yar @émada Koruma Ama-1| &

and submitted it to the Municipal Council on 02.04.1998. However, the plan was
withdrawn to be reevaluated in terms of dister risks following the great

Marmara earthquake in August 1§99

3.2.2.5 The Period of Conservation, Rerewal and Tourism Activities (2002

Present)

The 1/5000scale Historical Peninsul@onservation Master Plan wasubmitted
to the Municipal Councibn 26.05.2000but the Council returned the plan as most
of the historical buildings and monuments were not includecfif Tthe 1/5000

scal e Hi stori cal Peni nsul a Conservat

329 The Metropolitan Minicipality of Istanbul 2003, p. 54.
330 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2003, pp.-58.
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and Fath Conservation Implementation Plaisri n°n¢ ve Fati h Kor u
Uygul ama K mnware approged bna risgued on 26.01.200% Hagia

Sophia Sultanahmetand Cankurtaran regi dstdegre@ger e de
conservation aréa bir{nci derecekorumaal ¥ 3 & and the K¢-¢k A
neighborhood was designated as a residential area. It was wholly canceled in
200932 The archaeologicapark boundaries were minimized in both the plans.

Only the Church of Hagia Euphemia and the Palaces of Anti@idisausus were

determined as archaeological exhibition areas. In the Sultanahmeesiatical

Park asdeclared as such by the decision of BEEAYK of 1953, the areas where

new constructions were previously prohibited, such as the Staircase Towger ruin

and the upper part of the Great Palace Mosaic Museum, were identified as socio
cultural facility areas in the new pla#$

In addition, 1/5000 and 1/1000 scéllaster Plans fothe Suleymaniye, Barbaros

Houses and Sultanahmet Tourism Centé3s¢, (| ey mani y e, Bar bar os
Sul tanahmet Turi zm Me) weresuspendepist &ftarzhem Kmar
approval of the Historical Peninsula Conservation Master. Plae section of
Archaeological Park, which remained within the boundaries of ther&imet

Tourism Center, wato function asan6 ar chaeol ogi cal par k anc
(@ar keol oj i k par k) invtee Histerica Pdniesole Coasenaatiog

Master plan. On the other hand, in the Tourism Centers Master Plan, the area was
designat d as an 0Archaeol ogi cal P aAre#d, Tour
(@r keol oj ik par k, t u r).i ThenChamber & AtcHitgcts e | t e
Istanbul Branch again filed a lawsuit with the request for the cancellation in this

plan. In the meantime, arch@egical excavations and construction activity began

331 This master plan was intended to solve the conservation problems by creating zones on the base

of conservation grades and determining special provisionsttfese zones. Three different
conservation zones wekdegesetalcloinsteggdv,ahend debbeedd
k o r u ma wead daided into two, as A and B sabnes.

332 The Chamber of Architects Istanbul Branch filed a lawsuit requestingaheellation of the

plan.

33Di n eteal 2011, p. 37.
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for the Four Season Hotel in the area where the Sultanahmet Tourism Center was
located, while the lawsuit process was ongoing. In 20066thé\gency of the

State CouncilDa n &€ Kk t a y) de6ided tBstop thesexecution of construction;
following this decisionpoth the construction of the hotel and the archaeological
excavationcame to a hain 2007. The new plan of this area is nbgingprepared

by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, together withe Metropolitan

Municipality of Istanbul, and the process still contintiés

In addition to the planning activities, 22 renewal zones videatified in the

Historical Reninsula with theRenewal Lawenacted in 2005. Among these, the

Ni kK aSuktaBahmet Disict includesthe area of K¢ - ¢ Kk Ayasofya and t
residential area to the south of the Sphenddhelst Renewal Area Conservation

Council for the Cultural Property of Istanbul 6t anb ul 1 Numaral & Ye
Al anl aré K¢l tegr V3 isinavkie dodg resiiamsible foa theK ur ul u
renewal areas in Sultanahritét

The Istanbul Historic Peninsula Site Management Flan ¢ a n b u | Tari hi Yar é
Y ©° net i)wasRappeoved by thdetropolitan Municipality of Istanbul Council

on 16.12.2011, with the decisi®mo0.2896°%. Thevi si on of the plan was
the outstanding universal value of the historic peninsula by protecting its rich

historical background, preserving its liveliness, producing and passing on its socio

economic, spatial and cultural idegtib the futuré®’. In 2014, it was decided to

revise theManagement PI&#. The revised maagement plan was finalized in

3pecision no. 11103 of 13. let al2@DPp. 12g28t he St ate Counc
35D n eteal 2011, pp. 129431.

336 Turkey received a warning from UNESCO with regard to the lack waagement plan for

Istanbul and the implementation of renewal around the Suleymaniye Complex and the construction

of the Golden Horn bridge. These issues could put in risk the place of Istanbul in the World

Heritage Sites designation, as organized by UBBSA Hi st ori ¢ Areas of | st anbul
01.06.2010, whc.unesco.org/document/103459andtypefakicaccessednd4.06.2019).

¥Kstanbul Tarihi Al app.2021é Al an Bakkanl éejée 2018

338 Following the approval of the Management Plan in 2011, the HisReiinsula Conservation

Plans were approved, with changes in the boundamiggutional and legahdministrative structure

of the site. Also, problems had emerged for the implementation of the Management Plan of 2011.
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2018 In the revised ManagementPlan, the integration of planning and
implementation activities in the Historical Peninsula, the improvement of the

quality of life bythe means ofonservation, and the preparation of a Master Plan

of the City Walls werea | | determined as Therheeof st r at e

Conservationr and Planningd

S Elien 2011 casyh Yonetim Plasd'sds yer alan
Saltarsheset Kenter] \rhrobojih Kerumas \lass Semary

Alsa 125 ha
forvon Teweilli Yapilar : 939 adet

— DNays Mirss Alsni Sedunsdawt Keatsel
Arkesloph Korwama Alaas simar diseltmm doerisl

Alas 140 ha

Toscilll Yapilar ; 992 adet

Tencilli Yapalar

feroen ISTANBULUS TARINE ALANLARI

MARMAKA DENLZY e We 00 (_/ e (‘“_.T_'. ".ﬂ_.. [:‘.’:Z"

e ey e e

Figure3.20 Istanbul, Sultanahmet, management area boundary change in Sultanahmet
Archaeol ogi cal Park (KstanbuFigurg®ri hi Al anl ar

During the six yearsfterthe approval of the 2005 conservation pldre Historic
Peninsula was the subject of major projects in the histbtige Turkish Republic,
and at the same time, the speed of both restoration andcoestructions
increased. Thereforewith the decision no. 4728 taken by the 4th Regional

These matters were the main deteramnits of the revision process. The Conservation Master Plan

was approved in December 2011, and the Conservation Implementation Plan was approved in
October 2012. When the Management Plan was approved in October 2011, and since the Historic
Peninsula did nohave conservation plans, the actions in the Management Plan are defined for the
implementation of the plan in such a way as to assume the task of the plan. This created a
challenging situation that exceeded both the power and responsibility of theidtH&teas of

Istanbul Site Directorate and the purpose of the Management Plan to resolve. These were the main

reasons for the revision procekss t anbul Tar i hi Al anl a24é Al an Bakkal
3¥Kstanbul Tarihi Al anl a82@e7. Al an Bakkanl éejé 2018,
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Conservation Council of Istanbul on 1.08.2011, a 1/5000 scale Fatih District

Historic Peninsula Conservation Master Plaaa(t i h KI - esi Tari hi Y
Koruma Ama-1| é& Nwazapproveld mithrsomB hngendénents. Then,

with the decision no. 788, a 1/1000 scale Fatih District Historical Peninsula
Conservation Implementation Plar @t i h K| - e s i Tari hi Yar émada
Uygul ama JvasiapproRdd ann26.07.2642 The SultanahnmeArea was

basically conceived of as residential, accommodational, touristic, commercial, and

culturalareas Figure3.21)34%,

WKstanbul Tarihi Al anl a25¢ Al an Bakkanl éjé 2018, pp.
341 When the differences in the plan decisions of the 2005 and 2012 plans are examined, it can be

seen that, in the former, some building blocks in Cankurtaran were designated as
residential+accommodational area, while part of the Sirkeci Railway Station, Old Sultanahmet

Prison/Four Seasons Hotel and some building blocks close to the coast of Cankurtaran were

designated as tourism area. In the plan dated 2012, the residential#eagtational area was

extended from its 2005 limits to include Aksakal Str
buil ding blocks north of the K¢-¢k Ayasofya Mosque w
The building blocks in the Binbirdirek neigbrhood, to the south of the Divanyolu (Mese), were

transf or2medck girmteo cd mmiek icn @il de readehi¢htwas gpenghte al an é
touristic purpose2nddédpgeedesbgmatconal ohrehé, 6which wa
CankurtsanK ¢, - ¢ kayasofya region in the 286bapbah, Twashi ncl
Al anl ar é& Al anp.Bi&Rdcisiam ho899®f 6 D1N2005 byst RegionalLonservation

Council of Istanbul.
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Figure3.21 Istanbul, Sultanahmet, 1/1000 Scale Conservation Implementatiof Resmt anbul Tar i t
Al anl aré& Al an Bakkanléejée 2018, map 3.

Besides these planandin accordance with the additional 16th article of tiaev

nn.3194 on Devel opment, aKmhédwuidB,diveagse ainmsnsewse
in 20184 In theSultanahmet area, éltegionswest of Suri Sultani southeast of

Hagia Sophia ando the south and west of the Sultanahmet Mosque, i.e., the

Al emdar , Cankurtaran, and K¢-¢kayasofya

amnesty Figure3.22).

342 This amnesty includes the structures builtobe 31 December 2017. All buildings, except for
structures in propeytowned by third parties arloly states which were designated as social areas,
can benefit from the amnestKk ma r Bhaps:@irmadbarisi.csb.gov.tr/ss@ast accessed on
07.08.2019)

115



T ’Z//,’/
7 ///////// /4' 7
7/
/////// /

7 ///////////

Figure3.221 st anbul , Sultanahmet, the &ébuilding amr

When other projecither tharthe planningactivities are examing, it is seen that

the Sultanahmet was frequently the subject of projebteughoutits different
areas.Thus, therds the stage structure aheremains of the Palace of Laustise
conservation of the Church of Hagia Euphemia, &he restoration of the
Boukoleion Palace. In 2009, an illegal stage structure was established by the Fatih
Municipality on the remains of the Palace laddusus Figure 3.23), without the
knowledge and permission of the relevant Conservation Codimalth Regional
Conservation Councibf Istanbul thus decided t@movethe stage several times
between 200@nd 2018 However, so farthe Fatih Municipality has not taken any
action to fulfill the requirements of these decisiofihe Istanbul Branch of the
Association of Archaeologists Ar keol ogl ar Derismfductingst anbul k
a petition campaign to remove the stdgen overthe remains of the Palace of

Lausus®.

343 Decision no. 6257 of 23.05.2018 e 4th Regional Conservation Council of Istanhausus
Sar ay é ¥ z pttpst//wwiylarkeologlardernegist.org/aciklama.php?id€23t accessed on
25.05.2019).
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Figure3.23 Istanbul, Sultanahmet, the stage and seating rows on the remains of the Palace of
Lausus (2018)

The Palace of Antiochusind the Church oHagia Euphemia werepartially

demolished in 1939 due to the construction of the Sultanahmet Courthouse. After

the Court House was evacuated in 2Gh&V e h b i Ko- Foundation a
Ministry of Culture and Tourism to sponsor tbenservatioractivities to be carried

out. With the permission of the Ministry in 2013, conservation works were started

under the control of the Directorate of Surveying and Monuments. The
conservation of the wall paimiys is in progress. When the conservation of the wall
paintingsis finished, a protective shelter will be built to protect the frescbiggi(e

3.24), and the area will be opened to visitors as part of the Museum of Turkish and

Islamic Artt*4

SAky¢erek 2017, p. 15.
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Figure3.24 Istanbul, Sultanahmet, proposal for a protective shelter covering the frescoes of the

Church of
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Hagia Euphemia (Aky¢rek

The Municipality of Fatih is authorizedo accomplishthe restoration of

Boukoleion Palace, the property of which belongs to the Metropolitan Municipality

of Istanbul. The Boukoleion Palace Restoration Project was approved by the 4th

Regional Conservatio@ouncil of Istanbul in 2018The work will be executetly

the Directorate of Construction of the Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul.

Within the scope of the project, consolidation, integration, and repair works will be

carried out. An elevatoptthe uper levels of the palace and a wooden walkway on

the vestiges of the palace are plannedthtikethe archaeological remains on the

upper levelsiccessibléFigure3.25)34,

345 The Metropolitan Municipalityof Istanbul 2018 https://www.ibblstanbulNews/Detail/34894

(last accessed on 25.10.2018)
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Figure3.25 Istanbul, SultanahmeBoukoleion Palace, restoration project proposals
(https://www.ibb.Istanbul/News/Detail/34894 last accessed on 25.1(0.2018

3.2.3 Brief History of Archaeological Excavations inthe Sultanahmet

Area in the Republican Period

The early excavations in the city concentrated in the SultanahmetTéedirst
excavationsn the Republican period eve carried out by the British Academy in
the Hippodrome area in 1926. On behalf of the British Academy, Stanley Casson
and David TalbeRice, with the permission of the Council of Ministemsade

excavations in the area of the Hippodromierethey found the sections dts
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upper structures and remains of the Baths of Zeuxippus in-192%#5. Another

important excavation in the Sultanabinarea was carried out in the Great Palace
area. The most extensigirfaceresearch of the Great Palace was published in
1934 byErnst Mamboury and Theodor Wiegard. Then, the first excavations were

carried out by James Housten Boxter between 1935 ar&lar#Bby David Talbet

Rice between 1951 and 1984 To the southwest, under the Sultanahmet Mosque

Arasta and next to the infrastructure previously documented by Mamboary,

mosaicpaved perigtle and surrounding areas were brought to light. Thus, the first

data on the decoration of the palace was obtdihedfter the excavation and

conservation studies, the mosaics were arranged to be exhibited in the museum

and in 1953 the Great Palace Mosaics Museum was openesitors*,

Following the transformation foHagia Sophiainto a museum in 1935, the
archaeological research and excavations in Hagia Sey@ria initiatedby Alfons
MariaSchnei der . Il n the first excavat.i
building, many architectural elements belonging t® ¢mtrance of the portico of
the Theodosian Hagia Sopfiawere found.Near the Hagia Sophia excavation,
Schneider alsdiscovered the frescoed wallstbe Church of Euphemiavhere he

excavated and uncovered tieenains of the Palace of AntiocKefs

Whent he excavations i n t he eamimd it cah bet h e

seen that e most important archaeologicaéstiges in the main structure of
T o p k a p earefha leraaing of a thregsledbasilical church, unearthed front
of the Divan of thh¥37excavatians 8y ARia Ogiic e

346 Casson 1928, p. 13; 1929, p;2Bal g&- 2013D., pp. 131

Bay¢l gen 2010, p. 87.

348 TablotRice 1958, p. 22.

349 Beyek Sar ay Mozaikl eri
https://ayasofyanmaesi.gov.tr/tr/content/b%C3%BCy%C3%BGkraymozaiklerim%C3%BCzesi
(last accessed on 22.07.2019).

3%0 For Hagia Sophia, see below pp. 1636.

351 Schneider 1941, pp. 29298.

352(Qgan 1940, p. 327; Tezcan 1989, pp:276
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Otherwise no extensive excavations <could be
Palace.Only smaltscale building remains, or wall fragments and the aarrie
architecturalvestigeswere founddown until the 1970s.n contrast during the
excavations carried out by Muzaffer Rama:

remains ofa building identified as the Sampson Hospital were uneafthed

In 1951, in the construction of the Sulédamet Courthouse, the Palace of
Antiochus, a large complex consisting of centrally planned structures surrounding
semicircular portico and dating from the eashh century, vas uncovered during

t he excavations made b wnd&gostha the Thurghur an .
of Hagia Euphemia, partially opened in 1942 by the German Archaeological
Institute and the Istanbul Archaeological Museurnad beenformed by the
transformation of the main structure of the Palace of Antiochus. Near the Palace of
Antiochus, some of the elements of the foundation structure and the infrastructures
of the Hippodrome were found-Bitu**. As a result of these excavatiotise area
between the Palace of Antiochus atie Mese including partially uncovered
archaeological remasndefined as the Palace of Lausus, Wlly opened in 1964

a room with a circular hall and an apsidial hall belonging to this palace were found.

In addition to this, the shops flanking the Mese were disco¥red

It is worth noing that,during he excaations of the Great Paladbe Commission
for the Preservation of Monumentiecided to rebuild théBoukoleion Palace
becauset was abouto collapse after being expostxthe weather However,the
entrance of thePalace was damegd during the demolition
structureso. Thus the rebuilding work h;

palace was lefin its damagedtate®®.

¥Ramazanoj | uTeicand889%.2y.. 12 ;

3%4Duyuran 1952, p. 26; 1953, pp.-753.

355 Dolunay and Naumann 1964, pp-20.

%6Ricci 2013, pp. 6 4; Ayka- 2017, p. 198; Freely and ¢ak me
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Between 1963 9 6 5, N e and WolfFam Klaissxaavatedhe area of the
Church of Theotkos ChalkopretiaA c e m A ] a). Theyidentified an atrium,
the south aisle of the church, the northern wall of the narthex, an octagon

baptistery, and a single plain basket capital

Excavations were conducted by Feridun Dirimtekin in 1958 aroundaHzigene,
to complete the previous excavations. During W@k to the northeast of the
church, a rounded structure and a gate connecting this structibréheichurch
were revealed. This structure was defined asSkeuphylakiorof the church.
During the work to the south, the section of the church from the middletsof

atrium toits westernf a - wad lerought to ligHee,

In 1973, during the rescuexcavations carried out in the constructiorthef annex

building to the Istanbul Archaeological Museuntsatedin the first courtyard of

Topkapeée Pal ace, an usormebuldingsédelanging b the onsi st i nq
Late Antique Pedd and the streets between them was unearthed. This excavation

provided important data on the layout of Byzantiefin

The more recent excavationsiere also conducted within theréat Palace. The
excavations started in 1997 in the southwestern part of Hagia Sophia. This area
could not be explored in the earlier periods due to the existence Gbtlege of
Sciences which wasburned down and destroyed in 1933, and the Sultanahmet
Prison, whichremained in use until the 8s When the excavation startess a

part of the conversion of Sultanahmet Prison into a haeVveral Byzantine
remains were found among the foundationshef Ottoman buildings. The Chalke,

the monumental gate of the Great Palade the Augusteiopnand opus sectile

357Kleiss 1965, p. 157; Mathews 1971, pp-28 ;  MAiénér 2001, p. 77.
358 Dirintekin 1962 pp. 169173; Tezcan 1989, p. 142.
Feratle 1973, p. -282; TRayxalngeB®@8BQ1pbp.pa4188
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mosaic floor remains were found under the remairth@fCollege of Sciencethe

infrastructureof thishad beemnliscoveredy Wiegand and Manboury®°.

3.24 Currently Effective Planning Decisions

In this section, theurrently effectivedecisions of the plans will be examined in
order of plan scalélhese plansonstitutethe Tenth Development Plan of Turkey,
the Turkey Tourism Strategy, the IstaniRégional Plan, the Environmental Plan
of Istanbu) the Transportation Master Plan of Istanbul, the Istartbistoric

Peninsula Site Management Plaand the Conservation Master Plan and the

Conservation Implementation Plan of Historic Peninsula.

3.2.4.1 The2014201810th Development Plan

The 10th Development Plan@n u n c u Kal k @asnpeeparéd by rthe

Ministry of Developmentn 2013°L Thepriority program for Istanbul in theOth

Development Plan is to transform the city into an international finaceiater.

Concerning cultural heritage, its conservation and development, whilst ensuring
soci al integrity grounded in 6édnational C
under the theme of Oo6qualified peopl e, st
taken to strengthen relations with countries with a common historical background

and to conserve cultural heritage to contribute to todfsnit can thus be

suggested that, as mentioned in chapter 2, cultural heritage is considered from an

economic point of \w in formulating state policies.

360 pasinli (2000, p. 96; 2001, pp.4%2; 2002, pp. 1418; 2003, pp.® ) ; Bay ¢l gen 2011, p
361 The objectives of the 1 Development Plan fa2014-2018 are still valid, as the ®¥ersion has

notas yetbeen prepared.

%2Kal kénma Bakan46éjé 2013, pp. 44
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3.2.4.2 The 2023 Turkey Tourism Strategy

The Turkey Tourism StrategylT (¢, r ki y e Tur) wasmrepared fartthej i s i
period 20072023 by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. According to the Action
Plan of the Strategygongressand fair tourismkongre ve fuar turiznpiwas seen as

a priority for Istanbuf®®, Referring to the Turkey Tourism Strategy schematic plan
(Figure 3.26), urban tourism and cultural tourism in Istanbuérevadded to
mentionedabove priority®. The upgrading of museums to international standards,
the restoration of historical monumendsd historical sites, the provision of
refreshment areaat tourist attraction pointshe correction ofdeficienciesin
infrastructure and superstructure, atide designng of direction signs and
information panels weralso determinedo be mandatory tsupport urban and
cultural tourisnt®. It can be seen that, once again, cultural heritage is considered

largely from an economigoint of view as to how it contributes to tourism.

363 Enlarging the fairs in the city and promoting them to attract investors were decided to be
compatible with the need to suppoangress and fair tourism.

364The Ministry of Culture and Tourism 2007, p. 37.

365 The Ministry of Culture and Tourism 2007, pp-33.
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Figure3.26 Turkey Tourism Strategy Action Plan
(https:/iwww.ktb.gov.tr/EKlenti/906,ttstratejisi2023pdf.pdf?0 last accessed on 18.08.2019)

3.2.4.3 The 20142023 Istanbul Regional Plan

The 20142023 Istanbul Regional Plah st a n b u | ) ®&s prgparedmy then é

Istanbul Development Agency as a strategic plan to determine the development of
Istanbul economically Concerning the conservation of cultural heritage, the
priority of o6Conserved | stanbul me mory a
the axis of OEnj oyabl e, uni que wurban sp
strategies have been identified under this priority. The first strategy of
6conservation of the elements of | stanbu
cultural heritag , wi t hin the historic urban | ands
cultural, social, and environmental values. The conservation of historical areas
includes not oly theregistered sites and buildingsdefined by the law, but also
otheraspectsuch asatural features, infrastructure, superstructure, contemporary
constructions, open spaces, and gardens. Determination and conservdtien of

Griginal identitie® of the historical areas and reducing the pressoreshem
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created by the economic policiasd spatial decisions in Istanbul on them were

alsosought afte®®,

The second strategy of 6conservation of h i
ensuring the urban her it degignedib oonsbrnee adopt ed
historical areas together wittheir inhabitants, to support the productive and

sustainable use of these areas, to include the residents of Istanbul in projects and

decisions in the area, and to make information easily accessible for Istanbul

resident®’.

3.2.4.4 The 1/10Q000 Scale Environnental Plan of Istanbul

The 1/100000scale Environmental Plan of Istanbtl 6 t a n b u | tevire D¢zeni
was prepared by the Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul in 2009 as a spatial

strategic plan. In the Environmental Plan, the use of urégional gree areas and

residential areas were endorskm the Historical Peninsula Figure 3.27). In

addition, the Historical Peninsula was det
6t ouri sm cent dccdrdindy,ntourisi iadivitigs | aadn traditional

commercial activities auld be carried out in the Historic Peninsula. terms of

tourism, making Istanbul a world city by using its cultural tourism potential and

ensuring the cityis competitive in the world market Wi alternative tourism
opportunitieginstead of mass tourigrwvas aimecdt*®,

(o]}

¥Kstanbul Kal kénm Ajans
¥'Kstanbul Kal kénm Ajans
368 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2009, pp. 46%0.

w w
o o
© 00

2014, p.
2014, p.

(o]}
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Figure3.27 Istanbul, the Historical Peninsula in the Environmental Plan
(http://www.planlama.org/index.php/haberler/guncelhbds&r18011000000¢elceklistanbuicevre
duezeniplanve-planraporu last accessed on 18.08.2019)

3.2.4.5 The Transportation Master Plan of Istanbul

The Transportation Master Plan of Istanblgt an b ul Ul 9 wwdsm Ana
prepared by the Metropolitavunicipality of Istanbul in 2008°. As a solution to

traffic congestion and transportation problems in the Historical Peninsula, two
alternatives for transportation demand management have been pFéposed

The first approach is to charge for entrance anttexhe Historic Peninsula. If the
entrance fee to the Historic Peninsula is charged between 06:00 and 23:00, a 25%
decrease in transit vehicles is foreseétso, there would be a proportional
decrease in the emission, noise, and water pollution, whiglso damaigg to the

cultural heritage within the Historic Peninstifa

369 The plans intend to meet the transportation demands of the people living in the city by
establishing a sustainable transportation system that is compatible with the historical and cultural
identity of the city, targeting accessibility, comfort, security, and reliability.

370 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2009, p. 338.

31 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2009, pp. 3381.
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The second approach tcélliag syster requiresdividing the Historic Peninsula

into cells andmaking access tthese cellvia subsidiaryroads.By this approach,

the Sultanahmetareais considered as a cell. It can be reaclin Kennedy
Street, the main roadn which all types of vehicles can pass. In the regiself,

there exist roads that can be used by the vehicles of public transportation and

public services anbdy pedestrian¥?

3.2.4.6  The Istanbul Historic Peninsula Site Management Plan

The Istanbul Historic Peninsula Site Management Plaa r i h i Yar @émada Y°ne
P | awa8 peparedby the Historic Areas of Istanbul Site Directorate2011 and
revised in 2018. In the Management Plan, three strategies were determined in the

theme of O6conservation and planningb6:

1 the integration of planning and implementation activities in the Historic

Peninsula,
the preparation of a Master Plan of the City Walls

the improvement of the quality of life by the conservation of historic
fabric®”3.

372 The Metropolitan Municipality of Istanbul 2009, ppt2343.

373 |n accordance with the strategy of the integration of planning and implementation activities in

the Historical Peninsula within the framework of conservation, five actions were determined:

creating a database of studies, plans, projects and magngwiplementations on the Historical

Peninsula, developing heritage impact assessment studies, preparing an urban design guide,

integrating archaeological sites into urban life, preparing projects to determine and conserve the

archaeological areas withing World Heritage Sites. In addition, an increase in the performance in
conserving cultural assets was determined as the s
restorationd. | n accordance wi tdéfiningthé pincipfesof at egy, si x
conservation and restoration projects, defining the professional competence and title in the field of

conservation, scheduling the restorations of cultural assets, preparating emergency action plans for

registered civil architecture examplesoyiding information for owners and users of any registered

building and encouraging them to conserve their building, conservating monumental trees and
historicgardenK st anbul Tar i hi Al app 26887. Al an Bakkanl éejé 2018
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In addition, the improvement of the information infrastructure for the people living
and working in the arewas defined as eequiredaction under the objective of
raising awareness. Creative and innovative activities that will reveal the potential
of heritage sites, identification of tour routes, and printing of promotional

documents were also defined as awiconcerning visitor managem#ft

The main problemsvith the Sultanahmet Archaeological Padccording tothe
Management Plan, were enumerated as the insufficient use of the archaeological
heritage, the unsuccessful adaptive reuse of the monumentsnatiequate
knowledge of the World Heritage Site status, and the decrease in the number of
people living intheSul t anahmet, Cankurtaran and Kg-
The solution was a plan dealing with the archaeological parkvéhdhe historic

fabric of the Ottoman period separately. In the Sultanahmet district, the
archaeological park was designed to conserve the Great Palace, Hagia Euphemia,
and its environs, the Istanbul Archaeological Museums, and the remains of
G¢ | hane eBrehadologicgbank set out to emphasiteatthe Great Palace

was a component ian indivisible complex, including the Boukoleion Palace and

the Mosaics of Great Palace Museums, and to develop suitable methods to protect
these archaeological remains.eTNManagement Plan defined the area within the
Imperial Walls Suri Sultan) as a O mmg 2 e Ime)rsfimpieid@entdl
historical buildings. In order to ensure the integrity of the different periods

e mp has i z edutstandingutnhiev e 6 s a he phara becaménternalty

contradictory by considering the ByzantinelaheOttoman heritage separat&fyy

SKstanbul TAlrdrhiBakK lkapp25&Jee 2018,
SAyka- 201243. pp. 242

129



3.2.4.7 The 1/5000 Scale Conservation Master Plan and 1/1000 Scale

Conservation Implementation Plan

The 1/5000 scale Fatih District Historic Peninsula Coradem Master PlanHatih

KI - esi Tari hi Yar émada Kwasappravedh 2041, | € Naz ém
and the 1/1000 scale Fatih District Historical Peninsula Conservation
Implementation PlanHat i h Kl - esi Tari hi Yar émada Koru
Kmar )hR02(Fegure3.2l). In boththetwo plan reports, the conservation of

all cultural strata togetheas onewas aimedat However the reportsalso
prioritized the restoration of works bel ong
i.e., the Ottoman an@lurkish heritag&’®. The 40m altitude rule, which has beén

force since the Prost plan, continuesre tod’’. Also, if it is proved that there are

no archaeological remains underground, underground parking area and basement

floors can now be mad€& However, this permit may lead to illegal excavation and

the eradicating of archaeological remains. When the conservation Zumem#

b ° | g)aétesmined by the plans were examined, tliegrees of conservation

zones were identifiéd®.

In the 1/1000 st |l e pl an report, it is stated that
great importance in terms of artifacts belonging to different civilizations other than
the existing structures in tf&uri Sultaniregion. On the other hand, these surveys

may be harmfultd he Topkapé Pal ace, and other builc

376 The Municipality of Fatih 2012, pp. 16859.

877 By this, those buildings located on a ground level above 50 m altitude in the Historical Peninsula
could not be taller than 9.5 m {@ors), the buildings on grounaketween 4660 m altitudecould not

be higher than 12.5 m (3 floors) and structures located belaw ehnot be higher than 15.5 m (4
floors).

378 The Municipality of Fatih 2012, pp. 16465.

379 1st degreeconservation zonesiélude world heritage sites, archaeological sites, monuments, the
Suri Sultani region, the Cankurtaran and Sultanahmet neighborhoods, and the sea walls.
Renovation areas in the south of the Sultanahmet are not included in these zones.SDutside
Sultan, new structures to be built in idégree conservation zones cannot be higher than 9.5 m.
Also, unregistered structures adjacent to the sea walls will be removed, and esagtyvdr be

used as green areas.
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