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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a historical study and heritage resource analysis of the “Upper
Bosphorus”, an area comprising the north section of the Bosphorus strait.

The first part of this thesis presents a history of the Upper Bosphorus region,
from the ancient to contemporary era. Published and unpublished archival sources,
travelers’ accounts and maps of the area are used to document the historical
background of the area; interviews of contemporary residents of the region document
the transformations in the last century. The second part of this thesis identifies
heritage values, and the cultural significance of the Upper Bosphorus, analyzes the
current conditions and problems of the region, and proposes suggestions for a
sustainable management plan to protect the tangible and intangible heritage of the
cultural landscape of the Upper Bosphorus.

A strategy for the protection and development of the region should be developed
for the Upper Bosphorus and should include its villages, residents, historical
structures and forests before they are consumed by the overcrowded and ever-
expanding city of Istanbul. Any development plan for the area should be sustainable
and take into account the preservation of tangible and intangible heritage resources
and the needs of the current residents in the region. A comprehensive and integrated
management plan that includes both shores of the Upper Bosphorus and brings
together the two municipalities in charge of the area needs to be created; the
landscapes and seascapes on both shores of the region should be considered as a
single cultural project in any development plan.

A more detailed understanding of the long and diverse history of the Upper
Bosphorus and a comprehensive sustainable cultural heritage management plan will
help to preserve the historical structures and the cultural landscape of the region, and
benefit both the local residents, and visitors to the Upper Bosphorus.
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OZET

Bu calisma, Istanbul Bogazi’nin kuzey kesiminde yer alan “Yukar1 Bogazig¢i”
bolgesinin tarih aragtirmasi ve kiiltlirel miras kaynak analizidir.

Tezin birinci boliimiinde Yukart Bogazi¢i bolgesinin antik kaynaklardan
giiniimiize kadar uzanan tarihi sunulmaktadir. Yaymlanmis ve yaymnlanmamis arsiv
belgeleri, seyahatnameler ve tarihi haritalar, bolgenin tarihsel ge¢misini belgelemek;
giiniimiiz bolge sakinleriyle yapilan roportajlar ise son yiizyildaki degisimleri
aktarmak i¢in kullanilmistir. Tezin ikinci boliimii, Yukar1 Bogazi¢i’nin kiiltiirel
miras degerlerini ve 6nemini tanimladiktan sonra Yukar1 Bogazi¢i bdlgesinin somut
ve somut olmayan tiim kiiltiirel mirasin1 bir “kiiltiirel peyzaj” alani (cultural
landscape) biitiinliigiinde siirdiiriilebilir olarak korumay1 bir kiiltiirel miras yonetim
plan1 g¢ercevesinde dnermektedir.

Yukar1 Bogazigi’nin hizla yayilan ve niifusu her gegen giin artan Istanbul kenti
tarafindan yok edilmemesi i¢in bolge koylerini, kdy sakinlerini, tarihi yapilar1 ve
ormanlar1 kapsayan bir “koruyarak gelistirme” stratejisine gereksinim vardir. Bolge
icin hazirlanacak olan her gelisme plani siirdiiriilebilir olmali, somut ve somut
olmayan kiiltiirel miras kaynaklarin1 korumali ve bolge sakinlerinin gereksinimlerini
dikkate almalidir. Biitiinsel ve kapsamli bir yonetim plani, Yukar1 Bogazi¢i’nin her
iki yakasindan sorumlu olan iki ayr1 belediyeyi yonetim bakimindan birlestirmeli ve
her tiirlii kiiltiir projesi kara ve deniz peyzajint bir biitiin olarak diistinmelidir.

Yukar1 Bogazi¢i’'nin uzun ve ¢esitlilikler iceren tarihinin daha detayli anlagilmasi
icin arastirmalar yapilmasi, ayrica kapsamli ve siirdiiriilebilir bir kiiltiirel miras
yonetim plani hazirlanmasi, bolgenin tarihi yapilar1 ve kiiltiirel peyzajin1 korumaya
yardimc1 olurken aymi zamanda bolge sakinleri ve ziyaretgilere de yararlar

saglayacaktir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The term “Upper Bosphorus” refers to the area to the north of Bosphorus at the
opening of the strait to the Black Sea. The region defined and studied in this thesis as
the “Upper Bosphorus” includes the areas on two continents, Europe and Asia,

across each other at the last 8 km stretch of the northern entrance of the Bosphorus.

This study initially started with an interest in saving the deteriorating historic
fortresses on the European shore: Rumelifeneri and Garipge. The history and
functional use of the two fortresses connected them to the fortresses of
Anadolufeneri and Poyrazkdy on the opposite shore, which were built at the same
time. For a comprehensive understanding of the history and problems of the region
and in order to create a sustainable plan for the historic structures on the European
and Asian shores, Anadolukavagi fortresses and Rumelikavagi fortresses were

included in the research

There are two main parts to this thesis. The first part is a detailed historical
survey of the Upper Bosphorus region and its fortresses from the ancient to
contemporary era. The second part of the research is aimed at providing guidance on
the protection, conservation, restoration and reusage of these historic fortresses and
towers of the region and proposes a plan for the management and sustainability of

the tangible and intangible heritage in this larger region.



Due to its strategic location at the Black Sea entrance to the Bosphorus, the
Turkish military has been using and restricting access to various zones in the region
for different purposes. As a result of the military presence in the area, the lands north
of Sariyer and Beykoz remain among the few surviving green spaces along the
Bosphorus strait. This same military presence, however, has also had implications for
the fortifications which were built along the northern shores. Until recently,
researchers as well as the general public have had limited access to these areas.
While Rumelikavagi and Anadolufeneri Ottoman fortresses are still used by the
Military, most of the fortresses and batteries have been neglected since 1980s and
1990s as they are no longer needed or used for military purposes. There are no
records of any conservation work done on the fortresses in recent history other than
additions in cement by the military to suit their needs. Therefore they have been left
to decay and have been exposed to harsh outdoor conditions. No restoration plan had

been proposed for them until the last decade.

With the gradual removal of military restrictions from the area in the past ten
years, it is now possible to restore and reuse these structures and to provide support
for the development of the area. However, the persisting threat of unplanned
development projects for the region and the sites, create a great danger for the future
of the Upper Bosphorus region. With the lifting of the restrictions to enter these sites
previously designated as military grounds, there are increasing issues of security,

vandalism and littering at the historic sites, which affects both residents and visitors.

A holistic strategic plan to protect, preserve and promote these sites should be
designed for the Upper Bosphorus region, together with its villages, historical

structures and local residents before they are consumed by the overcrowded and



ever-expanding city of Istanbul. Any development plan for the area should be
sustainable and should take into account the preservation of intangible heritage and

the needs of the current residents in the region.

In this research I would like to define the sites, the area and its history, analyze
stakeholders, values and significance of the region, describe the current conditions of
sites and proposed projects for the region and analyze the problems and opportunities

for a sustainable plan for the future of the region.

The paucity of research that has been conducted on the history, archaeology,
architecture and topography of the area has not allowed for detailed answers about
the background of the historical structures. Existing research has focused mainly on
the Ottoman heritage of the fortresses. The strategic location and continuous history
of the area and of the fortresses however cannot be, and should not be, separated

from their pre-Ottoman and post-Ottoman pasts.

As the famous myth of “Jason and the Argonauts” gives an account of the area
through mythological stories, it is most probable that the remains of monumental
structures that are still standing made use of spolia from earlier structures such as
temples or churches that might have existed in the area. Thus an analysis of the
historical accounts together with architectural evidence should be used to assess the
significance of the sites. This analysis will be central to the arguments presented in

the second part of the thesis, the heritage management plan.

A comprehensive and integrated management plan covering both sides of the
upper Bosphorus in the two municipalities needs to be created. Furthermore this area,

even though it occupies the shores of two continents should be considered in the



development plan as a single regional unit. The fortresses and towers, as they are
built in opposing pairs, one facing each, should also be managed in an integrated
manner. It will be destructive to their historical significance to consider these
structures and sites separately and implement their restoration independently. The
opportunities presented by a comprehensive study and plan of the protection, reusage
and management of the structures will benefit the structures themselves as well as the

local inhabitants and the visitors.

1.1 Methodology, Limitations and Availability of Resources

This study has made use of extensive archival documents and has explored for
the multifaceted history of the area through interviews with local residents. This
project has been the principle vehicle of communication with the residents of the
villages.

The historical research in this thesis focuses on the primary sources of travelers
and chroniclers accounts, military and travelers maps of Russian, French, Dutch and
German origin from different periods. During this research the published sources and
unpublished sources in the archives of different institutions were consulted after
permissions were obtained. Despite budget and time limitations, research was
conducted in the archives of the Naval Museum in Istanbul, French Military
Archives at Chateau de Vincennes in Paris and in the archives and manuscript
collections of Bibliotheque nationale de France. Further research, however, can be
conducted on the maps, drawings, images or reports on the defense records of the
Bosphorus in the Russian archives such as the Department of Cartography in the
State Historical Museum in Moscow and the British Library archives for unpublished

sources.



Availability of the resources depends on the archival material and the limited
access to these materials at certain research institutions. There are still many
restrictions limiting access at visiting or research in some areas of the Upper
Bosphorus region. Research permits need to be provided from military and

governmental offices, which limits the extent of field research in the region.

Oral history interviews with the current residents of the region were integrated
into the chapters on Republican period history and current conditions and were also
used as a guiding tool for the recommendations in order to identify the problems and
needs of the local residents. On the other hand the proposed plan will also include
information obtained from the representatives of the military, governmental,

municipal and non-governmental organizations.

The final “Cultural Heritage Management Plan” for the area will need to use the
information data from other studies conducted in the region, which concentrates on

different issues such as the ecology, economy and climate.

Theories on cultural landscapes and case studies from around the world have
helped to formulate the options for determining best practice in the region. The
cultural heritage management plan model for the region was based on the principle of
sustainability of the “cultural landscape”, and was designed to protect the integrity of

the region with a values-based approach.

1.2 Literature Review
Literature Review for the History Chapters
One of the main sources of information for the history of the Bosphorus, also

identified and used by Eyice, is the work of Petrus Gyllius (Pierre Gilles) and his



book De Bosporo Thracio, written when the author was residing in Constantinople
between 1544 and 1547, published in 1561 post mortem.' Petrus Gyllius,
commissioned by the French King to investigate, search and collect old Greek and
Latin literary sources while in Constantinople (Musto xviii), had the chance to read
Anaplus Bospori written by Dionysius of Byzantion in 2" ¢. AD the oldest known
literature regarding the Bosphorus and its environs. Some parts of the text, which do
not survive in full to the present day, were discovered in the nineteenth century and
were published in four separate editions.” Gyllius, after obtaining a copy of the
Anaplus Bospori, constructed his account of the Bosphorus strait with the guidance
from Dionysius on the ancient names of the topographical characteristics of the
region, his own observations and his knowledge of the ancient history and the

mythological stories that are thought to have taken place on the Bosphorus.

Most of the travel literature published after Gyllius refers to his work, and also
his quotes from Dionysius Byzantius in identifying the topographical features of the
Bosphorus.” The problem, however, is that the majority of travelers have taken the
information given by Gyllius as correct without investigating or questioning the

primary source.

"The Turkish edition of the book, Istanbul Bogaz: published in 2000, is translated from Latin original
of 1561, a second edition was published in Leiden 1632. For more information on Petrus Gyllius, his
life and works see the introduction of Antiquities of Constantinople by R.G. Musto .

2 Dionysii Byzantii Anaplus Bospori = Dionysiou Byzantiou Anaplous Bosporou : una cum scholiis X
saeculi. Ed. by R. Giingerich (Berolini: Apud Weidmannos, 1958) is used in this thesis. Earlier
editions are Dionysii Byzantii Anaplum Bospori ex Gillio excerptum Trans. by O. Frick (Wesel: A.
Bagel, 1860); Dionysiou Byzantiou Anaplous Bosporou: Dionysii Byzantii de Bospori navigatione
quae supersunt : una cum supplementis in geographos graecos minores aliisque ejusdem argumenti
fragmentis e codicibus mss. Trans. by C. Wescher (Parisiis: E Typobrapheo publico, 1874) and
Anaplus Bospori : Aiovoaiov Bolavtiov avariove Boomopov /una com scholiis x saeculi ed. by R.
Giingerich (Berolini : Weidmann, 1927). All four editions are available at the Deutsche
Archaeologische Institute in Istanbul.

? Please see the history section in the bibliography for the books that specifically include and discuss
the region and its historic structures. A detailed list of travel literature on Constantinople was
compiled in 1918 by Jean Ebersolt.



Some of these examples of travel literature, such as the work of Heberer von
Bretten are very significant because they illustrate in detail what can be seen through

. 4
engravings or maps.

The 19™ century travel literature about the area which is much more plentiful
than earlier examples of this genre, and mention in passing or explain in detail the
villages and their inhabitants along the sea shore. They locate in the attached maps
the ruins of various ancient structures existing on the northern Bosphorus at that
time.’

The academic research on the history of the fortresses and the region of Upper
Bosphorus is limited due to the limited physical and archival access to the sites. The
earliest scholarly work on the fortifications, which included the fortresses of northern
Bosphorus, is a 1930-dated article by Sidney Toy that is largely referenced by the
later academic publications working on the same topic (Toy 215-228). Another book
from early 1930’s, “Tiirkenburgen an Bosporus und Hellespont” by Hans Hogg,
focuses on the fortresses of the Dardenelles, Rumeli and Anadolu Hisar1 and
Yedikule while analyzing the construction techniques of the structures in detail.’
“Chateaux Turcs du Bosphore” by A.Gabriel, one of the last books from the pre-
1945 period on the fortifications in Turkey, was researched in the 1930s and
published in 1943 and focuses on the fortresses of Istanbul.” While Gabriel’s work is

a valuable guide for the fortifications of Rumeli Hisari, Anadolu Hisar1 and

4 M. Heberer Von Bretten. Osmanlida Bir Kole : Brettenli Michael Heberer'in Anilari 1585-1588.

> Some of these literature are: Hammer, Constantinopolis und der Bosporos; Lechevalier, Voyage De
La Propontide Et Du Pont-Euxin; Andréossy, Constantinople et le Bosphore de Thrace: pendant les
années 1812, 1813 et 1814, et pendant ’année 1826; Pardoe, The Beauties of the Bosphorus; Views of
Constantinople and its Environs; Allom, Constantinople and the Scenery of the Seven Churches of
Asia Minor.

6 Hogg. Tiirkenburgen an Bosporus und Hellespont : Ein Bild friihosmanischen Wehrbaus bis zum
Ausgang des 15. Jahrhunderts. (Dresden : Focken& Oltmanns Verlag, 1932)

7 Gabriel. Istanbul Tiirk Kaleleri. (Istanbul: Terciiman, 1970). Originally published as Chateaux Turcs
du Bosphore in 1943 in Paris.



Yedikule, it does not provide enough information, nor does it clarify the historic
background of the forts from the Upper Bosphorus region. The brief chapter defines
“Yoros Castle” on the Anatolian side and the “Eski Hisar” on the European side as
Genoese fortresses and classifies other fortresses further north as 17" century
Turkish fortresses.® Gabriel concludes the information he provides with a note that
further studies must be conducted for defining the Byzantine heritage of these
structures since the focus of his study is Turkish fortresses. It is important to note
that he mentions that it was still possible to see the ruins of older castles belonging to
the Genoese on both sides of the sea when he was conducting the research for his

book from 1928 to 1929 (Gabriel 12, 113-14).

The 1976 work of Semavi Eyice on the Byzantine heritage of the Bosphorus is
the next publication, in chronological order, that discusses the history and literature
of structures while attempting a field survey of the areas.” Although the extent of the
book is limited to a field survey due to military zone restrictions of the time, Eyice
provides a thorough literature review of the previous research and the travelers’
accounts that mention the fortresses on the north of Bosphorus. The so-called
“Column of Pompeius” in Rumelifeneri is also included in his research. The book
covers the geography from Pera to Rumelifeneri on the European side, and from
Kadikoy to Riva on the Anatolian side. It follows the shores with suggestions for the
Byzantine names of the villages, promontories and bays and the historic structures
that ought to be in these locations. A major part of the book is devoted to the Yoros

castle. While trying to determine the correct identities of the locations and ruins that

8 “Avrupa Hisar1” and “Anadolu Hisar1” are the names given to the Turkish fortresses by Gabriel
(123).
? Eyice. Bizans devrinde Bogazigi. (Istanbul: Yeditepe, 2007) Originally published in 1976.
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are still visible in these locations, the author uses his knowledge of history,

etymology, epigraphy and archeology (Eyice “Bizans” 82-117).

Eyice supports his investigations of the Bosphorus with a photographic
documentation of the sites and a study done on the collections of the Istanbul
Archeological Museum (Eyice “Bizans”). The museum seems as the storage depot

for most of the spolia found at the sites that are discussed in his book.

It is also possible to look at the Upper Bosphorus region from the perspective of
research done on the history of the Black Sea. Charles King’s book on the history,
people and politics of the region provides a short but solid background for the period
from 700 B.C. until 1990 A.D."® The list of detailed resources in the bibliography is
helpful for further study on the subject. The other main source that has been helpful
in the research on the ancient history of the area is Antik Kaynaklarda Karadeniz
Bolgesi (Black Sea Region in the Ancient Sources), a detailed survey of the ancient
historical sources on the Black Sea region of Anatolia, namely Bithynia,
Paphlagonia, Pontus and Colchis.'' The book Antik Kaynaklarda Karadeniz Bélgesi
lists all the ancient authors according to their period starting from 900 B.C. and then
groups them according to period in time and according to the previously mentioned
four regions. The writer has then within these four regional chapters, grouped the
quoted passages from the ancient sources and listed them in chronological order
according to their contents for historical geography, peoples, political events, socio-

economical and cultural life, religions and beliefs, and characters.

10 King. Karadeniz. (Istanbul : Kitap, 2008); (The Black Sea, A History. Oxford UP, 2004)
H Isik. Antik Kaynaklarda Karadeniz Bélgesi. (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu, 2001)
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The medieval Genoese presence in the Black Sea is also to determine the
building history of the region. Michel Balard’s different studies on the Genoese trade
and politics in Black Sea from the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries are helpful in
examining the Genoese and their relation to Bosphorus. From Balard’s research on
the subject, his article on the Battle of Bosphorus in the fourteenth century is
particularly important in terms of defining the medieval history of the Kavak
fortresses as after this battle they were occupied by the Genoese.'> The
Anadolukavag: fortress is still commonly referred to by the residents as the “Genoese
castle”.

Ronald Sorobey briefly discusses the 17™-century Cossack threat posed on the
Ottoman capital in an article (Sorobey 26-32); Victor Ostapchuk' examines both the
Cossack and the Ottoman presence and activities in the Black Sea in the 17™-century

(Ostapchuk 23-95).

Miiller-Wiener, in his work on the harbours of Istanbul, discusses the Upper
Bosphorus area in terms of the lighthouses in the north and the 19th c. quarantine

stations of Anadolu Kavag. '

There are also B.A. and M.A. theses’® and Ph.D. dissertations'® that focus on

architecture, restoration, art history, ecology or urban planning aspects of the region

'2 For Balard’s studies on the presence and trade relations of the Genoese in the Black Sea see La mer
Noire et la Romanie génoise : Xllle-XVe siécles. (London: Variorum Reprints, 1989). Republished in
this book is also his article on the Genoese War of Bosphorus “A propos de la bataille du Bosphore :
I’expédition génoise de Paganino Doria & Constantinople 1351-1352” which was orginally published
in Travaux et Mémoires du Centre de Recherches d’Histoire et Civilisation byzantines, t.4 (Paris,
1970) 431-469.

13 Sorobey. “Cossack Pirates of the Black Sea” Military History 20.1 (June 2003): 26-32, 77.
Ostapchuk. “The Human Landscape of the Ottoman Black Sea in the Face of the Cossack Naval
Raids” Oriente moderno XX (2001): 23-95.

' Miiller-Wiener. Bizans tan Osmanli 'ya Istanbul Limani. (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt, 1998)

15 Karadag. Rumelifeneri Kalesi Restorasyon Projesi = Restoration project of the Rumelifeneri
fortress. MA Thesis. Istanbul Teknik Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii, 2003.

10



or structures. These remain unpublished. While most student research focuses on the

o . . 18
Bosphorus area,'’ some theses have limited their research to single structures.

An oral history project and the documentation of the intangible heritage of the
area constitute an important part of the further historical research that should be
conducted. The importance of oral history for documenting the history of the villages
and fortresses in the last century became evident during this research. One of the
periods with the least information about the area is from the last century, defined as
the Republican period in this thesis. While the importance of the Bosphorus and the
defense structures increased in relation to world politics of WWI, WWII and the
Cold War, the number of studies and publications decreased, as the area was a
military zone with limited access. The sample oral history interviews conducted for
the research of this thesis with the residents of the villages, which were only
accessible to permanent residents of the area, were useful in determining the general

history of the villages and the uses of the fortresses during the Republican period.

The history of the district of Sariyer has been researched and published by a local
historian, Ibrahim Balc1 who has written several books especially on the history and
legends of the town and its villages during the Independence War."” Ali Soysal, a

lawyer living in Anadolufeneri, has also conducted research and published two books

1 Efes. Ozel Duyarli Deniz Alanlari ve Tiirk Bogazlar Bélgesi= Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas and
Turkish Straits System. Diss. Istanbul Universitesi Deniz Bilimleri ve Isletmeciligi Enstitiisii, 2006.

17 Agat. “Bogaziginin Turistik Etiidii. Diss. Istanbul Teknik Universitesi Mimarlik Fakiiltesi, 1963.

8 Bayoglu. Yoros Kalesi: Anadolu Kavaginda Ceneviz Kalesi. BA Thesis. Istanbul Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 1980.

' The list of books by Ibrahim Balci can be found in the bibliography section.
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about the area. Soysal’s books on Anadolu Feneri and Rumeli Feneri focus on the

history and life in these villages.*’

The most recent academic work on the Ottoman fortresses and batteries of the
region is an article published in the Fort journal in 2007 by Eyiipgiller which

discusses the eighteenth century Ottoman heritage of the fortresses.'

A helpful sourcebook, Maps of Istanbul 1422-1922, edited by Ayse Y. Kubilay
and published by Denizler Kitabevi in January 2010, is a detailed study of the maps
of the city and has approximately 100 maps of Istanbul and the Bosphorus, all of
which were reprinted in the book. Some of these maps provide information on the

towns and monumental structures along the shores of the strait.

Literature Review for Heritage Management Chapter

The second focus of my thesis is about modelling a heritage management plan for
the region including the historic fortresses and sites, the villages and residents.

The cultural heritage literature used as guidelines in this research focuses on
different aspects of cultural heritage management and ranges from providing
historical and theoretical backgrounds to practical information. There is a vast
amount of literature available under the Cultural Heritage Management title in
general. This is partly because most countries have different approaches to
conservation and different experiences with heritage sites. This thesis focuses on the

case studies and literature that use the values-based approach, stakeholder

20 Soysal. Anadolu Feneri: Tarihten gelen Isik (Istanbul: Denizler, 1997)

Soysal. Kara Deniz, Beyaz Isik: Rumeli Feneri (Istanbul: Denizler, 2004)

21 Eytipgiller. “The 18th-Century Fortifications of the Bosphorus and Istanbul, Turkey.” Fort 35 (Oct.
2007): 91-102.

22 Kubilay ed. Maps of Istanbul 1422-1922. (Istanbul: Denizler, 2010)

2 Heritage Values in Site Management: Four Case Studies. Ed. Marta De la Torre. Los Angeles:
Getty Conservation Institute, 2005.
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involvement in heritage management’*, management of cultural landscapes® and
sustainability’® of heritage management plans and the information on the this
literature and international guidelines from UNESCO on these subjects can be found
in the bibliography on heritage management.

Information regarding the experiences of different sites on fortification and
landscape conservation and management from North America,”’ South America®®

and Europe™ are used as examples in the heritage management recommendations.

** Views from the Road: A Community Guide for Assessing Rural Historic Landscapes. Washington,
D.C.: Island Press, 1995.

2 Landscapes Under Pressure: Theory and Practice of Cultural Heritage Research and Preservation.
Ed. Ludomir R. Lozny. New York: Springer, 2006

26 Managing Historic Sites and Buildings: Reconciling Presentation and Preservation. Eds. Gill
Chitty and David Baker. Issues in Heritage Management. New York: Routledge, 1999.

2 Joe C. Freeman, et al. Seacoast Fortifications Preservation Manual: Golden Gate National
Recreation Area. San Francisco: National Park Service and KEA Environmental, Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, 1999. Web. 25 Oct. 2008 <http://www.nps.gov/>.

28 Sanz, Nuria ed. World Heritage Papers 19 - American Fortifications and the World Heritage
Convention. Paris: UNESCO World Heritage Center, 2006.

IcoFort. ICOMOS International Scientific Committee on Fortifications and Military Heritage. Web.
25 Oct. 2008 < http://icofort.googlepages.com/>.

% Suomenlinna from Finland Helsinki, sites from France and sites included in English Heritage are
some of the other examples.
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CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL SURVEY

There are benefits to researching the history of a geographic location as
prominent as the Bosphorus. While months, years and centuries pass, and different
peoples, monuments, states, empires and religions come and go, the promontories,
coves, bays, hills and valleys of the Upper Bosphorus continue to exist with minimal
changes over time. In the case of the Bosphorus, many historians, travelers,
statesmen, authors and artists of the past noted these characteristics. A detailed
historical research is an essential first step in determining the heritage values of a
cultural heritage monument, site or landscape.

To understand the history of the area, an extensive range of sources from texts,
maps, and engravings to oral testimony and interviews was consulted. The most
challenging aspect of this research was to construct a cohesive historical narrative
about the area, its monuments and people from such a diverse and rich collection of
data. Another difficulty was to determine the reliability of these sources, particularly
in the case of descriptions of historical structures that do not exist anymore and the
accuracy of the pictorial representations. To assist the reader in following the
historical narrative that I have constructed for the Upper Bosphorus out of the
different primary sources and secondary sources, I have organized chronologically

the written and the visual information from successive periods on the Upper
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Bosphorus and have described what may have been the changing features of the
landscape over the time from Antiquity to the present day. Tables, maps and images
are provided to assist the reader in following the complicated story of the history of

the Upper Bosphorus region (fig. 2.1).

2.1. The Ancient History of the Upper Bosphorus: Introduction

In the ancient period, the strategic geographical position of the Bosphorus as the
only entrance to and exit from the Black Sea (i.e. Pontus Euxinius) and as one of the
two points of convergence of the Asian and European continents made it a significant
part of the social and political geography of the larger regions of Thrace and
Bithynia.! Although historical and archeological accounts related to the first
settlements in the area of the Bosphorus Strait are still scarce, it is believed that the
city of Byzantion was established after Chalcedon, sometime around the 8th or 7th
century BC, at the time when the Greek colonization of the Black Sea was under
way.”

For the northern part of the Bosphorus, with which this study is concerned, two
types of ancient sources, mythological and historical, can be analyzed for the Pre-

Byzantine period. In both types of sources, some common locations are mentioned

! For more information on the importance of the location of the city and the Bosphorus see Kuban,
Istanbul: Bir Kent Tarihi: Bizantion, Konstantinopolis, Istanbul (Tarih Vakfi Yurt, 2000); Miiller-
Wiener, Bizans 'tan Osmanli’ya Istanbul Liman: (Tarih Vakfi Yurt, 1998); Miiller-Wiener, Istanbul'un
tarihsel topografyasi: 17. yiizyil baslarina kadar Byzantion-Konstantinopolis-Istanbul (Yap1 Kredi,
2001).

? For more information on the subject Elias K. Petropoulos, Hellenic Colonization in Euxeinos Pontos
(Oxford: BAR International Series, 2005). Benjamin Isaac, The Greek Settlements in Thrace Until the
Macedonian Conquest (Brill, 1986). For general information on the history of Black Sea: Charles
King, Karadeniz (Kitap, 2008). The research and studies related to the first settlements in the area of
Byzantion are continuing, also with the new finds from the Yenikap: excavation site dated to the
Neolithic period. For more information on the excavations: See Giinisiginda: Istanbul 'un 8000 yili:
Marmaray, Metro, Sultanahmet kazilari. (Vehbi Kog Vakfi, 2007).
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such as the Blue Rocks (i.e. Symplegades)’ off the coast of Rumelifeneri village,
which are well known due to their important role in the mythological story of the
Argonauts. Another landmark related to the Symplegades is a column on these rocks
on the European side, referred to as “Pompey’s Pillar™* in various Ottoman period

accounts.

Image © 2007 TerraMetrics

o

Image © 2007 DigitalGlobe
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Fig. 2.1 Aerial satellite view of the Upper Bosphorus area showing names and
locations of the six villages and their surrounding areas discussed in this research.

Besides the Symplegades, among the oldest distinctive features in the area that
date to the pre-Byzantine period is a lighthouse or a fire tower located at the entrance

to the Black Sea. Probably, as the 16™ century author and manuscript-collector Petrus

3 The Symplegades have also been referred to in the past as “Kyenai “Cyanean Rocks”, “Clashing
Rocks”, “Dark Rocks”, “Blue Rocks” and as ‘“Wandering Rocks” by different chroniclers and
historians; later they were named “Roke”, “Oreke” or “Ireke”, “Kizilkayalar”, “Kanlikaya” and as
“Aglayankayalar” in Turkish. For more information on the Turkish names of the rocks see Ali Soysal,
Rumelifeneri (Denizler, 2004) and Ibrahim Balc1, Sartyer: Asiyan’dan Kisirkaya'ya (1lkbiz, 2006).

4 Although an ancient monument, most of the accounts regarding this column are from the Ottoman
period. These will be discussed extensively in Chapter 2.3.
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Gyllius notes, in the ancient period’ this structure was not at the same location as the
current lighthouse but stood at a different promontory nearby (Gyllius 148).

Several historical sources frequently mention temples and sanctuaries near the
northern entrance of the Strait, but the accuracy of this information requires
archeological investigation. Archeological research in the northern Bosphorus in the
past century has been limited due to military restrictions and security concerns.’
Apart from brief excavations by Europeans in the 19" century and some surveys in
the 1920s that were noted by Eyice, no further archeological research was conducted
in the area.” As several scholars have noted, the presence of spolia in the region
indicates that there must have been ancient monuments in this area. Toy, who was
working in the region in the early 20™ century, noted in his 1929 survey of the
Anadolukavagi (Yoros) fortress that there were marble fragments of a temple
recycled and used in the entrance wall of the inner castle (227-8). Observations
concerning the use of spolia in the Anadolukavagi (Yoros) fortress were also
confirmed by subsequent research of Eyice in his surveys of 1947 and 1953. More
recently the field surveys conducted of the Upper Bosphorus in 2000s by Asnu
Bilban-Yal¢in® and Alfonso Moreno’s largely text—oriented research on Hieron have

contributed to our understanding of this area.

3 Gyllius does not specify a century, but from the quote he gives from Dionysius of Byzantium it is
apparent that the old lighthouse was considered as “old” in 2nd c. AD when Dionysius was writing
about the Bosphorus.

6 According to Mamboury foreigners were not allowed to land in Anadolukavag after 1937.

E. Mamboury, The Tourists’ Istanbul (Cituri Biraderler Basimevi, 1953) 217. Until 1991 most of the
area north of Anadolukavak and Rumelikavak were not accessible to foreigners or Turkish citizens
(See Chapter 2.4)

Semavi Eyice notes the need for archeological investigation in the area in Bizans Devrinde Bogazigi
(Yeditepe, 2007) 9-12, 121-125.

Asnu Bilban-Yalgin of Istanbul University has conducted field surveys in the Beykoz area and
around the Yoros Castle 2005 onwards. Asnu Bilban-Yal¢in, “Bogazi¢i Topografyast 2005 Yili
Arastirmalart”, 24. Arastirma Sonuglari Toplantisi. Vol.2. (Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi, 2007) 297-
310. Excavations in the castle have started in summer 2010 and a 10 year excavation and restoration
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2.1.1. Mythological Stories

The area at the northern entrance of the Bosphorus is well known thanks to the
mythological story of the Argonauts and their encounter with the “Symplegades”
which are located in this area. This peculiar formation of rocks jut out of the sea on
both sides of the Black Sea entrance to the Strait where currently the villages of
Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri are located. Striking for both their shape and
mythological association, the Symplegades appear in many historical sources,
chroniclers records and travelers’ accounts.

The oldest surviving written accounts of the mythological story of Jason and the
Argonauts on the quest to find the Golden Fleece can be found in an epic poem by
Apollonius Rhodius, “Argonautica” that dates from the 3™ century BC.’ Jason, the
protagonist of the story and his compatriots, the Argonauts, save the king of Thracia,
Phineus (also known as Phineas), son of Agenor, from the winged creatures named
Harpies, the latter sent as a punishment by Zeus. In turn, Phineus gives to Jason the
secret knowledge about how to pass the Symplegades so that he could get to the Sea
of Pontus, a feat no one before him had accomplished. These “Clashing Rocks” of
the myth are thought to be the rocks of Rumelifeneri (Rock of Roke/Ireke) and the
rocks of Anadolufeneri (Dewing 469-483).

In Argonautica, the actual passage of the ship through Symplegades is described
in Book II, lines 549-618, but before, in lines 316-340, King Phineus advises the
Argonauts to not let Argo attempt the passage through the Clashing Rocks before
sending out a dove and seeing it safely fly through. While mythological sources pose

problems of accuracy, it is interesting to note that some later scholars have

period is planned for the monument (Yaman, “ Bogaz’in gozciisii Yoros Kalesi’nde kazi bagladi.”
Sabah, 2 Aug. 2010)

® The story however has its origins even earlier as Apollonius Rhodius is believed to have been
inspired to write the “Argonautica” by older poets such as Hesiod and Pindar (http://www.theoi.com/).
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interpreted this ancient myth and the challenge of passing through the rocks as
reflecting more contemporary practices of navigation. For example, J. von Hammer,
in his book Constantinopolis und der Bosporos, written in 1822 and extensively yet
anonymously quoted in “A Hand-book for Travellers” published in 1845 by John
Murray of London, presents an interesting interpretation about the meaning of the
Dove in the tale of the Argonaut story. Hammer identifies the Dove as a small boat,
and believes it could be a reference to the Turkish Kirlangidsch (in Turkish
kirlangi¢) or the small “Swallow” boats used by the Turks in his time (fig.2.2 and
fig.2.3), which were frequently sent out to examine dangerous waters and passages
(Hammer 270-271; “A Hand-book™ 218). He goes on to describe how the Dove,
which loses its tail feather in the mythological story, could mean that the boat was
damaged by a rock and lost its rudder. Hammer concludes his interpretation by
remarking on the similarity of the names of both small vessels, each named after
birds (dove and swallow), which are associated with good fortune and safety both in

the East and the West (Hammer 271).

Fig. 2.2 A detail from an engraving of the Clashing Rocks with a boat passing on the
foreground from 1698 (de Bruyn “Reizen” 56)
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Fig. 2.3 a/b Modern Kirlangig type boat with and without the sail and a detail of the
rudder which Hammer claims resembles the tail of a sparrow.

Further resemblance between the geography of the Bosphorus and the story of
Argonauts is analyzed by Dewing in his “Argonautic Associations of the Bosporus”.
Dewing identifies twelve locations on Bosphorus that might have been the setting of
some of the incidents of the Argonautic tale (470-472). According to him six of these
locations are on the Upper Bosphorus and these are: Rumelikavak with a hieron and
a statue to Rhea, the mother of God; Hieron (Anadolukavak); Gypopolis (Garipge);
Symplegades (the Clashing Rocks); and Pyrgos Medeae, or the rocks close to the
Asian shore at the north end of the coast. He cross examines and comparatively
analyzes the tale and incidents with other ancients text and the geography of the area
and concludes that since we do not know for certain the exact locations of these

places we can not place them precisely on the Bosphorus.

2.1.2. Historical Accounts
The northern half of the Bosphorus is mentioned by various writers of the ancient
period. As one can tell by the choice of words or descriptions reminiscent of the
story of Jason, the myth of the Argonauts made an important and long-lasting
impression on these authors.
Table 2.1, below, summarizes, in chronological order, from 5" ¢. BC to 4™ c.

AD, twelve ancient authors who mention the Upper Bosphorus areas and the places
20



in texts where these locations are mentioned. Further, the ancient map of Tabula
Peutingeriana'’, and the two inscriptions found in last quarter of the 19" century, one
discovered in the foundations of a house in Anadolukavagi (Moreno 702) and the

other one in “Hieron”, provide information about the history of the area and are

included in table 2.1.

Name of the Work and Reference
Author Name Location Date
Sophocles Antigone 966 S5th c. BC
Pindar Pythian Odes 1V.185-200 5thc. BC
Herodotus Histories IV.81; IV.85; IV.87; IV.89 5th c. BC
Demosthenes Against Lacritus 35.10 4th c. BC
. o Published by J.H. Mordtmann in Hermes,

Olbian Inscription Vol.13 Mo 3 1878 4th c. BC
Apollonius Rhodius Argonautica II. 316-359 and II. 528-533 | 3rd c. BC
Mordtmann Collection | Published by E. Curtius in 1877 and by 3rd c. BC
Stele Inscription Gaertringen in 1920 '
Polybius Historiae 1V.39; IV.43; IV.50; IV.52 2nd c. BC
Diodorus Siculus Bibliotheka Historika XX. III. 3 Istc. BC
Apollodorus Libraries I1.531-2 Istc. BC

. ) ) Istc. BC-
Strabo Geographica 7.6; 12.3; 12.4 Istc. AD
Pliny the Elder Natural History IV.27; V.43; VI.13 Istc. AD
Arrian of Nicomedia The Periplus of the Euxine Sea 12 and 25 | 2nd c¢. AD
Dionysius Byzantius Anaplus Bosporu 2nd c. AD
Ammianus Marcellinus | Rerum Gestarum Libri 4th c. AD
Anonymous Tabula Peutingeriana 4th c. AD

Table 2.1 Names of authors and their works related with Upper Bosphorus from
Antiquity.

' The Tubula Peuingeriana is named after its 15th-16th century owner Konrad Peutinger. It is a late
antique map of the roads for the public transport system in use in the Roman Empire. From Europe to
Asia and parts of North Africa, it covers the complete area of the provinces under Roman rule and the
territories conquered by Alexander the Great in the East. The original map was probably last revised
in 4™ ¢ AD and the Tabula can be seen as a mediaeval facsimile that is preserved in 11 segments and
written on parchment at the end of the 12 century. It is preserved in Austrian National Library
(Cod.324). The image detail used in Figure 2.6 is a facsimile edition by Conradi Millieri from 1887.
For more information “Memory of the World Register Tabula Peutingeriana”  at
<http://portal.unesco.org/>.
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The information in table 2.1 is useful when referring to the original texts as it
help to understand the descriptions in their original languages (ancient Greek or
Latin). This is important since, “Hieron” means both a holy place and is also used as
a place name indicating a location with a religious significance, a temple or a
sanctuary, such as in Anadolukavagi. In table 2.2 it is possible to see the word
choices and place references of these ancient authors. Moreno states that Hieron, or
“the sanctuary” as the word was defined, was very well known so it did not need any

further descriptions or names other than “The Sanctuary” (655).
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The word choices as definitions used in the texts listed on Table 2.1

Temple
(location
Story of | Info not
Cyanean Argo- on indica- European Asian
Author Name | Date Rocks nauts trade ted) Hieron Hieron
st Dark
Sophocles BC Rocks Phineus
Temple
5™¢. | Clashing of
Pindar BC Rocks X Poseidon
Wander-
5"¢. | Cyanean ing 1pov
Herodotus BC Rocks rocks (Hieron)
4t ¢, Port/
Demosthenes | BC trade Hieron
X Found in
Olbian 4t e, (mayb X Anadolu-
Inscription BC e) (maybe) kavak
Phrygian
Apollonius 34 Cyanean Twelve goddess
Rhodius BC Rocks X Gods Rhea
Mordtmann Priest-
Collection hood of Found in
Stele 34 Twelve Anadolu-
Inscription BC Gods kavak
Fort called
Hieron
Serapieion | purchased
2"e Twelve | /Temple of by
Polybius BC X X Gods Serapis Byzantion
Diodorus 1*c. Temple of
Siculus BC Temple Chalcedon
1*c. | Clashing
Apollodorus BC Rocks
*c.
BC - Temple of | Temple of
Strabo AD Cyaneae Byzantion | Chalcedon
Pliny the 1*c Cyanean Temple of
Elder AD islands Neptune
Temple of
Arrian of 2"¢. | Cyanean Jupiter
Nicomedia AD islands Urius
Dionysius 2"e Twelve Phrygian Asian
Byzantius AD Jason Gods goddess Hieron
Ammianus 4™¢. | Symple-
Marcellinus AD gades Phineus
Jovisurius /
Jupiter
Tabula gt ¢ Ourios;
Peutingeriana | AD Tower

Table 2.2 Names of authors from Antiquity and their choice of words to describe
sites and monuments of the Upper Bosphorus.
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When most of the sources listed on table 2.2 refer to the Cyanean rocks, they are
also referring to an incident or making a general reference to the tale of the
Argonauts. Some commonly mentioned incidents from that tale recount King
Phineus and the Clashing rocks. These references point to a common and widespread
knowledge of the tale.

Another important conclusion that can be derived from table 2.2 is that there was
at least one temple in the area. This temple is sometimes referred to as the “Temple
of Chalcedon” and was dedicated to Zeus or Jupiter Ourious or Artemis. This same
temple or a different temple also existed in the area and was dedicated to the Twelve
Gods. Yet according to some of these sources, such as Polybius and Dionysius
Byzantius, another temple, but this time on the European shore, existed and was
dedicated to Phrygian Goddess or Rhea or Serapis and was named Serapieion or the
“Temple of Byzantion”. As mentioned before, the scarcity of archeological evidence
about these temples limits our knowledge about the area mainly to textual sources,
but repeated remarks and notes about the historical structures over many centuries
either point to a knowledge of the earlier texts by the later authors or to the actual
existence and to some extent the continuity of these historical structures in the region

such as temples and lighthouses.
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2.1.3. Summary: A Panorama of the Upper Bosphorus in Antiquity
What did the Upper Bosphorus look like in Antiquity? What would a sailor in
the 3™ century BC or 2™ century AD have seen when he passed through the Strait to
enter the Black Sea? The following summary is intended to give a panorama of the

region as comprehensively as possible with the sources available.

Fig. 2.4 Satellite view of the area with possible locations of the monuments
numbered.

The oldest history of the monumental building activity in the region of the Upper
Bosphorus should be searched within the religious building activities of the period.
The importance of trade with the Black Sea colonies and the ferocity of Pontus
Euxinius'' resulted in the founding of one or more temples in the area of the Upper

Bosphorus dedicated to different deities. The sailors visited these temples to offer

" The Black Sea was named as Pontus Euxinius in the ancient period (meaning hospitable sea), but
this name was derived from its earlier name Pontus Axenus (meaning hostile sea). The hostility came
from the harsh weather conditions of the sea and from the barbarian tribes living on its shores before
the Greek colonies were established (Strabo VII.3).

25



sacrifices on their way to the Black Sea or after they had completed a successful and
safe marine voyage in the Pontus. Other important locations of the region in antiquity
were the Cyanean Rocks (or the aforementioned Symplegades), and the lighthouses,
which marked the entrance to the Straits, the knowledge of which was also essential
to trading ships for safe sailing purposes.

Initially inhabited in the earlier centuries by the Thracian tribes, the gradual
development of settlements in the area of the northern Bosphorus must have started
after the extensive exploration of the Pontus'>. The availability of goods for trade
around the Pontus resulted in the development of trading with the region in
Antiquity, which in turn resulted in the founding of the Greek colonies around the
Black Sea (Polybius IV.45; Isaac 216-237; King 21-83; Petropoulos). These trading
colonies on the Black Sea provided goods such as cattle, slaves, honey, wax and fish,
to the flourishing Greek cities of the Aegean and connected this region to the known
world of the Mediterranean through new and vibrant trade routes (Isaac 215-237).

For a detailed summary of the panorama of the area in Antiquity, a list is
provided to facilitate a comparison with the respective panoramas of later periods
such as Byzantine (ch. 2.2) or Ottoman (ch. 2.3). The following list with
topographical features and historical structures corresponds to the numbered areas

from 1 to 3c indicated in figure 2.4.

2.1.3.1. Cyanean Rocks (No.1)
The famous “wandering or clashing rocks” from the mythological story of Jason
and the Argonauts has been noted above and is referred to by various sources in

Antiquity. Sources name them differently at different time periods, thus they are

'2 Strabo notes that Black Sea was simply named as the “Sea” or “Pontus” by the early storytellers as
in that period it was thought to be a second ocean and the end of the world as they knew it (Strabo
1.2).
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called “blue rocks”, “dark rocks”, “wandering rocks” or “Cyanean islands” (table
2.2).

The Cyanean Rocks and their proclivity to move, wander or clash was
commented upon in the 1% ¢. AD by Pliny the Elder (Pliny Nat. IV.27) who stated
that the distorted perception while approaching the Strait from the Black Sea and the
perspective at which one views the rocks made them appear to be in motion. Indeed,
today the rocks on the coast of both of the Fener villages seem to be in motion when
the waves pound them relentlessly during a storm or in high seas (fig. 2.2 and 2.5)
The rocks on the European side are currently connected by a breakwater making it
more difficult to envision Pliny’s explanation. Fig. 2.5 shows the rocks off the shore

of Rumelifeneri in 1950s before the breakwater was built.

Fig. 2.5 Photograph of the Cyanean Rocks from 1950s. The rocks were later
connected to the shore with a breakwater. (Soysal “Kara Deniz” 12)

2.1.3.2. Fire tower (i.e. Lighthouse) (possible locations marked with no. 2)
Limited information is available for the lighthouses around the Bosphorus in

Antiquity. Among the most extensive and important sources for lighthouses of
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Bosphorus in Antiquity, is the Anaplus Bosporu of Dionysius of Byzantium."
Dionysius names a location on the hills above the valley of the stream of
Chryssorhoas (probably above today’s Altinkum) as the place where the old Tower
of Timaea (Turris Timaea), a tower where fire was burnt at night as a safety beacon
for the sailors (i.e., an ancient lighthouse), used to exist (Dionysius 27; qtd. in
Gyllius 147). In the 2" ¢. AD when Dionysius was writing, this lighthouse was
already in ruins. Gyllius, commenting on Dionysius, states that the location on the
southern hills of the narrow valley is suitable for a lighthouse in terms of height and
visibility; and if not here, then, he states, again quoting Dionysius, that it must have
been standing on the northern hills of the valley (149). Hammer states that if the light
of this tower was placed in a straight line with those at the mouth of the Bosphorus,
then it probably would have worked to save ships from running ashore and crashing
on the Cyanean rocks or from other disastrous navigation mistakes (267).

On the Asian coast of the Upper Bosphorus, a tower that may have functioned
from 4™ c. AD as a lighthouse is visible in the Tabula Peutingeriana'® (fig. 2.6). The
detail of the late antique map (fig. 2.6) marks Constantinople with a major and
stately figure. On the opposite shore the names of Chalcedon (Kadikdy) and

Chrysopolis (Uskiidar) are visible followed by a three-tiered tower symbol with a red

1 Most of the text of Anaplus Bospori does not survive. Fragments were discovered in the nineteenth
century and consecutively published four times. Different editors of Dionysius of Byzantium’s
Anaplus Bospori and their respective years of publication are Frick, 1860; Wescher, 1874; Giingerich
1927 and 1958. The 1958 edition of Giingerich is used. The main source for the original text of
Anaplus Bospori comes from the quotations from and references to it by Petrus Gyllius, who was
working in the sixteenth century in Constantinople. Gyllius was able to find a copy of the text and
based his own work about the surroundings of the Bosphorus, De Bosporo Thracio on the study by
Dionysius of Byzantium. Petrus Gyllius was appointed by the French King I. Frangois to
Constantinople in 16th century in order to collect ancient texts and antiques. Giingerich in the 1927
and 1958 critical editions of Anaplus Bospori argue for a 2nd century date for the text, as there are no
references to the destruction of Byzantium in 195 AD by Septimus Severus. Review of Giingerich’s
work can be found in W.M. Calder. “Book Review of Dionysii Byzantii Anaplus Bospori.” The
Classical Review. Vol. 43 No.6 (Dec 1929) p.238.

'* See note # 12 for detailed information on Tabula Peutingeriana.
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circular mark on top, which is an indication of a lighthouse. The map also depicts the
lighthouse of Alexandria and marks the locations of some other major lighthouses
around the Mediterranean in a similar style, which further suggests that the

lighthouse and its location on the Bosphorus was important for the time.

Fig. 2.6 Detail from Tabula Peutingeriana showing Constantinopolis and Bosphorus.
(Conradi Millieri facsimile edition from 1887).
2.1.3.3. Temples (No.3)

The earliest reference to a temple or a sanctuary in the Upper Bosphorus area is
found in The Histories of Herodotus written in 5™ ¢. BC. Herodotus uses the word
“ipo?” in Greek in conjunction with the entrance of the Bosphorus Strait. The word
“ipov” is a form of the word Ieron (Hieron) meaning a “venerated holy” place.”
Although we understand that this place is on the Bosphorus, there is no other

information about the “sanctuary at the mouth of the straits” and it is not possible to

distinguish whether the sanctuary is on the European or the Asian side (Herodotus

15 For different forms of the Greek word see Liddell, H. G., R. Scott, and H. S. Jones. A Greek-
English Lexicon. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996.
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IV.87). Pindar, writing in the same century and using the older name of the Black
Sea, mentions a temple of Poseidon at the mouth of the Inhospitable Sea (Pindar
1V.203-210).

A century later, in a speech of Demosthenes delivered at the court of Athens in
connection with a dispute over maritime affairs, we find a reference to a certain
“Hieron” (Against Lacritus 35.10). Again there is no indication in the text whether
this Hieron is on the European or the Asian side of the Bosphorus. However, the
surviving text is important for understanding the busy maritime transactions of the
period (Meijer and Van Nijf 48).

The most common reference to a holy place in the sources is that of a Hieron
(temple) at the entrance of the Bosphorus or the entrance of the Black Sea;
unfortunately there is no further detail concerning its location or the deity to which it
was dedicated. According to the information available from the texts as listed in
tables 2.1 and 2.2, there can be three possible locations in the area where sanctuaries
could have or might have existed. The most widely known and frequently mentioned
temple is that of Asian Hieron, which, according to most writers of antiquity, was
located where the Yoros castle stands today, above the village of Anadolukavag:.
The European Hieron, which most probably stood directly opposite the Asian Hieron
and above the shore of the present location of the village of Rumelikavagi, is
mentioned less frequently in ancient, Byzantine and Ottoman sources. The third
location of a probable altar dedicated to a deity could have been on the top of the

Cyanean Rocks.
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2.1.3.3.1. Asian Hieron or the Temple of Chalcedonians (No.3a)

The most visible and commonly mentioned temple is Hieron of Asia (table 2.2),
also known as the temple of the Chalcedonians (Strabo 7.6, 12.4). An additional
widely used reference (see table 2.2) to this Hieron is the temple of Jupiter Urios or
Zeus Ourious, which meant “Zeus of the fair winds” (Arrian 12.2, 25.4). This
appellation was quite suitable considering that sailors probably frequented the temple
before they went out to the Black Sea. Procopius mentions that the Emperor Justinian
had built new harbors at this location during the 6 century (Procopius, “Buildings”
[.xi.16-20); and well into the Ottoman period, the location of Anadolukavagi
provided a safe haven for ships before their voyages to the Black Sea. Mordtmann
has two theories about the Olbian inscription that was found in Anadolukavagi, and
according to him, it dates back to the 3" ¢. BC. The inscription describes the trading
rules and regulations in Olbia, which was one of the trading emporia on the Black
Sea, and was later named Ockzakow. Mordtmann suggests that the stone came to
Anadolukavag: either as a ballast stone of a ship sailing from Olbia to Byzantion or
as an informative panel for sailors who wished to go to Olbia for trade. He states
that, according to the second theory, the best place to erect this inscription would
have been where the temple of Jupiter Urios used to stand since most sailors stopped
there for sacrifices and prayers (Mordtmann 376-377).

When Strabo mentions the temple of Chalcedonians in his Geography he
describes it as one of the three establishments along the Asian shore together with
Chalcedon and Chrysopolis (Strabo XXII.4.2). Fresne-Canaye, writing in 1573,
claimed that he had seen during a boat trip on the Bosphorus, the ruins of a temple on
the Asian side called Hieron by the Greeks, and he identified the temple as that of

Diana (247). Hammer also mentions that ancient writers referred to a temple of Zeus
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and Poseidon at the same place and concluded with the proposition that this temple
was probably the temple of the twelve gods, i.e. the temple of the Twelve Gods of
Olympia (272).'°

“Hieron” as a location is also commonly used by different sources such as Strabo
(XI1.3.11), Demosthenes (Lacritus 35.10) and Arrian (Periplus 35) who all give
distances with a reference to Hieron to establish distances from other towns. In
Tabula Peutingeriana, on the right side of the lighthouse described in the previous
section, is the inscription “jovisurius” or Jupiter Urius marked with a building
symbol from which another Roman road starts (fig.2.6).

Toy, who was working in the region in the early 20" century, noted in his 1929
survey of the Anadolukavag: fortress, that there were marble fragments of a temple
reused in the entrance wall of the inner castle. (Toy 227-8) Most recently, Moreno in
“Hieron: A Sanctuary” gives a detailed list of all the ancient texts which refer to

Hieron, together with their translations in English.

2.1.3.3.2. European Hieron or the Temple of Byzantion (No.3b)

In the sources listed in the table 2.2, the temple on the European side of the
Bosphorus strait is mentioned less frequently than the Asian Hieron. Polybius
indentifies this temple as that of Serapieium, in other words, a temple dedicated to
Serapis, an Egyptian god (Polybius IV.39).

According to Dionysius Byzantius, the major second century source'’ on the
Bosphorus, a “famous” temple of the Phrygian goddess with a cult open to all is also

located on this shore (Gyllius 27, 143-146)'®. This goddess might have been Cybele

' Discussed below in the section under the heading “Temple of 12 Gods”.
"7 See note #16 and ch. 1.2 for more information on Dionysius and his work.
'® See Moreno 694 for English translation the relevant paragraph from Dionysius Byzantius.
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or Rhea. In the tale of the Argonauts, this temple is also dedicated to the Phrygian
goddess (A.Rhodius I.1139-1151).

Strabo mentions a temple of Chalcedonians and a temple of Byzantines in his
description of the Cyanean Rocks (VII.6.1). Some of the Ottoman period historians
such as Hovannesyan and Inciciyan (both from the late 18" — early 19" century) also
follow the ancient sources and mention in their descriptions of the area a temple to

Rhea and Serapeion or the temple to Serapis.

2.1.3.3.3. Temple of 12 Gods

The mythological story of the Argonauts, as told by Apollonius Rhodius,
mentions an altar raised for “the blessed twelve”, or the Twelve Gods of Olympia.
Charlotte Long in The Twelve Gods of Greece and Rome, associated this reference
with a temple or a sacred place that might have existed as early as the 3™ ¢ B.C. and
was dedicated to the cult of the Twelve Gods (186, 217). According to Scholion on
Apollonius Rhodius, the twelve gods are Zeus, Poseidon, Hades, Hermes,
Hephaistos, Apollo, Demeter, Hera, Hestia, Artemis, Aphrodite and Athena (Long
56). Gyllius names these twelve gods as Zeus, Hera, Poseidon, Demeter, Hermes,
Ephaistos, Apollo, Artemis, Estia, Ares, Aphrodite and Athena (146). Hammer
defines the twelve gods and goddesses as “Jupiter and Juno (the male and female
symbols of air); Vulcan and Vesta (the male and female principle of fire); Neptune
and Venus (the male and female divinity of water); Ceres and Mars (the male and
female divinity of earth); Apollo and Diana (the great and little light of heaven);
Minerva and Mercury (the gods of thought and persuasion, of art and commerce, of

scientific and peaceful exchange)” (272).
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The only direct archeological evidence about a temple dedicated to Twelve Gods
is an inscription in the Chalcedonian dialect about the rights given to the purchaser of
the priesthood position of Twelve Gods that was found in Anadolukavagi and that
used to be in the Mordtmann Collection in the 19" century, but was later lost

(Gaertringen S/G n0.1010; Long 218; Moreno 703).

2.1.3.34. “Pompey’s Column” (No.3c)

» 19 was a column

The so-called Column of Pompey or the “Colonne de Pompee
with an inscribed pedestal, a column and a column head in Corinthian order standing
on top of the Cyanean Rocks opposite the Rumelifeneri lighthouse. It will be
discussed briefly in this chapter on Antiquity under the section of temples, as it was
probably part of a sanctuary when it was first erected (Gyllius 174). Unfortunately
there are no available sources from Antiquity that describe this column. It is
frequently described in the Ottoman period sources about the area, starting with
Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq in 1555. One of the few pre-Ottoman sources that refers
to a temple at this location is Dionysius; he states that the Romans had dedicated an
altar to Apollo at Kyaneai (qtd. in Gyllius 165, 174). According to Gyllius, the
column, a part of the base, which still exists on top of the Cyanean Rocks, used to be
a part of this sanctuary of Apollo and dates to the 2™ century (qtd. in Gyllius 174). In
the sixteenth century Gyllius observed a small dent or ditch on top of the second rock
(174) together with the Column which was still standing at the time. Hammer

mentions that a large sized goblet dedicated by Pausanias to the mouth of

Bosphorus* might have stood at this point (Hammer 271).

' Most sources that mention the Column also state that it is erroneously called Pompey’s Column.
2% See Herodotus IV 81 for a description of the bronze goblet and dedication of Pausanias.
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The Ottoman period sources describe and illustrate a column with its Latin
inscription and give an architectural description or an image of it when possible
(Freshfield Albums, Fresne-Canaye, Schweigger, Sandys, von Bretten are some of
these sources). As most of the sources on this monument are from the Ottoman
period, it will be discussed extensively in chapter 2.3, which deals with the history of

this region in the Ottoman era.

2.1.3.4. Other identifiable locations
Some of the other promontories and bays in the Upper Bosphorus that were
known by name in the ancient period through different sources and which are
indicated in Map # 53 of The Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman world (ed.
Talbert, 2000) (fig. 2.7)*" are:

* The anchorage of Ephesiates / Ephesiorum Portus, probably Biiyiik Liman on
the European shore between Garipce and Rumelikavagi (Gyllius 151)

* Lykiou Limen, located right after Ephesiates, believed to be the bay of
Lycians (Gyllius 151-153); today its name is Hamsi Limani.

*  Myrileion : Settlement of Myrelians, according to Dionysius Byzantius (qtd.
in Gyllius 151-153), at this place a statue of Aphrodite was standing
(indicated as Aphrodysium on the map). The rocks where the statue is
believed to be standing is named as “Giirleyen Kayalar” or “Aglayan

Kayalar”.

! The Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman World edited by R.Talbert (Princeton UP; 2000) is a
large format atlas showing the physical and covered features of the ancient Europe, Asia and North
Africa from Archaic period (pre- 550 BC) until Late Antiquity (640 AD). The maps included in the
Atlas aim to show how the physical landscape was in Antiquity. All available literally, epigraphic and
archeological data was used in the creation of the maps, which are mainly compilations of available
information with the landscapes of the period.
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Gypopolis where the mythological King Phineus lived is identified as Garipge
by some sources (Gyllius 155-162). However, Barrington Atlas locates it
further north across from Symplegades where today the Papazburnu
promontory stands.

Panium is the promontory in Rumelifeneri where the contemporary
lighthouse stands.

Coracium is the promontory today named as Fil Burnu (Gyllius 162).
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2.2 The Byzantine History of the Upper Bosphorus : Introduction

Available primary sources on the history of the Upper Bosphorus from the
Byzantine period (4™ c. to 15" ¢.) are both limited in number and sporadic. Table 2.3
gives a list of the sources discussed in this chapter.

The economic wealth of the Black Sea region was still an important factor in the
political and economic stability of the Byzantine Empire in medieval times as it was
for the Macedonian and Roman Empires of Classical times (Kortepeter, 86). Thus
the control of trade and taxation of ships sailing through Bosphorus must have been

crucial for the Byzantine Empire.**

Author Name Name of the Work Date

Zosimus Historia Nova Book 1.34; Book 11 5% c. AD
Buildings 1.1ii.10; ix.13-14;

Procopius x1.16,18; 6th c. AD
History of the Wars I11.1.8;

Procopius VIII.vi.17, 28; 6th c. AD

Procopius Anecdota xv.36; xxv.1-6 6th c. AD

Theophanes Lib.VI De Romano Lacapeno 11th c. AD

Continuatus

Pietro Vesconte of Cod. Pal. Lat. 1362 A of Vatican

Genoa Library 1321

Ignatius of Smolensk Journey to Constantinople 1389

Ruy .(.}onzalez De Embassy to Tamerlane 1403-1406

Clavijo

Anonymous Italian Map th

of Balkan Peninsula Cod. Lat. 7239 of BnF Early 15 century

Table 2.3 Names of authors and their works related with the Upper Bosphorus from
the Byzantine period

From the available historical sources and limited published archeological and
survey information, most of which will be discussed in this chapter, it is possible to
see, in comparison to the vibrant city center of Constantinople, a semi-vibrant Upper

Bosphorus especially around Hieron (present day Anadolukavagi). Procopius states

2 Procopius states that Emperor Justinian has high expectations for tax returns from Hieron.
(Anecdota, xxv.5).
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that Hieron was “in no way inferior to the Palace-quarter within the city” (Buildings
[.xi.21-22). Due to its location and function as a tax collection point, the area
witnessed during the early and middle Byzantine periods busy trade activities with
the north (Heyd 75ff, Shephard 243-260) and the Russian attacks on Constantinople
(Theophanes 424; Hammer 284-285; Eyice 29). In later periods the region also
experienced the Genoese, Venetian and Byzantine struggles for the control of the
area, particularly for the tax collection points at both Hierons.

Religious life also flourished in this period with a number of churches and
monasteries established and supported by the royal family members (Procopius,
Buildings I) which fell into ruins in late Byzantine period (Eyice, Bizans 55-57).

In the 9", 10™ and 11"™ centuries the area of Upper Bosphorus is mentioned in
relation to the Russian attacks on Constantinople from the north. Secondary sources
which deal with the middle period of Byzantine history state that the necessity to
build defense structures on the north of the Bosphorus became evident when the raids
on the city and its suburbs by the people living around the Black Sea began in the 9"
century. Nevertheless it is important to note, as also pointed out by S. Toy, that “the
history of these castles (of Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi) is very obscure.
Beyond bare references the Byzantine chroniclers make little mention of them until
the Ottoman conquest.” (Toy 217).

In the 13™-15" centuries, the fortresses in Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi
were, for the most part, the sites of a struggle for control by the Venetians, Genoese,
Byzantines, and later the Ottomans. It is curious to note that in Turkey today, the
fortress in Anadolukavagi is popularly referred to as the “Ceneviz Kalesi” or the
Genoese Fortress. While Byzantine scholars such as Eyice state that this fortress is

not of Genoese origin, it is possible to think that the brief time period in the 14"
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century when the Genoese were in control of the fortress survived as a public
memory through Ottoman period until now, particularly due to the now lost Latin
inscription about its repair (Eyice “Yoros”, Bizans 83-84) and the coat of arms
located on its walls (Hammer 286-287, Arseven 75).>> Other primary sources
regarding the Genoese presence in the fortress are not available. Some of the
information published by M. Balard on the Genoese presence and trade in the Black
Sea refer to the ships’ logbooks for information regarding Hieron (Balard “A propos”
442-448).

Clavijo’s account, from the early 15" century, of the fortresses and the Turkish
presence in the area almost correspond to the Map of the Balkans (fig. 2.8) of the
same period which is the first available visual representation of the area after Tabula
Peutingeriana which was created approximately 1000 years earlier.

The Map of the Balkans contained in Cod. Lat. 7239 of BnF** (fig. 2.8) is one of
the earliest visual sources of information reconnoitered and is discussed in the
section 2.2.1. It depicts a pair of fortresses that were opposite each other on the
northern shores of the Bosphorus in the first half of the 15 century (Cod. Lat. 7239).

Thus, although the primary sources are limited, it is possible to assume that there
were some monumental and religious buildings in the region such as fortresses,
monasteries, churches as well as lighthouses and public buildings, especially around
Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi where the temples of pre-Christianity used to

stand.

2 Although false, the “Genoese Fortresses” reference is so much rooted at the site that even
inhabitants at Rumelifeneri village believe that the 18™ c. fortress in their village, which has nothing
to do with the Genoese, is a “Genoese fortress”. (See Rumelifeneri local administrators letter of
appeal to Ministry of Culture and Tourism on the reusage of the historic structure Appendix B14)

% The Map of the Balkans contained in Cod. Lat. 7239 of the Bibliotheque Nationale de France in
Paris.
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2.2.1 Travelers and Chroniclers Accounts for the Byzantine Era

Procopius was the most important historian in the 6™ c. A.D. in Constantinople
during the reign of Emperor Justinian I. He wrote the official history of the Empire in
History of the Wars and Buildings. Anecdota or Secret History, also written by him,
was published after his death. In all of his three works, he mentions Hieron by name
and the northern shores of the Bosphorus several times on different occasions (table
2.3). Hieron is mentioned twice in the Secret History. First, it is described as the
suburb on the seashore, which was exposed to bad weather and sea conditions
(Procopius, Anecdota, xv.36) and then in relation to trade and taxation (Anecdota
xxv.1-6).

Procopius describes the tax collection points in Hieron and Hellespont in detail.
The administration of these control points before the era of Emperor Justinian I are
compared with the administration after the Emperor had established a public customs
house at both of these points (Procopius, Anecdota xxv.1-6). The salaried official at
Hieron was, according to Procopius, responsible for controlling what was being
shipped to and from the Black Sea and checking the travel documents, is noted as an
archon and was replaced by Justinian I with a comes Stenon Pontikes thalasses”
(Foss “Hieron”). This later official post was responsible for both the control and
inspection of shipping and for levying the customs taxes at the demosion teloneion,
or the local customs house (Ahrweiler 246fY). Procopius states that after the revisions
in the system Emperor Justinian I had the expectation of receiving a large tax income
from both control points on Hieron and Hellespont and this caused the assigned

officials to collect excessive amounts of money (Anectoda, xxv.1-6). Foss states that

> Administrative official of the Straits assigned by the Byzantine Emperor who was responsible of
surveillance of shipping and collection of customs taxes (Foss “Hieron”). .
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by the 9th c. the earlier post of tax collectors was replaced by parathalassites™® and
from the 9th c. onwards, as interaction and naval traffic with the north increased, so
did the customs revenues of Hieron (Foss “Hieron”).

In Buildings, Book I, Procopius describes the building activities of Emperor
Justinian in the Upper Bosphorus area in detail. According to Procopius, the Emperor
had built churches®’ in the area; in addition to the religious building activity, a new
“harbor with a breakwater reaching out to the sea” and new palaces were built in
Hieron (Buildings 1.xi.16-20). The construction technique used for the breakwater of
the harbor is described in detail, together with the palace the Emperor had built:

In that place [Hieron] also he erected holy shrines, as I have already
recounted, and stoas and markets and public baths, and practically all the
other types of buildings, so that this quarter is in no way inferior to the
Palace-quarter within the city. And he also constructed another harbor on
the opposite mainland, in the place, which bears the name of Eutropius,
not far distant from this Heraeum®®, executed in the same manner as the

harbor, which I have just mentioned. (Procopius. Buildings I.xi.21-22)

Maritime trade in the Byzantine period in the context of the Upper Bosphorus, as
briefly mentioned by Procopius, was an important source of income for the area.
Thus other sources which can be consulted for further research about the area are
maps and nautical guides (portolans) and also notary books and accounting books, all

of which might have further information about Hieron on the Bosphorus.

2 parathalassites is a judge in control of those sailing on the sea and is in charge of the seashore and
the port of Constantinople, especially of the import of goods and the payment of tolls. From
Alexander Kazhdan "Parathalassites" The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium. Ed. Alexander P.
Kazhdan, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (2005) Oxford University Press. Web. 20 January
2010.

27 Religious building activity will be discussed under “Religious Buildings” title of the next section
“2.2.2 A Summary”.

¥ 1n Buildings, Book 1, whenever Hieron is mentioned Procopius states that the older name of Hieron
is Heraeum.
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The Empire encouraged trade activities with the north and of the northern people
(Rus) in Constantinople (Shephard 251f). Simultaneously there were also a number
of attacks in the 9", 10™ and 11"™ centuries, by the Rus on Constantinople. The
Russian campaigns of 860, 907, 941 and 1043 were directed against Constantinople
and although they were not successful, fierce naval battles took place near Hieron
and resulted in the burning and devastation of some of the villages by the Bosphorus
such as Stenon® (Theophanes 423-425). It is possible that some of these Russian
campaigns such as the one in 941 affected Hieron and the Upper Bosphorus.
However the sources about these naval battles rarely document the details of these
campaigns and there are no other references to the area.

Ignatius of Smolensk’s 1389 account, is the first available source from a foreign
traveler during this period, which, in passing, mentions a lighthouse at the entrance
to the Bosphorus (Majeska, “Russian Travelers” 390). Ignatius was traveling from
Russia to Constantinople with a group of high-level church officials for reasons of
ecclesiastical politics (Majeska “Russian Pilgrims” and “Russian Travelers”).

The account of Ruy Gonzélez De Clavijo of his travels through the area in 1403,
dates to a time when the Ottoman presence on the Bosphorus was visible. By his
time, the Turks had advanced to the area and they were governing most fortresses
and lands along the Asian shores of the Bosphorus while the European coast was still
described as being under Greek authority.

Ruy Gonzéilez De Clavijo was the ambassador of Henry III of Castille to the
court of Timur, the ruler of the Timurid Empire in the early 15" century. He traveled
from Cadiz to Samarkand and back, via Constantinople between 1403 -1406. Shortly

after his return he wrote Embassy to Tamerlane describing his journey. Clavijo and

% Hammer mentions that stenon might be present day Istinye (231).
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his entourage sailed from Cadiz to Constantinople and, then once their travel
arrangements were complete, they set to sail from Pera to Trabzon on 14 November
1403, passing through the Bosphorus that afternoon.

Clavijo describes the castles on the hilltops opposite each other that could be seen
from the ship on either sides of the strait. His work is particularly important as it is
one of the earliest known specific references to the fortresses of the northern part of
the Bosphorus and their conditions. It also reconfirms the tax collection information
and the towers that rise up from the sea that Procopius describes of in detail earlier.

The detail (fig. 2.8) from the Map of the Balkans contained in Cod. Lat. 7239 of
BnF places the European continent on the upper half of the image and the Asian
continent on the lower half. Constantinople is on the upper left side of the map with
the Golden Horn shown as a vibrant wave and the Bosphorus, depicted much
narrower than the Golden Horn, is shown on the right side. The full map is a double
page (3lcmx46cm) drawing without a scale, grid or compass and with captions in
Venetian dialect written in black ink. The map has a skewed perspective and
represents the areas on both sides of the Danube, the Balkan peninsula, the
Dardanelles and the Sea of Marmara up to Bosphorus with the sea and rivers
depicted in blue, mountains depicted as brown, rock masses and forests and plains
represented with light green areas, and scattered figures depicting trees. The major
cities and towns of the time are illustrated as fortresses in varying sizes and are
depicted with pink, light brown and gray tints. Some of the cities have an uncolored
flag over them which depending on the governing authority of the city, either has a
cross (showing Christian cities) or a crescent showing the cities conquered by the

Turks. According to the information in the BnF catalogue website the map shows the
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progress of the Turkish conquests in Eastern Europe and the strength of Christian
cities before 1453 (http://archivesetmanuscrits.bnf.ft/).

The cities of Constantinople (inscribed as chostantinopoli on the map) and Pera
(pra), along with a few adjacent towns on the Thracian peninsula, are marked by
flags with crosses; the dome of Hagia Sophia also has a cross depicted on it. As the
Turks conquered most of the fortresses and towns in western Anatolia and Thrace,
the flags of these fortresses have the crescent marked on them.

Along the Bosphorus, towards the Black Sea, it is possible to spot two fortresses
opposite each other with the crescent flags. On the European side to the north of this
fortress which does not have any titles is a rock mass indicating a mountain followed
by a smaller fortress in a narrow bay with three towers and an inscription (fanar)’
underneath. Because of the perspective and scale problems of the map it is not
possible to confirm whether or not this fortress is by the Black Sea although Banfi
states that it is located next to the Black Sea. However if we continue to the north we
see the mouth of the Danube towards the upper corner of the page. Looking back at
the Bosphorus, there are two more fortresses on the Asian side to the left, in addition
to the pair of fortresses on the right side of the image (fig.2.8). All three of the
fortresses on the Asian side have crescent flags and are labeled from right to left as
follows Argiro, larcharia and schotarj (Banfi 19).”!

The dating, patronage and origin of the map are problematic.’> As Constantinople
had not yet been conquered, the terminus ante quem for the map is 1453. The

Ottoman fortresses on the Bosphorus before 1453 were those of Rumelihisari, built

30 According to Banfi’s reading the inscription on this fortress is fanar. However the commentary in
the BnF catalogue website (http://archivesetmanuscrits.bnf.fr/) cautions that Banfi’s readings of the
legends are sometimes faulty.
31 See note #9 above for Banfi’s readings of the legends.
32 ¢f. Banfi and Babinger on the dating and patronage of the Cod. Lat. 7239.
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in 1452 by Mehmet the Conqueror and Anadoluhisari, built in 1390s by Beyazid 1.
This could suggest that if the pair of fortresses depicted on the map along the
Bosphorus with the crescent flags are Rumelihisar1 and Anadoluhisari, then the map
could have only been made between August 1452 and March 1453 (Babinger 12).
The article on the dating of the map by Florio Banfi from 1954 argues that the date of
the map is before 1452 and even gives a specific date of 1443 (Banfi 24). Babinger,
as Banfi also points out in his article, unfortunately only assumes that the fortress to
the east of Pera can be Rumelihisari. However, as it has been discussed earlier there
were other Byzantine fortresses on the Bosphorus which could have been depicted as
being under Turkish rule. Clavijo described the fortress on the European side in
Rumelikavagi, as still under Byzantine rule in 1403, which gives a terminus post

quem for the dating of the map.
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Fig. 2.8 Detail from the Map of the Balkans showing Constantinople and Bosphorus.
(BnF Cod. Lat. 7239)
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2.2.2 Summary : A Panorama of the Upper Bosphorus in Byzantine
Period (4™ c. AD-15" ¢. AD)

As mentioned above, the historical topography of the Upper Bosphorus is
difficult to determine in the Byzantine period due to the scarcity of known sources,
lack of archaeological investigations and the substantial transformations of the built
and natural environment. This section provides a summary of the panorama of the
Upper Bosphorus area and how it looked over the 11 centuries that it was under the
control of the Byzantine Empire.

According to textual sources, Janin states that in the early and middle Byzantine
periods on the European coast of the Bosphorus there were “three summer palaces,
nineteen churches, sixteen monasteries and one almshouse”, while on the Asian coast
there were “three palaces, fourteen monasteries, eleven churches, four almshouses
and one orphanage” (as qtd. in Artan “ Tarihte Bogazi¢i”). The exact location or
dates of these structures or any information on the settlements along the coasts are

little known. >

The ancient knowledge about the tale of the Cyanean Rocks or the Dark Rocks
continued to exist but had a less appeal for the Byzantine authors. Procopius for
example, in History of the Wars, mentions Hieron and its location on the northern
Bosphorus, first with a reference to its ancient name “Dark Blue Rocks” (History of
the Wars, I11.i.8), and then in relation to the currents of the Bosphorus (VIIL.vi.17-
19). Both Anectoda and History of the Wars refer to the people living around the

Black Sea as barbarians or enemies, and in Book VIII of History of the Wars, the

3 See Tiilay Artan’s entry in DBIA on “Bogazici in History” for a brief discussion of problems in
determining the Byzantine history of the Bosphorus and why suggestions of different hypothesis are
not sufficient.
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land on the right side of the Strait when one sails into the Black Sea, is described as
inhabited by the Bithynians (History of the Wars, VIIL.ii.2).

While writing about the Russian attack of 941, Teophanes Continuatus explains
the name of Hieron in a brief note about the tale of the Argonauts (424). From the
sources it is possible to understand that the tale of the Argonauts and the Cyanean
Rocks, which persisted in the Ancient period (5™ ¢. BC to 4™ ¢. AD, see chapter 2.1)

had lost relevance.

Fig. 2.9 Satellite view of the area with possible locations of the Byzantine
monuments numbered.

Figure 2.9 gives an aerial view of the region with possible locations of the
historical structures discussed below according to the historical sources. For most of
the structures, the limitations of the available primary sources do not allow for a
precise identification of their locations. The fortresses which are still standing, such
as the Hieron or Yoros fortress on the Asian side of the Bosphorus, are also indicated

on the satellite view.
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2.2.2.1 Lighthouses (No.1)

Theophanes Continuatum provides the earliest reference in Byzantine sources to
a lighthouse at the entrance to Bosphorus; in his 11™ century description of the 941
encounter with the Russian campaigners, he describes the direction of where the
naval forces of the Byzantine Empire were headed to fight as “Faros” (423). The
word Faros is accompanied in the text with an explanation, which states that “Faros
is a certain structure on which fire is placed on top to guide voyages in the night”
(Teophanes 423).

Ignatius of Smolensk on his was to Constantinople in the year 1389 mentions
passing a lighthouse at the mouth of the Bosphorus (Majeska 90). Although Ignatius,
in his account of the travel, does not specify if this lighthouse is located on the
European or the Asian shore, it is important to note that he arrives to the Bosphorus
following the Anatolian coastline passing Chile (modern-day Sile) and then Rheba
(modern-day Riva). Thus it is also possible that the lighthouse he mentions is located
on the Anatolian side of the entrance of the Strait.

A facsimile®® of Buondelmonte’s famous map of Constantinople (Ms.G 13) in
Universitéts- and Landesbibliothek Diisseldorf, shows the lighthouse on the northern
European shore of the Strait where the modern-day lighthouse stands. A date of this
facsimile map beyond the 19™ century has not been possible by the researchers.
According to the editors Plassmann and Rijkers, the Diisseldorf copy (Ms. G 13)
proves and “is at the same time the oldest figurative Zeugnis (witness)” that the

lighthouse existed already in the 15th century (Plassmann and Rijkers, note 972).

3* Cristoforo Buondelmonti : Liber insularum archipelagi : Universitits- und Landesbibliothek
Diisseldorf Ms. G 13 : Facsimile. Introduction by Max Plassmann and Fabian Rijkers. Wiesbaden :
Reichert, 2005.
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The tower is depicted as a very simplified circular structure, with a tin clad roof and

lantern with pointed top.

2.2.2.2 Religious Buildings (No.2)

The religious significance of the area in the Ancient period with its numerous
temples and sanctuaries was attested in Chapter 2.1. It is difficult to ascertain the
continuity of the function of these temple structures as churches or convent
buildings. However, it is possible to recognize continuity in the religious significance
of the area.

This brief explanation on the religious panorama of the Upper Bosphorus begins
with an introduction and discussion of the pre-Christianity temples of the area during
the early Byzantine period and continues with descriptions from different sources, of
the churches and monasteries located in this region.

The Byzantine attitude towards pagan statues and monuments is a still debated
topic.”> We do not know what exactly happened to the temples and sanctuaries in the
Upper Bosphorus or what their condition was in the Late Antique period other than
the fact that their building materials were recycled and used as spolia in the later
centuries as visible in the Yoros fortress walls (Toy 215-228).

It is interesting to note that Zosimus, as cited by Mango, writes that in the 4
century AD Constantine restored a temple dedicated to Cybele (or Rhea), the Mother
of the Gods, on the agora of ancient Byzantium. The temple had a statue of Cybele
that was of “venerable antiquity” and that was supposedly made by Jason’s

companions (Mango “Antique” 57). While this temple and statue described by

3> For further discussions on the issue see articles by C. Mango, “Antique Statuary and the Byzantine
Beholder” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 17 (1963): 53-75; H. Saradi-Mendelovici, “Christian Attitudes
towards Pagan Monuments in Late Antiquity and their Legacy in Later Byzantine Centuries”
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 44 (1990): 47-61; L. James, “ ‘Pray Not to Fall into Temptation and Be on
Your Guard’: Pagan Statues in Christian Constantinople” Gesta 35.1 (1996): 12-20.
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Zosimus were probably not related with the Upper Bosphorus temple to Cybele*
described in chapter 2.1, the restoration of a temple dedicated to Cybele in the city
center is important as it can help to determine the fate of the temple of Cybele in the
Upper Bosphorus region.

On the other hand, on the European coast, in the environs of the possible
locations of the temple of Cybele or the Mother of all Gods as she is commonly
referred to, there are later references to a church and monastery buildings dedicated
to Virgin Mary, the Mother of God.

In Buildings, Book I, whenever Hieron is mentioned Procopius states that
Hieron’s older name is Heracum and he describes in detail the building activities of
Emperor Justinian I in this area. According to the accounts of Procopius, the
Emperor had built a church dedicated to the Mother of God in Hieron, which was so
magnificent that it was “not easy to describe” (Buildings L.iii.10). It is not clear from
the account of Procopius whether this church was on the European or Asian shore.

Clavijo, a Spanish government official who passed through the Strait in 1403,
when referring to the sites of Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi remarks “the sad
condition of the ruins of churches and other buildings by the shores on both sides”

(Clavijo 94-95).

2.2.2.2.1  Apyayyérov (vaodg Tov): Church of Archangel Michael (No.2a)
Emperor Justinian I built another church dedicated to the Archangel Michael on a
promontory near Hieron named Mochadium. This was also according to Procopius
well built and “of peculiar sanctity” (Buildings I.ix.14). Hammer mentions that this

church was built from the ruins of the ancient temple and places it exactly opposite

36 Zosimus explains that the statue was formerly fixed on Mount Dindymus near the city of Cyzicus
(Zosimus II; Mango “Antique” 57)
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the church at Kataskepe (286). Janin believes that Mochadion could be located
somewhere between Macar Burnu and Anadolukavagi (“Eglises” 9) or around Fil

Burnu (“Constantinople” carte XI).

2.2.2.2.2 Myoani (Moviy ay.) tiig Karaokénng: Michael tis Kataskepes,
Archangel Michael of Kataskepe (No.2b)

The location of Kataskepe is much debated by historians. According to Janin, the
monastery founded by Manuel I Comnenus (1143-1180) located on Kataskepe, near
the Black Sea, was dedicated to Archangel Michael (“Géographie” 342). The
Emperor had placed the most famous monks of his time in this monastery. He had
chosen this remote place so that they could devote their prayers to the pious life
without being disturbed by visitors. In order to ensure this, he also decided that all
the expenses of the monastery would be supported and provided by the state so that
there were no concerns regarding the finances (Hammer 264). It is not known how
long this new model for the monastery continued. In any case, it probably
disappeared during the Latin occupation since it had no resources other than those
supplied to it by the imperial government prior to this time. Janin writes that
Scarlatos Byzantios thought of placing this monastery in Garipge on the European
coast or at Macarburnu on the Asian coast, and Gédéon thought about a location to
the south of Rumelikavagi or Yenimahalle where there were some ruins resembling
cells of a church (“Géographie” 342). Janin however placed the name of Kataskepe
together with Sariyer on his map of the Bosphorus. It is also possible that the stones
of the monastery buildings were recycled as building stones (spolia) in the
construction of the fortress of Rumelikavagi (Hammer 263; Janin “Géographie”

342).
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2.2.2.2.3 Ogotoxov (Mowvi) tijg) Tod Mavpov Mmiov (Theotokos of Mavro
Molos, Monastery of Virgin Mary of Mavro Molo) (No.2c)

The church and monastery of the Virgin Mary of Mavromolos used to be on the
European coast of the Bosphorus in the area called Karatas, between Rumelikavagi
and Garipge. According to Patriarch Constantios, who wrote in the 19" century, there
were foundations of an older temple and the ruins of a monastery built by Evdokia
Makrembolitissa the wife of Emperor Constantine Dukas X (1059-1067) at the
location of the Mavromolos monastery (Eyice “Bizans” 56).

Janin states that this monastery, dedicated to the Assumption, is reported for the
first time in a chrysobull of September 1356 as a property belonging to Vatopedi of
Mount Athos (“Géographie” 196).

There are numerous accounts of the monastery from 16th and 17th century
travellers to the area, so the church will be discussed in detail in the next chapter
(2.3) on the Ottoman period history of the region.

2.2.2.2.4 Nostra Donna de Castanea (Convent of Virgin Mary at Castanea)

The convent of Virgin Mary at Castanea (Chestnut) will be discussed in the next
chapter 2.3 under the Ottoman period as most of the sources available for this
structure date to 16™ century. However, as illustrated together with its name as
“Nostra Donna de Castanea” (fig.2.10) by Von Bretten in late 16th century, the
convent probably existed prior to the Ottoman rule of the region. The location of the
convent in fig.2.10, between the lighthouse in Rumelifeneri and fortress ruins in
Rumelikavag1 suggests that it might have been located at the same place or close to

the Mavromolos Monastery.
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Fig 2.10 Detail of an engraving by Michael Heberer von Bretten from 1585-1588
showing the Upper Bosphorus. (Osmanlida Bir Kole =Aegyptiaca Servitus)

2.2.2.2.5 Monastery of Saint George (No.2d)
According to Janin this monastery was probably located in the vicinity of Hieron
or Anadolukavag (“Constantinople” 485).
2.2.2.2.6 Monastery and Church of Saint Panteleimon (No.2e)
Janin indicates that there was a church of St. Panteleimon in Hieron
(Anadolukavagi) and also a monastery of St. Panteleimon in Ophrou Limen, which
he believes was the port at the foot of Hieron on the north (“Constantinople” 488).

According to Janin it is possible that the monastery of St. Panteleimon is the same
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church built at Hieron. The small port of Hieron is mentioned in the treaty between
the Byzantine Emperor Andronicus III Paelologue and the Venetians signed in
November 1332 (Janin “Constantinople” 488).
2.2.2.2.7 Monastery of Acemetes (No.2f)
The Monastery of Acemetes was located in Gomon according to the sources
given by Janin, the actual site of this monastery is unknown. Janin writes that Gomon

could be located around Anadolufeneri on the Bosphorus (“Constantinople” 485).

2.2.2.3 Fortresses (No.3)

The information on the building history of the defense structures on the Upper
Bosphorus in the period of Byzantine Empire is limited. Because of the strategic
locations on opposite sides of the entrance to the Bosphorus, the hills above
Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi were likely sites for military and customs control
of the seatraffic passing through the Strait. The hill top locations of both fortresses
provide great vantage points and unobstructed views of both the entrance to the
Bosphorus from the Black Sea and also the city in the distance. Both of the fortresses
were connected to the Bosphorus water front by walls that ran to the sea, providing
easy access to passing ships.

Sidney Toy, who surveyed the fortress in 1930s, provided a plan, elevation and
section drawings and photographs of the Anadolukavagi fortress together with a
detailed description of its architecture. He argues that both fortresses of
Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi were built on or near the locations of the earlier
temples of Serapion and Hieron respectively (Toy 216). Toy’s survey and analysis of

Hieron fortress suggests that spolia from earlier buildings were used as building
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materials for the newer fortifications.”” In the early Byzantine period, after the
temples and municipal buildings of the Late Antiquity were abandoned on account of
Christianization, a favorable setting was created to use the remains from earlier
buildings as ready building materials. Recycling the construction materials of former
buildings was convenient as attested to in 397 when an imperial decree ordered that
building materials from temples were to be used for the construction of bridges,
aqueducts and walls (Saradi 397; Codex Theodosianus XV.1.36; XVI.10.16). It
should be noted that as early as the 6™ century there were already buildings of
different characteristics in the Upper Bosphorus region that were described in detail
by Procopius.

In order to understand the history of defense structures in the area, some brief
information on the history of incursions and control points on the Strait is also
essential. According to Moreno, the control of the ships and naval tax collection
activities at Hieron predates the Byzantine period (679).

In his entry on Hieron in the Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, Foss mentions that
the area was attacked by Thomas the Slav in 822 and by the Rus in 940 (Foss
“Hieron”). According to Toy, from the mid ot century to the mid 1" century the
Russians made four naval attempts to reach Constantinople through the Strait (Toy
216), and this necessitated the construction of these fortresses.

In 860, the Russians attacked the shores of the Bosphorus together with other city
suburbs and the Prince’s Islands, all of which were ravaged and destroyed
(Tsangadas 162). It is not known if in this attack the Russians also raided Hieron.

Information about the departure of the Russians is also not extensive but one of the

37 For more information on the use of ancient spolia in Byzantine constructions see H. Saradi “The
Use of Ancient Spolia in Byzantine Monuments: The Archeological and Literary Evidence” Int.
Journal of the Classical Tradition 3.4 (Spring 1997): 395-423.
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theories posits that the Russians were defeated during a battle fought on the
Bosphorus (Tsangadas 163). There was another attack approximately 80 years later
in 941.%® Theophanes Continuatus’s chronicle De Romano Lacapeno, covering the
reign of Byzantine Emperor Romanos I Lekapenos, records the Russian attack in
detail (Book VI). Theophanes wrote that the Byzantine fleet and the Russians fought
each other at Hieron, which got its name in the past from the temple founded by the

Argonauts (Theophanes Book VI).

Evliya Celebi, an Ottoman traveler who wrote in the 1640s, mentions that the
fortress was built during the time of “Yanko ibn Madyan” as the time when the
fortress was built (I. 227). J. von Hammer, another early source who wrote his
account of the region in the 1830s, states that the Byzantine Emperor Manuel I
Comnenus, who built the church dedicated to Archangel Michael in Kataskepe, also
built the fortress of Rumelikavagi and thus the fortress was also called the
“Asomaton fortress” which meant bodiless, a reference to the Archangel (263). Toy
suggests that the construction style of the walls and towers of the Anadolukavagi
fortress resembles the land walls of Constantinople built by Manuel I Comnenus
around 1150 AD (Toy 227). Foss, on the other hand, in his brief descriptive entry
about “Hieron” is cautious about this resemblance (Foss “Hieron”). Eyice, based on
the monograms in the fortress walls, states that the fortress was built by Michael VIII
Palaeologos (1259-1282) on the hills of Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi in the
second half of the 13" century (“Bogazi¢i” 92). As the Byzantine Emperor reclaimed
Constantinople from the Latins in 1261, Eyice believes that the fortress must have

been built after this date, i.e. some time between 1261 and 1282. To date, the brick

38 According to Pseudo-Symeon there was also an attack on Constantinople in 907 (Jenkins 403-6).
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inscriptions located high up on the bailey towers of the fortress have not been read,
but once deciphered this inscription might provide important information regarding
the history of the fortress (Eyice 93; Ousterhout™).

The Anadolukavag: fortress was first seized by the Ottomans in 1305 for a brief
period and then again in 1391 (Eyice “Yoros”; Soysal “Kara Deniz” 18). In between
these years and for most of the 13", 14™ and 15™ centuries, there were struggles
between the Venetians, Byzantines and the Genoese (who were aided by the
Ottomans), over the control of the Strait, and the Black Sea trade (Sakaoglu
“Kavaklar”’; Hammer 264; Kortepeter 86-97; Heyd 499). While the Venetians were
mainly in control of the trade in the region during the Latin period in Constantinople
(1204-1261), after 1261 it was the Genoese who had a favorable position (Kortepeter
87).

The port of Hieron is mentioned in an agreement dating to November 1332
between Andronikos III Palaiologos and the Venetians (Janin “Constantinople” 485).
The Genoese were in control of the Black Sea trade and used the fortresses for tax
collection in 1348 (Hammer 264). The 1350 Battaglia di Bosphore (or the Bosphorus
War) between the Venetians and the Genoese resulted with the victory of the
Genoese over the Venetians (Balard). The Genoese were given control of the
fortresses by John VI Cantacuzenos in 1352 (Crane); after this date they undertook
extensive repairs and renovations such as adding some new walls and towers. During
the conquest of Constantinople by the Ottomans the fortresses in Rumelikavagi and

Anadolukavagi were called the Genoese fortresses (Sakaoglu).

3% Robert Ousterhout showed an image of this brick inscription in his talk entitled “Emblems of
Power in Palaiologan Constantinople” in the Second Sevgi Goniil Byzantine Conference on 21-23
June 2010 in Istanbul.
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A Latin inscription that was located above the gate of the Anadolukavag: fortress
and published in 1831, in L. Sauli’s book about the Genoese administration in Pera is
one of the few available primary sources about the Genoese presence at these
fortresses. The inscription reads, “The Genoese Vincezo Lercari has restored the
fortress standing on the holy promontory” (Eyice “Yoros”). Eyice believes that since
no other visitor after 1831 wrote about this inscription it must have been removed
and transferred elsewhere as an antiquity (Eyice “Yoros”).

The engraving by Jules Laurens (fig. 2.11), published in Hommaire de Hell’s
book gives a detailed image of the old fortress entrance around 1856. It is not

possible to see an inscription on the walls depicted in this image.

Fig 2.11 Entrance to the old Anadolukavak (Yoros) fortress, by Jules Laurens,
published in Xavier Hommaire de Hell’s book in 1856.

According to Clavijo, the fortress on the European side was the “El Guirol” of
the Greeks and it was at that time ‘dismantled and abandoned’ while the one on the

Asian side was the “El Guirol” of the Turks and was ‘fully garrisoned’ (Clavijo 94-
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95)*. Clavijo goes on to describe other towers by the sea nearby these castles and the

history of tax collection executed with the help of a “chain across the castles”.*'

Here out in the sea between the opposite castles another tower has been
constructed rising sheer out of the water, while at the foot of the Castle of
Turkey there is a rock on which yet another tower was built, and a wall
encircles the two towers. It is said that in past times a chain was stretched
from the Castle of Greece to that of Turkey, since all of these castles and
towers were built in the old days, when the Greeks were masters of the
lands on both sides of the Bosporus, and these fortifications were made to
guard the mouth of the straits. Thus when any ship entered the Bosporus
to reach Pera or Constantinople, or any ship from those cities was about
to sail out into the Black Sea, the wardens, having laid out the chain from
one Castle to the other, could prevent the passage of the ship until the
dues were paid. (Clavijo 94-95)

The “Anadolukavagr” entry in Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (DBIA)
indicates that the system of controlling the Bosphorus with a chain is a commonly
told but never proved legend. The chain system, which was described by Clavijo,
and later by Von Bretten and Evliya Celebi, allegedly operated through the seaside
towers of the fortresses on the hilltops of both Kavaks. The chain was secured across
these towers with the help of trunks of trees at certain intervals and the marble
column located 300 meters from Rumelikavagi, thus providing control over the
passing ships for customs tax collection and regular inspections (Sakaoglu).

One of the most important structural elements in order for both of the old Kavak
fortresses to function properly, was the column standing in the middle of the sea

between these two fortresses.

0 Markham in his 1859 translation leaves “El Guirol” in the text while LeStrange uses the word
“Qaraol” meaning a watchtower is most probably a corruption of the Turkish word ‘karakol’

*I It is not apparent if it is technically possible for this system to work and there is no evidence of
such a chain.
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A detail from H. von Bretten’s engraving of 1585-1588 (fig.2.10) shows the
opening of the Strait to the Black Sea as seen from the east looking west i.e. standing
high above the Asian side looking towards the European coast. The Anadolukavagi
fortress at the lower left corner of the image is named Cavac; on the opposite
European shore the Rumelikavag fortress is depicted with its two circular towers in
ruins. Bretten mentions that in between these two fortresses a marble column was
standing in the middle of the sea and that the chains from both of the fortresses were

connected to this column in order to shut down the entrance of the Strait (301).

Fig. 2.12 Detail from a 1784 dated French reconnaissance map titled “Bosphore ou
Canal de la Mer Noire” (SHAT GRIM.1616)

The detail of a map from the French Military Archives (fig. 2.12) dated 1784,
marks the locations of the old fortresses as “the ruins of the old Genoese castles” and
indicates the location of the column.

This column, described by Clavijo and von Bretten and depicted in the engraving
of von Bretten (fig.2.10) still exists today and it is popularly called “Dikilikaya
feneri” meaning the stele lantern. The aerial image of the Rumelikavag: village and
the “Dikilikaya feneri” in fig. 2.13, shows that there are other traces of this ruin at

this location under the water.
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A nautical map of the area (fig. 2.14) shows that around the “Dikilikaya feneri”
the depth of the sea decreases very rapidly from -32 m to 0 m just at the point where
the column is standing. There is another area marked with blue between the
“Dikilikaya feneri” and the shore which has a depth of 2.10 m.
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Fig 2.14 Nautical map of the section of Bosphorus in between Anadolukavagi and
Rumelikavagi (Office of Navigation, Hydrography and Oceanography, Istanbul).

While the old Byzantine fortress of Anadolukavag: has been more visible than
the Rumelikavag: fortress, there are still some documents available about this old
Byzantine fortress on the European side. Bartlett’s engraving depicting the
Rumelikavag hilltop ruins with Anadolukavagi in the background, published in Miss

Pardoe’s book The Beauties of the Bosphorus is one of the most informative sources.
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Considering that this image was created in the 1838, the arched walls seen in ruins
on the hill may belong to the old Rumelikavag: fortress or one of the monasteries in

the area mentioned in this chapter and the next chapter (2.3).

Fig 2.15 Detail from an engraving by Bartlett made for Miss Pardoe’s The Beauties
of the Bosphorus, published in 1838.

Albert Gabriel provides a description of the visible remains of this structure

together with a simple sketch (fig.2.16) of the remaining walls of Rumelikavagi

o

= YUKSEK DUVARLAR
= YER HIZASINDA DUVARLAR

A

Fig 2.16 Plan of the old Rumelikavak fortress by A. Gabriel. Bold lines indicate
high walls, medium lines indicate the walls at ground level, thin lines indicate above
ground wall ruins.

fortress, which he claims are definitely Byzantine.
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In our visit* of 30 July 2009 to this location it was possible to see some of the
remaining walls, arches and entrances to some cisterns (fig. 2.17 and appendix E1 for
further photographs). The location of the ruins is directly opposite the
Anadolukavag fortress and approximately at a similar elevation. These wall remains
were also mentioned by Hammer (263) in his publication from the early 18" century.

In 1452, Mehmed the Conqueror provided material for the construction of
Rumelihisari, which is indeed made of blue limestone and quarried the from the

Kavak area (Toy 218, 227).

Fig. 2.17 Photo taken of the possible remains of the Rumelikavag: fortress on 30
July 2009 ** (photograph by author).

*2 We visited the area with Prof. Paul Magdalino and Ivana Jevtic on 30 July 2009. I would like to
thank them for their time and observations.

* Other photographs of Rumelikavag: fortress can be seen in App. E.
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2.3 Ottoman Period History : Introduction

It is difficult to determine when the Ottoman period starts for the area on the
north of the Bosphorus. The Ottoman presence around the strait became more
apparent in the early 15" century, before the conquest of Constantinople in 1453.
Although there is some information indicating the Yoros fortress was seized by the
Ottomans in 1305 together with the fortress of Sile, it is unclear if they were in
control of these fortifications at this early period (Eyice “Bizans” 98). As discussed
in the previous chapter the fortress at Hieron was controlled for some time in the
mid-14" century by the Genoese and before that by the Byzantines.

It is therefore possible, to date the Ottoman presence in the Upper Bosphorus
more securely to 1391 when Yildirim Beyazid seized the Yoros fortress* in
Anadolukavagi and used it as a base while building Anadoluhisar fortress which was
constructed between 1393-94 (Eyice “Yoros™ ).

Between this date and 1452, when Sultan Mehmed II (the Conqueror) built his
legendary Rumelihisar across from Anadoluhisar, the Ottoman presence was evident
first on the Asian coast, and after 1403 on the European coast.*

The Ottoman history of the Upper Bosphorus after the conquest of
Constantinople is closely linked with the political climate and military history of the
Empire. The Black Sea policy of the Ottoman Empire which had been initiated by

Sultan Mehmed II, and his acquisition and control of the land around the Black Sea

M The name of Yoros Castle is thought to be a corruption of the older names of “Hieron”, “Ieros”,
“Ourios” or “Oros” (Eyice “Yoros”). “Yoros Kalesi” meaning Yoros Castle is the public name given
in the Ottoman period to the fortress on the hill above Anadolukavagi, and continue to be the popular
name.

45 According to Clavijo’s account which was discussed in chapter 2.2 and later in this chapter, the
European fortifications above Rumelikavagi were still ruled by the Greek (Byzantine Empire) in 1403
but were in ruins while the fortifications on the opposite shore were in a better condition and
controlled by the Ottomans.
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region, had created an “Ottoman lake” in the Black Sea by the beginning of the 16"
century (Kortepeter 88, 93, 97).*

Thus, due to the interest in the transformation of the Black Sea into an “Ottoman
lake”, it is likely that while this region was under the control of the Ottomans, none
of the fortifications along the Bosphorus were essential until the early-17" century
when the Cossack incursions from the north disturbed the daily life along the coastal
villages. These invasions necessitated the initial fortification building on the Upper
Bosphorus by the Ottomans.

The appearance of the Russian Empire in the early-18" century in the north and
the Russian — Ottoman wars of 18" and 19" centuries caused an increase in the
number of fortifications needed on the Upper Bosphorus. The annexation of Crimea
in 1783 by the Russians brought immediacy to the strengthening and restoration of
the defense systems on the Strait; these were undertaken by the French military
engineers working with the Ottoman army to modernize.

In 19" century, the Upper Bosphorus witnessed the modernization attempts of the
fortifications and the lighthouses, an increase in international sea traffic, the
establishment of the Sirket-i Hayriye (ferry transport company) which carried its
passengers as north as Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi, and the foundation of
quarantine stations and hospitals along its shores. The population of the Upper
Bosphorus on the other hand both increased and changed as a result of the
aforementioned building activities, and also due to immigrations from the eastern

Black Sea provinces due to the Russian-Ottoman wars of the period.

* For more information and discussion of the “Ottoman lake”concept see Victor Ostapcuk, “The
Human Landscape of the Ottoman Black Sea”, 42; and Kortepeter “The Black Sea Region in the
Sixteenth Century”, 93.

66



In the early-20" century, after WWI, the Bosphorus strait together with the
Dardanelles were in control of the Allied forces during the occupation of
Constantinople.

In the first part of this chapter I have compiled selected available information
from the Ottoman period sources and presented these in chronological order under
three sections (15", 16™ and 17" centuries; 18" and 19" centuries; early-20" century)
The second section of this chapter, titled “Summary: A Panorama” presents a view of
the cultural landscape of this area during the time of the Ottoman Empire and
discusses the available information according to the individual monuments and sites
of the region. The presentation of the research results are structured in this matter due
to the large number of sources about the history of the area and the fortresses that are

available starting from the last decades of the 18" century until WWI.

At approximately the same time as the founding of the fortresses of Garipce,
Poyraz, Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri, the number of travel accounts and images
about the region increased along with the number of visitors to these fortresses who
came either for work or leisure to record the monuments. There are also many late
Ottoman monuments and historic structures in the area that have survived from this

period in comparison to early Ottoman or Byzantine periods.

2.3.1 Travelers and Chroniclers Accounts and Maps

Many writers, geographers, engineers and statesmen have traveled to or through
the region of the Upper Bosphorus. Travelers passing through the Upper Bosphorus
for an excursion or in order to see a specific monument (such as the “Column of

Pompey”) used a boat route which typically went up the Bosphorus to the Black Sea
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following the European shoreline first; on their return journey to the city they
traveled along the Asian shoreline.

Artan notes that in all periods, and especially in the 18" and 19" centuries,
travelers who visited the Upper Bosphorus area combined mythological stories,
legends, historic facts and their own observations in a fictional but attractive
narrative for their readers. Nevertheless, there are interesting details in these
narratives that are useful to understand the developments in this region at that time
(Artan “Tarihte Bogazici”™).

This section about the Ottoman period “Travellers and Chroniclers Accounts and
Maps” is organized according to the centuries. The reason to separate the 18" and
19™ centuries from earlier centuries is the increased amount of building activity in
the area at the end of 18" century and the abundance of documentation from different
Ottoman and foreign sources from the 19" century. The early 20" century is dealt
with in a separate section as it witnessed a period of transition in WWI and during
the occupation of Constantinople by the Allied forces in the years immediately

before the Turkish Republic was established.

2.3.1.1.  Mid-15" -16" and 17" centuries
The earliest information available for the Upper Bosphorus in the Ottoman period
is from the 16th century travelers to the area. Table 2.4 gives a list of the travelers
who came to the Upper Bosphorus area in the 16™ and 17" centuries, the names of
their works including any relevant information and the dates when they were present
in the area. For some of these accounts there is information available on the specific
dates of travel in the region and then a later initial publication date. This is indicated

in parenthesis. If not specified all other dates are from the period of the visit.
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Author Name Name of the Work Date of Travels
Ogier Ghislain de Turkish Letters 1555
Busbecq
Pierre Gilles De Bosporo Thracio 1544-47 (first pub.
in 1561)
Philippe du Fresne- Le Voyage du Levant 1573
Canaye
Anonyimus German Freshfield Albums 1574
Artist
Salomon Schweigger Ein Newe Reyssbeschreibung 1578;3 11 éfggs)t pub.
Michael Heberer von . .
Bretten Aegyptiaca Servitus 1585-1588
George Sandys A relation of a journey 16101(6ﬁlr55; pub.
Evliya Celebi Seyahatname 1640
. Voyages au Levant Thévenot 1655-56 (first pub.
Jean Thevenot Seyahatnamesi 1665)
Cornelius de Bruyn Reizen van Cornelis de Bruyn 1679_8&52;“ pub.
Thomas Smith Historical Observa‘Flons Relating 1683
to Constantinople

Eremya Celebi Istanbul Tarihi: 17. Asirda

N : 1684
Komiirciiyan Istanbul

Table 2.4 List of travelers and chroniclers from 16" and 17" centuries.

Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq arrived in Constantinople as an ambassador in 1555
and wrote the Turkish Letters on his return to Vienna from the notes taken at the time
of his stay. As Philip Mansel states in his introduction to Turkish Letters, de
Busbecq’s work was taken as an early example of travel literature and cited as a
model for other diplomats to follow. Mansel defines de Busbecq as a European
humanist, which becomes more apparent when the ambassador mentions in his
accounts the reference to Polybius’s study of geology and the story of Darius and his

bridge across Bosphorus.

*7 For further details see Cyril Mango. “Constantinopolitana.” Studies on Constantinople. Aldershot:
Variorum, 1993. p. 305-315 and Miiller-Wiener p. 200 note # 105 for dating.
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Among these travelers, Pierre Gilles is important to note as stated in the previous
chapters.”®  Not only his acquisition, while in Istanbul, of a copy of Anaplus
Bosporo by the 2 ¢. A.D. writer Dionysius of Byzantium, but also his own works
“De Bosporo Thracio” which he had based on Anaplus Bosporo and “De
Constantinopoleos Tophographia™® were important contributions to literature which
the later European and Ottoman travelers and writers of 18" and 19" centuries such
as J. von Hammer and P.G. Inciciyan used as sources.

Contemporary with Gilles are some early visual representations of the area in the
Freshfield Abums™ and in the work of Von Bretten that are significant due to their
details which will be discussed in the later sections of this chapter.

The account written by Michael Heberer von Bretten is an interesting example as
it wasn’t conceptualized as a travel account. Von Bretten was captured and enslaved
in Alexandria in 1585 and was freed in Constantinople in 1588.' His account of the
Ottoman Empire and Constantinople was first published in 1610 in Heidelberg.>
From the description of his visit’’, we understand that he and a group of friends from
the French Embassy, went up the Bosphorus in order to specifically see the
“Columna Pompeii” (i.e. the Column of Pompey) with the suggestion of a musician

friend who was staying at the embassy at that time (Von Bretten 300).

 See chapter 1.2, 2.1 and note 15.

* Latin name of the “De Bosporo Thracio” meaning “About Thracian Bosphorus™ and the latter title
translates as “Antiquities of Constantinople”.

% The Freshfield Albums were named after their late owner and are currently in the Trinity College
Cambridge Library (MS 0.17.2). See Mango “Constantinopolitana” for further information on the

Freshfield Albums history and content; See note 48 in the previous page for the dating of the Albums.
!l For further information on the life of Von Bretten and his time, see Suraiya Faroghi’s

“Introduction” (7-22) in Osmanlida Bir Kéle: Brettenli Michael Heberer'in Anilari.
>2 Some of the later publications are 1706, 1747, 1748, 1751, 1906 and 1967.

>3 Von Bretten’s visit described here took place after he was freed from slavery. He mentions that he
had passed thorugh the Upper Bosphorus area previously as a galley slave (Von Bretten 300).
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The early 17" century was also the period of the Cossack raids from the north,
which prompted Sultan Murat IV to build the fortresses at Rumelikavagi and
Anadolukavagi in 1624. The piracy activities of the Cossacks in the Black Sea
together with their unexpected raids on the coastal Ottoman cities and towns caused a
great fear among the subjects of the Ottoman Sultans starting with the 1614
destruction of Sinop (Ostapchuck 37ft.).

Among the writers from this period, two Ottoman travelers-- Evliya Celebi and
Komiircliyan-- also prove to be useful resources for specific information regarding
the villages and fortresses of the Upper Bosphorus.

Table 2.5 provides information about the subjects frequently mentioned in the
sources listed in table 2.4. An analysis of these tables reveal that the “Column of
Pompey”, the European lighthouse and the Mavromolos Monastery were common
attraction points for several of the visitors. It can be noted that sources start
mentioning both Kavak fortresses only after their construction in 1624 and there is

no reference to any earlier sites, a point, which will be discussed later in this chapter.

References in the texts and the words used in the reference

Mavro-
Cya- molos Rumeli
nean “Co- monas- and
Rocks | Lig | lumn tery / Euro | Yo- Asian
Story of] ht- of Church | Asian | -pean | ros | Ka-vak
Argo- | hou | Pom | of Virgin | Hie- Hie- | Cast- | Fort-
Author Name | Date nauts | se pey” Mary ron ron le ress
Pierre Gilles |1544-47 X X
Ogier Ghislain
de Busbecq 1553 X X X
Jacob von 1564-5,
Betzek* 1572-3 X
Marcantonio
Pigafetta® 1567-68 X X
Maximus
Stadler* 1567-68 X X
Jacques de
Bracle* 1570 X X
Lambert Wyts*| 1572 X X X X X
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(Table Mavro-
continued ) Cya- molos Rumeli
nean “Co- | monas- and
Rocks | Lig | lumn tery / Euro | Yo- Asian
Story of] ht- of Church | Asian | -pean | ros | Ka-vak
Argo- | hou | Pom | of Virgin | Hie- | Hie- | Cast- | Fort-
Author Name | Date nauts | se pey” Mary ron ron le ress
Philippe du
Fresne- 1573
Canaye X X X X
Anonymus
German 1574
Artist X X
Salomon 1578-81
Schweigger X X
Hans qacob 1579
Breuning* X
Jean Palerne* |1581-82 X
Franco Sivori*|1581-82 X
Triphon 1582-3,
Korobenikov* | 1593-4
Wolf Andreas
von Steinach* | 1583 X X
Levyn Rym* |1583-85 X
Henry Austell*| 1585 X
Michael
Heberer von | 1585-88
Bretten X X X X X X
1585-8,
John 1592-
Sanderson* 1602 X
Hans L. von 1587-
Lichtenstein* | 88 b b
Reinhold 1587-
Lubenau* 88 X X X X
Jan Sommer* | 1592 X
William 1600-
Biddulph*” 1611?
George Sandys| 1610 X X X
Evliya Celebi 1640 X X X X
Jean Thévenot | 1655-56 X X X X
Cornelius de 1679-80
Bruyn X X X X X X
Thomas Smith | 1683 X
Eremya
Celebi 1684
Komiirciiyan X X X X X

Table 2.5 16th and 17th c. sources from table 2.4 and the referenced subjects from
the Upper Bosphorus (x-indicates the location in Upper Bosphorus mentioned in the
source)

) Information on the itineraries of these travelers marked with (*) on table 4 are from “Les Voyageurs
dans L’Empire Ottoman: XIV-XVI siecles” by Stefanos Yerasimos.
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2.3.1.2. 18" — 19" centuries

The second half of the 18" century is significant as this is the time when the
remaining 4 of the 6 above-mentioned Ottoman period fortresses were built. The
numerous French military engineers who came to Constantinople as a part of the
entourages of French Ambassadors to the Sublime Porte, were employed to build,
restore or rebuild the forts of Rumelifeneri, Anadolufeneri, Garipge and Poyraz. In
addition to these forts, numerous batteries were built along both shores of the
Bosphorus, and often in opposing pairs. The main reason for the active building
activity in this period is the presence of a greater threat of an attack to Istanbul from
the Russian Empire. The reconnaissance reports, plans, maps and drawings of the
French military engineers surviving from this period, available in the Service
Historique de 1'Armée de Terre (SHAT) or the French Military Archives located in
Chateau Vincennes in Paris, provide valuable information and are useful in
determining the architecture of the fortresses and batteries prior to their restorations
or as in the case of the Rumelikavagi fortress, prior to their total alterations.

Table 2.6 shows a list of 18th and 19th century sources which have visual
depictions or textual descriptions of the Upper Bosphorus area, the corresponding
names of their work containing relevant information and the dates when they were
created. The building and restoration works of the late 18™ and 19" centuries that
were commissioned by the sultanate were documented with very different sources
than the travel literature about the area. These archival documents, such as those by
La Fitte Clave, also shed light on the international politics of the time and the Franco

— Ottoman alliance against the Russians.
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Author Name Name of the Work Date
Pitton de Tournefort Relation d’un Voyage du Levant 1717
Baron de Tott Memoirs of Baron de Tott 1769-74 (first
pub. 1785)
Russian Admiralty .
Board Drawing Office Chart of the Straits 1778
Memoire de Lafitte- Visite de s Chateaux et batteries 1783
Clave™ D’Europe et D’ Asie
LaFitte-Clave Constantinople 1784
LaFitte-Clave “No.1 Plan; No. 2 Plan.” 22 Apr. 1784
Bonneval, LaFitte- .
Clave, Dumon Archipel du Levant 9 Sept. 1784
LaFitte-Clave Mer Noire 30 Nov.1784
Viage 4 Constantinopla en el ano de 1784 (first
Joseph Moreno 1784 pub. 1790)
LaFitte-Clave Memoire sur la defense du Bosphore | 20 May 1785

LaFitte-Clave

Notes Relatives ou Memoire

29 June 1785

Choiseul-Gouffier

Voyage Pittoresque dans I’Empire

1785-92 (first

Ottoman pub. 1822)
Jean Baptiste Voyage De La Propontide Et Du Pont- | 1784-86 (first
Lechevalier Euxin pub. 1800)

Antoine Olivier

18.Yiizy1lda Tiirkiye ve Istanbul

1793 (first
pub. in 1801)

Sarkis Sarraf

Payitaht Istanbul’un Tarihgesi 1800

Hovhannesyan
P. G Inciciyan Bogazici Sayfiyeleri 1794
Bostancibasi Bostancibasi Defterleri 1802
P. G Inciciyan XVIII. Asirda Istanbul 1804
C. Pertus1?r (text) Promer}ades Plttoresques_dans 1812-14 (first
- M. F. Préault Constantinople et sur les Rives du

. pub. 1815)
(engravings) Bosphore
A. F. Andreossy (text) Constantinople et le Bosphore de 1812-14,
— M. F. Préault Thrace depuis 1812 ou Essai sur le 1826 (first
(engravings) Bosphore pub. in 1828)
M. F. Préault Vue de Fanarakl d'Asie du coté 1814

d'Youm-Bournou
Edward Raczynski 1814°de Istanbul ve Canakkale’ye 1814
Seyahat

P. Minas Bijiskyan Karadeniz Kiyilar1 Tarih ve Cografyasi 1817-19

. 1816-19 (first
Le Ferté-Meun Lettres sur le Bosphore pub. 1822)

54

Vincennes has catalogues on this report
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Author Name Name of the Work Date
M. Melling Voyage Pittoresque de Constantinople 1819
(engravings) et des Rives du Bosphore
Barbié du Bocage Plan Topographique cslél Bosphore de 1819
Thrace
Jos. Von Hammer Constantinopolis und der Bosporos 1822
Rottiers Itinéraire de Tiflis a Constantinople 1829
Thomas Allom (illstr)— Constantinople and the Scenery of 1338
R. Walsh (text) Seven Churches
Miss Pardoe (text) - .
Bartlett (engravings) The Beauties of Bosphorus 1838
. . ) 1840-41 (first
Eugenie Flandin Voyage en Perse: 1840-1841 pub. 1851)
Anonymous °° A Handbook for Travellers 1845
Le Colonel d’Etat Description des Forts et Batteries du 1850
Major de Margadel Bosphore
. . . 1845-48 (first
Piérre de Tchihatchef Le Bosphore et Constantinople pub. 1864)
. . A Voyage in the Black Sea, the
Jean-Baptiste Henri Bosphorus, the Sea of Marmara and the 1855

Durand-Brager

Dardanelles.

1839-55 (first

J.Méry Constantinople et la Mer Noire pub. 1855)
W.A. Duckett La Turquie Pittoresque 1855
Theophile Lavallee Historie de L’Empire Ottoman 1855
Henry Tyrell The History of the War with Russia 1855
Alicia Blackwood Scutari, The Bosphorus and the Crimea 1854-.56 (first
pub. in 1857)
?&lilsoll?al::?(l;es ((lznl_glf‘l)l ) Voyage en Turquie et en Perse 1859
H. H. Al-Ayvansarayi Hadikat al-Cevami 1864-65
Sigismond Wallace Sur le Danube 1869
H.Woods and Ahmed Guide pour trouver L’entrée du 1869
Bey Bosphore en venant de la Mer Noire
P. A. Dethier Der Bosphor und Constantinople 1873
Edmondo de Amicis Constantinople p&lf?;l(lfg ;%)
Moiiy Letters du Bosphore 1879
Anonymous photo Hospital at Kavak 1870s
Susan Wallace The Repose in Egypt 1891
E. Grosvenor Constantinople 1896

Table 2.6 Selected list of sources and their authors or artists from the 18th and 19th

centuries.

>> The essay by Barbi¢ du Bocage is published in 1819 together with the engravings of Melling in
“Voyage Pittoreque de Constantinople et des Rives du Bosphore”.

% The English text of the guidebook is probably based on a translation of the German text about
Constantinople by J. Von Hammer with some additions and some omissions.
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Due to the importance of the Straits during the Crimean War, when the Allies
used Constantinople as a service area command to provide supplies and support for
their armies at war and care for the sick and the wounded (see fig. 2.34 and section
on hospitals in this chapter), there are many sources from this period of the 19"
century. These published and unpublished sources document the Upper Bosphorus
either visually or through words in the form of memoirs and historical reports (table
2.6). The increase in sea traffic was another factor that helped the Upper Bosphorus
region to be more visible. The political events of the second half of the 19th century
also resulted in the appearance of the Bosphorus fortresses in the foreign press.

The BOA (Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives) documents on the fortresses and
the Upper Bosphorus, which are not listed on this table, also provide valuable
information about the history of the fortresses: their repairs, reconstruction, the
villages, residents and politic events of the period. The majority of the BOA

documents used in this research are from the 18™ and 19" centuries.

2.3.1.3. Early-20™ century

The years covered in this section spans from 1900 to 1923, and represent an era
of great change which witnessed the pre and post WWI past of Istanbul and the
Ottoman Empire.

In the documents available from the Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives a growing
sensitivity can be detected in the government’s decisions regarding the Upper
Bosphorus region. The military sensitivity of the area is addressed even before 1900,
in an early document from 1889 when it is stated that a plot in Beykoz cannot be sold

to a foreigner since it was in an important location (BOA Y.PRK.HH. 21/45).
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Another document from 1900 mentions that there should be discussions about buying
farms on Bosphorus due to their strategic locations for the military (BOA MV.
98/2/98); while another document from 1907 states that a war plan should be
prepared (BOA Y.MTV. 294/126).

For other pre- and post- WWI information about the area international
newspapers are useful sources, such as the short correspondence from London which

appeared in the New York Times in 1914 (fig. 2.18).

BIG GUNS ON BOSPHORUS.

German Officers Reported to Have
Installed Huge Cannon in Forts.

! LONDON, Oct. 9.—A dispatch to Reu-
, ter’s Telegram_ Company from Athens
says that it is asserted therc that Ger-

- man officers have placed some forty-
two-millimeter guns in the forts on the
Dardanelles and the Bosphorus.

Fig. 2.18 Newspaper clipping from New York Times, October 10, 1914.

It is also possible to state that beginning around 1914 the area was a militarily
sensitive zone that was carefully watched by the government of the time and also by
the international media and their governments as the war started and progressed
(BOA DH.EUM.EMN 88/18; fig. 2.18). There is a significant amount of news
correspondence about the area, appearing in international newspapers of the time
from countries such as the USA, UK and New Zealand.

The Ottoman army had trenches and troops stationed around the entrance of the
Bosphorus (fig. 2.19) and there are records of military training drills in the area (fig.
2.20 and appendix A1) The image on the postcard in fig. 2.20 shows the artillery of
the Kavak battery and possibly a military drill as described in the Ottoman period

magazine Sehbal (App. Al) The publicly circulating postcard with an image showing
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the military accomplishments of the Empire at the time can be construed as
propaganda material. The military drills in the region, such as the drill reported in

Sehbal, were directed by German officers.

Fig. 2.19 Photo from the early-20"™ century showing a soldier on the left and
catalogued as taken from “Yom promontory” close to Anadolufeneri (Atatiirk
Library, MTF 1385)

There are various maps and plans of the fortresses and the Upper Bosphorus
region in the French and British archives as both countries were involved in the
military occupation of this region in the final years of the Ottoman Empire.

Also at this period in history there is also information about the disasters suffered
by some of the villages on the Upper Bosphorus such as fires or floods and
information about a steep increase in population due to immigration from different
parts of the Empire. One of the main reasons for immigration to the area was the
Ottoman —Russian “War of 93” which happened in 1877 and caused many people

from the Black Sea cities of Rize and Trabzon to immigrate to villages in the Upper

Bosphorus region (Balc1 “Takalar” 14). Garipge village was one of the locations that
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had a population increase due to immigrants (BOA DH.MKT. 1168/14). The period
of late 19" century-early 20™ century with wars around the country witnessed many

population shifts as mentioned in archival documents from the period.

NO. 43 Bineer Bas Prochiormens, Crnstantinople

Fig. 2.20 Postcard titled “Carte Militaire. Artillery 4 Kawak, Bosphore” in French
(in English “Military card. Artillery of Kavak, Bosphorus”)

2.3.2. Summary: A Panorama of the Upper Bosphorus in the Ottoman

Empire

A useful collection of images of the Upper Bosphorus area is available through
the different sources mentioned and discussed above. The details of these visual
records, when incorporated with an analysis of the textual information help to
determine the architectural history of the monuments, villages and built environment
(e.g. fishing weirs, infrastructure, roads, etc.) of their time. I have used in this section
details of these images. The complete source information for the images is available

in the bibliography.
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Fig. 2.21 Satellite image of the Upper Bosphorus region and approximate locations
of the fortresses, lighthouses, religious buildings, and other historic structures
explained in this chapter.

2.3.2.1 Cyanean Rocks (No.1)

The rocks off the coast of Rumelifeneri were a site known to most of the
European travelers. The Ottoman literary sources mention their names in Turkish as
Karataglar meaning black stones (Evliya Celebi Book II, 75; Komiirciiyan 49).
Fresne-Canaye, Von Bretten and others visited the area just to see this site and to
climb the famous rocks which were though to be the remains of the “Column of
Pompey”. Evliya Celebi reports that in the “old times” these Karataslar were turned
into stones by the distaff of a woman (Bk. II.75) This explanation was probably
derived from one of the Turkish names for these rocks: “Oreke”, or distaff. Further
evidence for the late Ottoman appellation comes from a document in the BOA dated
March 15, 1897, which states that a “zabtiye” (i.e. police force, constable) will be
assigned for the safeguarding of the area called Oreketasi [distaff-stone] in

Rumelifeneri” (BOA A.MKT.MHM 632/13).
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2.3.2.2. Lighthouses (No.2)

The available sources for the lighthouses of the Upper Bosphorus region in the
Ottoman period usually mention the lighthouse on the European side in
Rumelifeneri. The lighthouse on the Asian side in Anadolufeneri, prior to 1856 when
both of the lighthouses were rebuilt and modernized, is much less represented and
mentioned in the available historical sources. This could have been due to the ease of
accessibility to the villages. While Rumelifeneri was easier to access by land (as seen
in fig.2.23 where two riders are watching the entrance of the Strait with the
Rumelifeneri lighthouse nearby) Anadolufeneri was far more distant and difficult to
access. This may be why there are more surviving sources on the Rumelifeneri
lighthouse.

The earliest available visual representation of the lighthouse at Rumelifeneri is
from the Ottoman period. The image of the lighthouse in folio 16 of the Freshfield
Albums from 1574 (fig. 2.22) corresponds to the description of the structure given by
Petrus Gyllius in mid-16™ century. Gyllius describes the phanarion as

Pharos... is an octagonal tower emitting light at nights for the sailors;
[this tower] is surrounded on all sides with glass windows and these are
connected to each other not with gypsum but with lead; and this shows
that it is not a work of Turks but rather the work of Christians. (Gyllius
165; Miiller-Wiener 53)
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Fig. 2.22 Anonymous depiction of the Pharos or Rumelifeneri Lighthouse contained
in the Freshfield Albums, Folio 16, from 1574. (from Mango “Constantinopolitana”).

Fresne-Canaye writing in 1573 also describes the octagonal tower named Farion
by the Greeks, as “a construction not by the Turks but from the looks of it by the
Christians” with a glass lantern on the top (62).

Mango states that the details in the anonymous drawing in the Freshfield Albums
folio 16 (fig. 2.22) suggests that the lighthouse was a Genoese construction and is the
only accurate representation of the old lighthouse (Mango, “Constantinopolitana”
313). The folio is labeled in Latin as “Pharus, seu (ut vulgo vocant) Phanaro in
littore Europeo Ostii Ponti Euxini, qua in Bosphorum Thracium influit, continens
Lucernam noctu navigantibus lucentem.” (Mango, Constantinapolitana, 313) or in
translation “Pharos or Phanaro in the vulgar tongue, on the European shore of the

mouth of the Euxine Sea, where it flows into the Thracian Bosphorus. It contains a
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lantern that shines on those who sail at night”>’ His suggestion is plausible also
when it is considered that prior to the Ottoman advancement in the Black Sea, trade
was predominantly under the governance of the Genoese in the late Byzantine
period, as discussed in the previous chapter (2.2). The lighthouses were vital for this
maritime trade.

It should be noted that there is a dilapidated brick wall on one side of the
lighthouse, which may have been a part of a larger structure (fig. 2.22) such as a “fort
or a walled precinct” (Mango “Constantinopolitana” 313). On the opposite side the
tower is connected to a lower brick building with a wooden door. The lighthouse
tower itself can be described as having four distinct sections. The lowest section is a
rounded base with a curved profile; on this the angular tower is placed. The lower
main body of the tower is comprised of small cut stones (fig.2.22) followed by more
uniformed slender bricks. The rectangular embrasures are placed in the middle of this
section and continue in both of the side walls that are visible in the image. The upper
part of this main tower building has machicolations (Mango “Constantinopolitana”
313) and a lead roof connecting this second section to the third section above it. The
upper storey has two smaller, arched embrasures vertically placed and above these
are two arched windows with glass and grillwork on the exterior. The windows
continue on the sidewalls and are visible in the image while the arched embrasures
are only visible on the front facing wall. Above this third section is a lantern
comprised of lead and glass, as described by Gyllius (165).

From an early reference in a miihimme defteri’® we understand that a major

restoration of the lighthouse was ordered by Sultan Murad III to be completed

37 I would like to thank Adrian Saunders for his translation of the text from Latin to English.
>% Records of the Ottoman Imperial Council.
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urgently in 1583 (Soysal 37; Miiller-Wiener 53). At this time the lighthouse tower
had 120 steps and a room surrounded by 12 glass windowpanes with a pan of oil in
the middle and a wick encircling it (Miiller-Wiener 53). Another source, a 16"
century map produced by Ali Macar Reis, an Ottoman navigator and military
captain, notes a lighthouse (Balci “Sariyer” 202; Soysal “Rumeli” 37) at the entrance

of the Bosphorus where today’s Rumelifeneri village is located.

EEE PO T

Fig. 2.23 Image entitled “The Black Sea entering in to the Thracian Bosphorus”
from George Sandys. Key to the image on the same page states “A. Part of Thrace B.
Lanthorn C. Part of Bythinia D. Euxine Sea E. Bosphorus”.

Von Bretten’s engraving of 1585-88 depicts the lighthouse as a high tower with a
room and a rounded structure on top and names the village as Phanal (fig. 2.10).
Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq writing in 1555, about 30 years before Von Bretten, has a

similar definition and refers to the high tower as Pharos on the European shore (27).
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Although the dating and authenticity of Von Bretten’s image is open to discussion’”,
nevertheless it could be ascertained that either during Heberer’s time or prior to 1585
the area and the lighthouse had a similar appearance.

George Sandys, an English traveler who was in Constantinople in 1610-1611, in
his account of the area points out that the Lanthorn (i.e.lighthouse) is high (fig. 2.23)
and large enough on the upper level for three people. (Sandys 31)

According to Wenner, who described the lighthouse in 1616-18 it was “...a tall
tower...on and all around the windows are secured with large glasses / a large iron
plate stands in the middle / about 4 fingers thick / it is angular / wicks are placed
inside / and oil is placed in the plate /when night comes it is set on fire /and sailors
can see it from faraway” (as qtd. in Miiller-Wiener 53).%

Komiirciiyan, writing around 1684, describes the lighthouse as a beautiful tower-
like structure with seven or eight guards inside. According to him the “old light
house” was a mile from the European coast. The lighthouse had two floors and 110
steps to the top floor. On the second floor there were two wide and long copper pans
each able to hold 4 okka oils and each with 8 wicks that were lighted from sunset
until sunrise. On the top floor there was again a similar pan which was also lighted.
The top floor of the lighthouse had transparent glass all around that was secure
against the winds like a fanus feneri (i.e. glass lantern). It did not give as much light

as the moon but it was visible from 100 miles away. (Komiirciiyan 49)

> Although he claims that he had drawn this image while he was residing in Istanbul, Heberer’s
image could be the copy of an earlier image he might have found on his return to Germany. See the
article of Stichel on the Vavassore-type city images. Rudolf Stichel. “Das Coliseo de Spiriti in
Konstantinopel: ein Phantom Ein Beitrag zur Erklaerung der Stadtansicht vom Vavassore-Typus.”
Istanbuler Mitteilungen 51, 2001. (445-459)

% For more information on lighthouses and how they functioned from the 7™ through the 19™
centuries, see Nikos Belavilas, Lighthouses and Light Signals for Navigation at the Aegean and
Ionian Sea 7th —19th centuries.
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Other travelers of the period such as Jean Thevenot, who visited the area in 1655-
1656 and Cornelius de Bruyn in 1679-1680 also mention the lighthouse and the
village next to it (Thevenot 62; de Bruyn 39). Cornelius de Bruyn’s engraving of the
lighthouse together with the Cyanean rocks and the “Column of Pompey” (fig. 2.24),
depicts the lighthouse as an angular, three-tiered tower, rising above the village
houses below. The image shows that there are two poles hanging out from the second

storey of the lighthouse tower (fig.2.24 detail).

Fig. 2.24 Engraving by Cornelius de Bruyn from Reizen van Cornelis de Bruyn,
1698; to the right is a detail from the same engraving showing the lighthouse.

One of the earliest documents available in the BOA regarding the lighthouse is
dated May 1737 and notes that the lighthouse keeper’s wages and needs of the
lighthouse were provided at that time by the Siileymaniye Mosque Foundation (vakf)
(BOA C.BH. 83/3950). Another document dated 1793 refers to an “old lighthouse”
in the area (BOA C.AS. 676/28402).

During the events of 1807-1808, when the Kabak¢1 Mustafa uprising started from
this area, the lighthouse was destroyed and had to be restored once more (Miiller-
Wiener 55). It is difficult to determine whether the image of the Rumelifeneri
lighthouse, (fig.2.25) as drawn by Préault, a French architect who arrived in
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Constantinople in 1796, engraved by Piringer and published in Pertusier’s 1815
dated book, shows the lighthouse prior to or after the restoration following the
destructive uprising. When compared to the 1574 image of the lighthouse from the
Freshfield Albums (fig. 2.22) and a later image of the lighthouse described below
(fig.2.26), it is possible to see that Préault’s image (2.25) is similar to what the

lighthouse was like prior to the 19™ century.

Fig. 2.25 Detail of engraving by Préault published by Pertusier showing the
Rumelifeneri lighthouse in 1812-14.

According to Miiller-Wiener, who uses the image of the lighthouse as depicted
by Jules Laurens in 1846-48 (fig.2.26) to prove his point, after the restoration

following the 1807-1808 events, the lighthouse was elevated one more storey (55).
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Fig. 2.26 Image of Rumelifeneri village, lighthouse and the Cyanean Rocks by Jules
Laurens from 1846-48.

A close inspection of the Préault’s drawing (fig. 2.25) reveals a cluster of
buildings with alcoves (cumba) by the lighthouse tower. A similar wooden mansion
(konak) with oriel windows is also visible in the images of Laurens (2.26) and
Durand-Brager (2.27). Two documents from BOA that date to 1821 state that the
mansion of the responsible officer for the Bosphorus fortresses (Bogaz Kaleleri
Nazir1)®! was in Rumelifeneri (BOA C.AS. 393/16213; BOA C.AS. 816/34701) and
that a bastion and sentry station were built at this location. The mansion visible in the
images of 2.25, 2.26 and 2.27 could be the residence of the “Bogaz Kaleleri Nazir1”

as described in the BOA documents.

%' The names of the officials “Karadeniz Bogaz1 Nazir1” or “Bogazigi Kaleleri Nazir1” are first
mentioned in a document dated 1789 (BOA HAT. 192/9385). This officer was responsible for the
administration of the Bosphorus fortresses.
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Fig. 2.27 Rumelifeneri village and lighthouse by Durand-Brager in 1855.

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, there is relatively less information
about the Asian lighthouse in Anadolufeneri. The first available document that
mentions the lighthouse on the Asian coast, dates to 1814 and states that the great
fener was reconstructed by Kopriili Mehmed Pasa and the associated costs (such as
the wages of the lighthouse keeper) are still provided by his vakf. (BOA C.BH.
174/8181) Kopriilii Mehmed Pasa was the Grand Vizier in the 17" century, but we
do not know if the “reconstruction” of the lighthouse was done in his time period or
later. The Anadolufeneri lighthouse from 1814 can be seen together with the fortress
beneath it, in a drawing by Préault (fig. 2.62).%

With the increase in sea traffic in 1856 the French government appealed to the
Sublime Porte to improve the condition of the lighthouses and to increase their
numbers along the major sea routes. Thus, the Memalik-i Mahrusa Fenerler Idaresi
(Metropolitan Lighthouses Administration) was set up by the Ottoman government

in 1855 to build modern lighthouses (Miiller-Wiener 122). In 1856 Rumelifeneri and

2 .. o . .
%2 Discussed later in this chapter in the section on Ottoman Defense Structures.
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Anadolufeneri lighthouses were built but according to Miiller-Wiener this was
probably just a restoration and improvement of the lighthouses that had been in the
area since the 16™ century (123).

On 15 May 1856, the Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri lighthouses started
operating. Both lighthouses were constructed by the French. According to a legend,
the shrine of Saltuk Dede (1788) that used to stand in the place of the Rumelifeneri
lighthouse caused the construction of the tower to be demolished a couple of times,
and thus the French, in order to please the villagers, restored the shrine (which still
exists) and then continued to build the lighthouse tower. (Balci “Sariyer” 202; Tutel
“Rumeli Feneri”) In 1860 the Société des Phares de [’Empire Ottoman, the
organization in charge of the operation and maintenance of the lighthouses, was
founded (Miiller-Wiener 123).

In times of extreme situations such as the 1877 Russian-Ottoman war, there were
limitations on the lighthouses; only the ones at the entrances of both the Dardanelles
and Bosphorus Straits were lit in the evenings although it was prohibited to travel at
night (Miiller-Wiener 123).

A document from the BOA dated to 1854 mentions the decision to buy a
“movable lantern” from London (BOA A. AMD. 59/12). Another document from
early 1856 states that the lanterns were constructed in Paris, although it does not
mention whether or not they were “movable” (BOA HR. MKT. 133/39). In 1870 a
floating lantern (phare flottant) was placed at the north entrance of the Bosphorus
and probably stayed there until the Russian-Ottoman war of 1877. An international
sea rescue company established in 1883 was keeping a floating lighthouse in the area

in 1893 (Miiller-Wiener 124).
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2.3.2.3. “Column of Pompey” (No.3)

The “Column of Pompey” was mentioned in chapter 2.1 as part of the Ancient
period panorama. While the monument has ancient origins, the available textual and
visual information for the column all date from the Ottoman period when it was a
popular spot for foreign delegations and travelers to visit. The popular name of the
column which attributes it to Pompey is contested by almost all the visitors. To date

there is no secure information on when, by whom or why it was erected.
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Fig. 2.28 “Column of Pompey” folio 16 of Freshfield Albums (from Mango,
“Constantinopolitana”).

The earliest and also the most detailed representation of the column dates back to
1574 (fig.2.28) and it is from the Freshfield Albums. Here a white marble base
adorned with a garland of vegetation (maybe ivy), a ram’s heads, and a slender
column of white marble is set on top of it with an ornamental column head on top.
The disjunction between of the column and its base suggests that the two pieces were

originally parts of different structures and were not made to accommodate each
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other. Both Fresne-Canaye and Von Bretten observed that the white marble column
was not too high and the garland decoration at the base, in comparison to the column,
was slightly oversized (Fresne-Canaye 62; Von Bretten 302). Von Bretten especially
notes that in their visit to the area they climbed up on the rocks to see and inspect the

column and that the bottom and top parts of it were somewhat wider (302).
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Fig. 2.29 Detail of the engraving by Michael Heberer von Bretten from 1585-1588
showing Columna Pompeio.

The folio from 1574 in the Freshfield Albums has the following Latin inscription
“Columna marmorea in rupe Insulari prope littus Europaeum in quo Pharus sita: Ea
rupes una est Cyanearum petrarum secundum Gyllium. In Columnae Basi nomen
Caesaris Augusti tantum apparet. Reliqua verba vetustate et aspergine maris deleta
sunt.” (Mango, Constantinapolitana, 315) in translation “Marble Column on a rock,
like an island, on the European shore on which the lighthouse is situated. According

to Gyllius, the cliff is one of the Cyanean Rocks. On the base of the column there
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appears only the name of Caesar Augustus. The remaining words have been
destroyed by time and the abrasive action of the sea.” ©>

In an article published in 1683, the column capital (fig. 2.28) seen in the drawing
from 1574 is described as having a Corinthian order and the column itself is
described as 18-feet high and 3-feet in diameter (Smith 345). The author of the
article, Thomas Smith, must have visited the column prior to 1680 when it was
overturned during a storm.

Other early representations (fig. 2.30 and fig. 2.31) give a more stereotyped

image of the rocks and the column.

Fig. 2.30 Schweigger engraving from 1578-1581 showing Cyanean rocks and
Column in the foreground and the lighthouse tower and village in the background.

%3 | thank Adrian Saunders for providing a translation of this inscription.
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Fig. 2.31 Image titled “Pompeis Pillar as vulgarly called” from George Sandys (circa
1610-1611). The notes below the image mark significant areas

Most of the theories about the history of the column actually rely on the
inscription at the base of the column which has been recorded and interpreted in
different ways by many visitors. De Busbecq in 1555 read the inscription as “some
Roman (Octavian, if I remember right)” (de Busbecq 27). Fresne-Canaye in 1573,
writing almost contemporaneous with the folio from Freshfield Albums, writes that
the weathered Roman inscription gives the name of “Caius Caesar” which according
to him disproves the popular sayings that it was erected by “Pompeius” after his
victory over the “King of Pontos or the King of the Great Sea Mithridates” (Fresne-
Canaye 62) He also records that although the column looked as though it could be
knocked over easily it has been standing there for centuries (Fresne-Canaye 62). Von
Bretten notes that many people suggest that the column was erected in honor of

Pompeius but that he does not know if it was Octavian or Pompeius who put it there
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(Von Bretten 302). Other sources state that it was erected in the name of Tiberius,
Emperor Augustus or Emperor Hadrian (Balci “Sariyer” 202).

Cornelius le Bruyn’s depiction of the column and the rocks together with the
lighthouse at the far left of the image (fig. 2.24) is published in his book of 1698. In
the book he states that he drew the column based on what it was supposed to look

like since as he also notes it was overturned by the time he traveled in the area in

1690s.

Fig. 2.32 Inciciyan’s depiction of the Cyanean Rocks and the Column of Pompey in
1794.

Numerous early travelers such as George Sandys and Cornelius de Bruyn have
recorded the inscription on the base of the column. Sandys records the inscription in
1610 as follows:

DIVO. C [AE] SARIL. AVGVSTO.
L. CL. [ANNIDIVS]
L. F. CLA. [PONTO]*

%% There are a number of different trasnscriptions of this inscription. See Andreossy, Tournefort, Le
Bruyn and Sandys; also see Eyice “Bizans” 60-1 for further notes on this inscription and its different
transcriptions.
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2.3.2.4. Religious Buildings

The ancient temples of the earlier periods are rarely mentioned by the travelers
from the 15", 16™ and 17" centuries (table 2.5). Fresne-Canaye during his visit to the
area in 1573 writes that they saw, while passing on a boat, the ruins of the Diana
temple in Anadolukavagi, which was called Hieron by the Greeks (62).

The later European travelers and writers from the late 18" and 19" centuries who
visited the Upper Bosphorus were more enthusiastic about the ancient remains of the
temples in the area. They commonly referred to the extant temple in Anadolukavagi
as the temple of Jupiter Urius or the temple of Dios. Lechevalier, Pertusier, Melling,
Bijiskyan and P.A. Dethier are among the 19" century writers who refer to the
ancient temple at Hieron in their accounts. The ancient temples of Rea and Serapion
are rarely mentioned in descriptions of Rumelikavagi. Ottoman authors of Armenian
origin, inciciyan and Hovhannesyan, in the early 19" century, and the later Austrian
historian Hammer, writing in the 1830s are some of the travelers/writers who
mention the history of ancient temples in the area in their accounts.

As the ancient temples of the region ceased to exist probably before the Ottoman
period, usually the references to them was often based on the mythological stories
and the ancient sources, discussed in chapter 2.1. Religious buildings in the Upper
Bosphorus from the Ottoman period consisted of old Greek Orthodox monasteries,
churches for the Christian population of the villages and mosques of differing sizes
for the Muslim communities of the Upper Bosphorus villages. Some of these
monasteries, churches and mosques that are documented by different sources are

discussed in the following sections.
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2.3.2.4.1. Our Lady of Castania Monastery

In 1585-88 Von Bretten attested to seeing the ruins of a Greek monastery on the
hills of the Upper Bosphorus on the European side, by the forest with a cabin nearby
housing two monks which he calls Nostra Donna de Castanea or Our Lady of
Castania (Von Bretten 301 and fig. 2.10). Hammer writes that in the period of Petrus
Gyllius, i.e. the second half of the 16™ century and around the same time that Von
Bretten was writing, the chapel of Our Lady of Castania was located “after the dam
at Mavromolos monastery” (267). Hammer reminds the reader not to confuse this
chapel with the Castania spring and the chapel of the Virgin Mary of Castania
located on the hills of Sartyer. The one depicted by Von Bretten (2.10) and
mentioned by Hammer was located above the Chrysorhoas (Altinkum) stream, the
approximate location of which can be seen in fig.2.33. This stream had a little water

and would dry up in the summer (Hammer 267).%

2.3.2.4.2. Mavromolos Monastery (in the Rumelikavagi environs)

One of the best-recorded religious buildings in the area was the Mavromolos
monastery located probably between Rumelikavagi and Garipge. This monastery is
also mentioned in chapter 2.2 as part of the Byzantine period monuments of the
Upper Bosphorus panorama. However, since the majority of the available sources on
the monastery are from the Ottoman period, and since it was still operating until the
early 18" century, it will be discussed in detail in this section dealing with the
Ottoman past. Hammer provides a detailed history of the Mavromolos monastery as

told in the History of Rasid written in the 18" century (263-66).

% The Castania spring on the hills of Sariyer still exists with drinkable water which is branded and
sold under the name “Kestane Suyu” meaning Castania or Chestnut water.
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The Greek Orthodox Mavromolos monastery, dedicated to the Assumption of the
Virgin, and aforementioned in chapter 2.2, is first reported in September 1356. (Janin
“Géographie” 196). The holy day of this church was the 15™ of August, the feast day
for the Assumption of Virgin Mary (K&miirciiyan 48 -49; Inciciyan “Bogazici” 141).
The Austrian cleric Stephane Gerlach, who visited the monastery in 1570s witnessed
the feast day of the Virgin and noted that the patriarch himself went there once a year
to celebrate (Janin “Géographie” 196). In 1617, there were only two cells and a small
patch of forest remaining of the old Mavromolos monastery (Hammer 265).
According to the History of Rasit as told by Hammer

In 1616 during the reign of Sultan Beyazid II, a monk named Isias rented
a field and a patch of forest, at the location where there was a monastery
behind the fortress of Rumelikavak®. After his death a monk named
Dijanus and then successively a monk named Kyriakos were left in
charge of the rented property. The monk Kyriakos left one of the cloisters
empty while he renewed, extended and added a tower for storage to the
other one. With the permission of an administrator he added an upper and
a lower floor, cells for monks, a mill, a fishing weir, a magasin (store),
fruit orchard, decorative garden and vineyard. The annual rent was
increased at this time and he planted gardens in other fields as well.
Around this time, in 1675 there were 10 monks at the monastery and
when Kyriakos died he left everything to the vakf (foundation) and these
monks (History of Rasid as qtd. in Hammer 263-266; Hovhannesyan 61).

Patriarch Macarius of Antioch, who visited the monastery in 1652, writes that
there were forty monks, and the church was old and vast with an icon of “Panagia
Pantanassa” on the exterior, and two water springs on the premises. (Janin

“Géographie” 196).

66 Considering that the Ottoman period Rumelikavak fortress was built in 1624 this must be the old
Byzantine fortress up on the hill.
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According to this history at the time when Komiircliyan was writing in the
1680s, the monastery and church were still functioning and indeed were having their
busiest period. From Komiirciiyan’s lively account of his visit we understand that the
Mavromolos monastery had a landing pier on the shore and the church of Agia
Panagia was located on the hill. The church had a room upstairs for prayer and on
both sides of this room were visitor rooms (Kdmiirciiyan 48-49; Inciciyan “Bogazici”
141). Komiirciiyan describes that it was built on an elevated slope. From Easter until
the feast day of the Assumption of Virgin Mary the church got many visitors. In the
upper storey of the church®’ there were beautiful views of the sea and the landscape.
The Iunch served to Komiirciiyan here included pickles, dried bread, yogurt and
cheese with ayran® to drink. For visitors meze and wine was also available. .
(Komiirciiyan 48-49). Andreasyan in his notes accompanying his translation of the
17" century writer Koémiircityan, points out that the Komiirciiyan praises the
Mavromolos monastery in an enthusiastic manner (Komiirciiyan 282).

The detail of the map in fig. 2.33 shows the approximate location of the
Mavromolos monastery in 1730 and to the right of the monastery the Chrysorhoas
stream can be seen.

In 1690, the monks in order to construction of a new and large monastery
building and a new church took down the old monastery buildings, and
with the money raised from different countries they built a new church
and a large monastery. After these monks died, the new construction was
used by the successive monks without permission of the vakf. When the
Grand Vezir of the time Damat Sehid Ali Pasa heard about this he
ordered the inspection of the monastery by the miiffii (who is in charge of

all religious vakfs) who then ordered Saahip Efendi the deputy of the vakf

%7 It is not clear if Komiirciiyan mean upstairs of the church building or the upper levels of the hill
where the church used to be located.
%A yogurt drink.
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of Mosque of Beyazid II to inspect it. When the report on the incident
indicated that the monastery did not have permission to rebuild, the
Grand Vezir gave the order (ferman) to demolish the monastery and the
church in 1716. This way the land was retrieved by the vakf of Mosque
of Beyazid II. (History of Rasid II B 140 as qtd. in Hammer and as qtd.

by Andreasyan in his notes to Kémiirciiyan 282).
Janin gives the different date, 1713, for the demolition of the monastery. The
icon bearing the image of Theotokos Mavromolitissa (Virgin of Mavromolitissa) was
saved from this destruction and transferred to a church in Arnavutkdy (Janin

“Géographie” 196).

& Funinur: Promon,
= foriunm: ,

t'ak”.. = = ? = — il —

X v/n.l‘/:'iz. o
= atte Caf? W\V =

= Delrz (Cranex
fe e curopa

Lresor -
Iumnd.Pmr_l[{(‘;

Fig. 2.33 Detail of map showing the European coast in the upper section and the
Asian coast in the lower section.(Accurate Vorstellung der Orientalisch Kayserlichen
Haupt-und-Residenz-Stadt Constantinople, J. B. Homann Niirnberg, 1730)

2.3.2.4.3. Church of Ayageorgi

The name of the church of Ayageorgi (Hagia Georgi) located in the Rumelifeneri
village is first reported in a BOA document dated to 1887. According to this
document the postal ship named Saturno, coming from Varna, fired a canon while

passing Rumelifeneri in order to greet the church of Ayageorgi and thus the captain

was ordered to be punished (BOA Y.A. HUS. 198/22).
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There are other archival documents from the late 19" and early 20" centuries that
mention the Christian Orthodox community and the priest living in Rumelifeneri.
According to a document from 1921, the priest’s house was still being used in

Rumelifeneri at that time (BOA DH.EUM.AYS. 54/104).

2.3.2.44. Historic Mosques of the Upper Bosphorus Region

Besides the existing old mosques in the area such as the Anadolufeneri mosque
which cannot be dated due to the absence of an epitaph, Ayvansarayi’s Hadikat-al-
Cevami and archival documents from BOA provide information regarding the
mosques of the region during the Ottoman period. According to BOA documents
there were numerous mosques in the fortresses and the batteries constructed in the
18™ and 19" centuries. The Hadikat-al-Cevami (Garden of Mosques), written in the
second half of the 19" century by Ayvansarayi, gives a detailed list of the major
mosques in the Rumelikavak and Anadolukavak neighborhoods. Unfortunately most
of the extant Ottoman mosques and fountains in the region have been very poorly
restored in the last century and have lost their historical authenticity.

2.3.2.4.4.1. Mosques in Rumelikavagi

The old congregational mosque of the Kavak Fortress built by Sultan Murat IV,
which was probably built in 1624, around the same time as the fortress, was no
longer standing at the time when Ayvansarayi was writing. Instead the Karakas
Mosque of Kale-i Kavak, which was built at a later date by Karakas Mustafa Celebi
Ibn Haci1 Abdullah Aga, was recorded by Ayvansarayi (Ayvansarayi 455, note 3234).
According to Ayvansarayi, the small mosque or mescid inside the “Kala-i Kavak”

(Rumelikavak fortress), is the Karakas Mescid. In the place of the old mescid a
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“Great Mosque” was built in 1979-1985 (Aysu) although we do not know if this was
on the site of the old Karakas mescid mentioned by Ayvansarayi.

Another mosque in the Rumelikavak village was built by Turhan Hatice Valide
Sultan in the name of her brother Yusuf Aga. The Yusuf Aga Mosque, also known as
the Valide Congregational Mosque as written by Ayvansarayi was built between
1682-1688 by Turhan Hatice Sultan in order to honor her brother Yusuf Aga and the
needs of this mosque were supplied by the vakf (foundation) of Yeni Congregational
Mosque in Emindnii (Ayvansarayi 455). The hamam in the suburbs of the fortress
was the work of the steward of the market (bezzazistan kethiidasi) Hact Mehmed
Aga. (Ayvansarayi 455) The mosque, which has been repaired several times, still
stands in Rumelikavak village.

2.3.2.4.4.2. Mosques in Anadolukavagi

Ayvansarayi lists three mosques in Anadolukavagi village and one mosque near
the village inside the old Yoros fortress up on the hill above Anadolukavagi.

The Anadolukavagi Mosque, built by Mahpeyker Sultan (known as Kdsem
Valide) mother of Sultan Murat IV, was built at the same time as the new fortress of
Anadolukavagi (Ayvansarayi 456), which was built together with the Rumelikavagi
fortress in 1624, during the reign of Sultan Murat I'V.

The Congregational Mosque of Ali Reis, outside the above-mentioned fortress,
was built by Midillili Hac1 Ali Riza in 1592-93 (Ayvansarayi 456), approximately
thirty-two years before the construction of the fortress pointing to a settlement and
need for a mosque at this location prior to the initial construction of the fortress.

The third mosque, according to Ayvansarayi, is the Yeni Congregational Mosque
outside the Anadolukavag fortress, built in 1694-95 by Hac1 Mehmed Aga, who was

a Janissary officer assigned to Kavak (457).
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Sultan Beyazid II (1481-1512) had a mosque built inside the old Yoros fortress
and Ayvansarayi calls it the “Yoros Kal’asi Mescidi der kurb-i Kavak” or the Yoros
Fortress Mosque near Kavak (Sakaoglu). Evliya Celebi describes this mosque as
having been built by Yildirim Beyazid (Beyazid I) who seized the fortress first in
1391 (Celebi 1.227). Hovhannesyan writes that the mosque inside the fortress was
built by a “Yahya Efendi” who was buried between Besiktas and Ortakdy (62). The
mosque had an upper story and a quarter. The salaries of the preacher and the
muezzin were provided from the fief fees of the Yoros fortress and the cemetery
nearby had the graves of martyrs and tombs of Muslims (Ayvansarayi 458).

2.3.2.4.4.3. The Mosques of the Fortress and Batteries

The earliest archival document available about these monuments from BOA is
dated to 1789 and is about the appointment of the imams to the mosques of the
batteries constructed on the Bosphorus (BOA HAT 16/688/A). The later documents
from the BOA archives, about the wages and appointments of the imams to the
fortress and battery mosques of the Upper Bosphorus are usually mentioned in
general terms and not specifically by the name of the fortress. Some documents list
and refer to the specific mosques by name such as (BOA HAT 206/10846) document
from 1791, which lists the Tellitabya and Yusa Point batteries and the Biiyilikliman
fortress mosque or another document from 1871 which designates by name the
Macar, Poyraz, Kilburun® fortress mosques and the Telli Tabya battery mosque
(BOA 1.DH. 628/43663). Another document from 1819 states that the Garipge

fortress mosque was repaired by the vakf of Sultan Abdiilmecid I (BOA C.EV.

% The “Kilburun fortress” was probably at the present site of Fil Burnu. In the BOA documents the
name Ki/burun is used and this was probably corrupted over time and became Fil Burnu.
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386/19412) while yet another one from 1874 states that the same mosque needs more
repairs (BOA 1.DH. 686/47857).

It is important to research the archival documents in detail since sometimes it is
possible to find information about some of the batteries that ceased to exist over
time. One of these documents, for example, mentions the “Papas Tabya” battery,
which probably was between Garip¢e and Rumelifeneri and will be discussed in
detail later in this chapter. The document from the archives is about the preacher
imam’s post at the mosque that is located at the Papas Tabya battery and provided by

the vakf of Abdiilhamid I (BOA C.EV. 141/7012).

2.3.2.5. Quarantine Stations and Hospitals

The earliest reference to a hospital is from 1830 where a kitchen and a laundry
area were ordered to be built as additions to an existing hospital building in
Rumelikavagi (BOA C.AS. 974/42441).

In 1831 a quarantine station in Rumelifeneri (Liman-1 Kebir '°) was established
for boats and passengers of Ottoman origin arriving from the Black Sea (Miiller-
Wiener 89; Yildirim 459). In the 1840s a quarantine station was established in
Anadolukavak; however, after complaints from foreign delegations about the
vulnerability of the location due to the north winds and also because the secure
anchorage places were very few to hold the increasing number of ships, this station
was relocated to Beykoz in 1866.”' On the other hand, a document from 1892 states
that the “ships under quarantine cannot dock in Biiylikliman and the harbor needs to

be changed” (BOA Y.PRK.ASK 87/22), which might indicate that even if the

70 Liman-1 Kebir means Biiyiikliman or the Large Harbour. In military hospitals (“Askeri Hastaneler”)
entry Yildirim states that the Liman-1 Kebir was in Anadolukavagi while in the entry of quarantine
(“Karantina”) it is described as being located next to the Rumelifeneri lighthouse)

m cf. Miiller-Wiener (89, 125) and DBIA Nuran Yildirim “Karantina” and “Askeri Hastaneler” on the
founding dates and locations of quarantine stations and military hospitals.
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quarantine station for ships of foreign origin was switched to Beykoz circa 1860, the
quarantine station for ships of Ottoman origin remained in Biiyiikliman until 1890.

The Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives has numerous documents on the Kavak
quarantine stations starting from 1853. Some of these documents list the quarantine
stations as located in Anadolukavak (BOA DH.MKT 1971/126; BOA Y.PRK.ASK
86/109) and some locate it in Rumelikavak area (BOA A.MKT.NZD 255/21). This
may explain why the BOA documents refer generally to the “Kavak quarantine
stations” and do not specify one or the other.

These archival documents on quarantine stations point to a high volume of
international sea traffic. They also reveal that not only people but also goods such as
livestock were transported on the ships often to be sold in Istanbul by the butchers.
Thus the officers of some of the quarantine stations had the responsibility of
checking livestock as well as people.

One of the archival documents is particularly interesting and illustrates the
importance of the quarantine stations and its effect on the local people. A document
dating to 1892 states that the coffins for the Anadolukavagi quarantine station must
be transported carefully at specific times of the day when it won’t be possible for the
public to see them (BOA DH.MKT 1971/126). According to the archives, the Kavak
quarantine station was repaired and additional areas were constructed in 1890 (BOA
[.DH. 1295/-6/102431) and there was another renovation undertaken in 1901 (BOA

AMKT.MHM. 553/41).
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Fig. 2.34 Photograph titled Hospitals of Kavak (On Bosphorus) in French, from the
mid-19" century. (Located in the Atatiirk Library, Album 58).

The above photograph (fig.2.34) is entitled Hospitals of Kavak (On Bosphorus)
from Album 58 of the Atatiirk Library, Istanbul.”* The site consisted of a military
hospital and barracks and it was used also in WWI for soldiers who had contagious
diseases or epidemics. It was closed down after the armistice. (Yildirim “Askeri
Hastane”).

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, in 1850, the Allied forces used
Istanbul as a rear base station, to send supplies to the armies at war in Crimea and to
treat the sick and wounded soldiers brought back from the war zones. A document
from 1853 indicates that a hospital in Biiyiikkliman was given to the British soldiers
and the supplies of this hospital were to be provided by the government (BOA

AMKT.NZD 115/70).

72 This photograph without a caption at the bottom was also published by Nuran Yildirim for her
DBIA encyclopedia entry on military hospitals (“Askeri Hastaneler”). The published photo however is
labeled as the Military Hospital of Serviburun (closed down after the 1877-78 war) and is from
Istanbul University Yildiz Albums no.90667/5.
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Fig. 2.35 Photograph probably from 1916 showing the military hospital in
Anadolukavak on the left. (Atatiirk Library, MTF 1368)

The hospital of Kavak was operating in a manor house (fig.2.35) with four great
wings and an annex. One of its main functions was to attend to the wounded and sick
soldiers sent from the front lines. The devastating Russian — Ottoman war of 1877-
1878 (also known as the “War of 93” because of the Islamic calendar date of 1293)
was a period when all the hospitals in the capital were operating at full capacity. The
Kavak Hospital had the supplies and equipment (beds) to accept 260 patients in
1877. In August 1877, the hospital had 210 patients; in total it received from August
1877 to June 1878, 430 wounded and 60 sick for a total of 490 cases (Ulman and
Yildirim 62).

With a decision in 1909, additional areas were to be added to the old building.
These new areas were in use before WWI. As a consequence of the occupation of
Constantinople and the Bosphorus by the Allied Forces the hospital ceased to operate
until 1933. In WWII, it functioned as a public hospital and later it was restored and
an operating room was added. It was still operating as a hospital under the Naval

Force Command until 1960. (Yildirim “Askeri Hastane”) According to photographs
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in fig. 2.34 and fig. 2.35, together with the documents from the Prime Ministry
Archives there was more than one military hospital in the Upper Bosphorus area in

the 19™ century and the location of the quarantine stations changed over time.

2.3.2.6. Villages and Communities

The villages of the Upper Bosphorus have changed over time. Wars, mass
migrations, disasters, work opportunities, or the lack of them and various other
reasons brought about these changes.

The Russian-Ottoman war of 1877-1878 can be defined as the single most
important incident that changed the community fabric of the Upper Bosphorus
villages. The war caused a great population shift and many families immigrated to
the area during this period from the eastern Black Sea region cities of Rize and
Trabzon. Most of the older citizens in the area, interviewed were second or third
generation residents who were born in the Bosphorus villages; migration to these
villages happened during their grandparents’ generation, at the time of the Russian-
Ottoman war. Many of the contemporary residents retain the accent similar to that

spoken by the people of their ancestral land.

2.3.2.6.1 Rumelikavak village
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Fig. 2.36 Detail of an engraving by Choiseul-Gouffier from 1785.
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The local population of the Rumelikavak village in Ottoman period was
Orthodox Christian, but this group decreased over time. In 1802 there were
numerous coffee shops, a cellar, many boathouses and docks, and houses of Muslim
residents in the village (Bostancibasi 18). After the immigration from the Eastern
Black Sea region following the 1877 war with Russia, the village of Rumelikavagi
became populated again (Balc1 “Takalar” 14). Evliya Celebi calls the Rumelikavak
village the town of Kavak and gives the number of bachelor rooms available as
accommodation for sailors and travelers (Sakaoglu).

The detail of an image by Choiseul-Gouffier from 1785 (fig. 2.36), shows the
Rumelikavak village on the far right starting from the seaside and continuing towards
the gently sloping hills.

The village was included within the borders of the Istanbul municipality under
the law of 1877 (Dersaadet Belediye Yasasi) but continued to maintain its
administrative status as a village until 1930. After 1930 when Sariyer became a
municipality, the Rumelikavak village became one of its neighborhoods (DBIA). In
1914 a destructive flood changed the topography of the Rumelikavag: village (Aysu

“Rumelikavagi").
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Fig. 2.37 Photo showing Rumelikavagi Otuzbir Suyu fishing weir 1890 (Tarkulyan
no.120).
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A photograph from 1890’s shows the typical fishing weirs used in the Upper
Bosphorus region in the past. Fishing was a common source of income for the
villages on the Upper Bosphorus and thus it was possible to see these wooden
structures along the shores in the region. This kind of fishing in the Upper Bosphorus

region has ceased to exist.

2.3.2.6.2 Anadolukavak village

By the end of the 17" century this village was known for its gardens and
greenery. According to Komiirciiyan, the port sometimes had two to three hundred
ships waiting, sometimes for up to four months for south winds to facilitate travel,
while north winds often hindered voyages to the Black Sea (45). When the winds
were advantageous the ships would travel together and enter the Black Sea almost
like a naval fleet. Among the goods that these ships brought to the city were woods,
fruits, millet, straw, barley and wheat. (Kémiirciiyan 46)

The village had a fruit garden that grew the famous delicious cherries associated
with the town. The palace mill, which contained three water-mills and produced

white flour for the bread of the palace was also located here (Kdmiirciiyan 46).

Fig. 2.38 On the left a detail from the engraving showing Anadolukavak village
across from the European side. On the right a detail from an engraving of
Anadolukavak Yoros castle and village. Both are by Bartlett and executed for Miss
Pardoe’s book published in 1838 .

110



According to Evliya Celebi, in Anadolukavagi there were 800 Muslim houses,
one congregational mosque, seven mosques, 200 shops, bachelor rooms and school
for boys; all residents were from Anatolia (Celebi 1.227 ; “Anadolukavagi”). In 1802
besides the mosque, school and imaret” there were 13 coffee shops, a bakery, a simit
shop, several grocery shops, a cellar and the Bostanci police station in the village of
Anadolukavak (Bostancibasi 18). Inciciyan mentions that 1000 Turks were living in
the village and that the shops of the village were open even at nights to accommodate
the sailors (“Bogazici” 179).

Near the Yeni Congregational Mosque, a school was built by Haci Mehmed Aga,
which was burnt down in 1944 (Ayvansarayi 457 note 3243 by Crane). Ayvansarayi
documents a chronogram inscribed on an epitaph over the gateway of a nearby khan
for travelers, which was repaired by Hact Mehmed Aga (457). The chronogram tells
the story of why and how it was built and is dated to 1720-21. In 1749-50, soup and
bread were provided to the guests staying in the khan on the orders of Matul Besir
Aga (dariissaade agast) (Ayvansarayi 457).

Anadolukavag: fishing weirs used to be famous as they were able to catch large
amounts of fish, however they were removed at the end of the 19" century
(“Anadolukavagr”). At the beginning of the century the town had a large market
place and five different neighborhoods. According to the Sirket-i Hayriye brochure,

in 1914 the village had 180 houses and 1000 residents.

& Bostancibasi Notebooks from 1802 mention an imaret (Bostancibasi 18) which is probably the
same establishment as the khan described by Ayvansarayi (457).
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2.3.2.6.3 Rumelifeneri village

Von Bretten visited the area in 1585 and reported that the village was located at
the bottom of the high tower and also got its name from this tower, which is called
“Phanal” (301).

Two fountains in the village were both built by Gazi Ekrem Hasan Pasa in 1775
and another fountain was built by Hact Ahmet Aga in 1771 which was quite poorly
restored in 2002 and lost its historical significance. There is also a “Kabak¢1”
fountain from 1815 named after the famous “Kabake¢1” uprising. The authenticity of
this fountain has also suffered due to poor restoration work.

Rumelifeneri village was assigned as the central administrative office and
grouped together with Kisirkaya, Garipge and Kilyos villages; its administration was
then connected to the Kiiciikcekmece prefecture in 1884 (BOA I.DH. 1295/-

4/102220).

Fig. 2.39 Photograph probably showing the Rumelifeneri village taken from the
upper floor of the lighthouse.” (Atatiirk Library, MTF 1370)

™ This photograph is titled as “Anadolufeneri village” in the catalogue of Ataturk Library however
the visible topography in the image suggests that it is more likely an image of the Rumelifeneri
village.
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In 1899 a great fire demolished 70 buildings in Rumelifeneri (Aysu
“Rumelifeneri”’). A document dated September 6, 1900 from the BOA archives
orders forty-eight cabins to be built for the people who were left homeless after the
fire (BOA 1.SE. 13/1318/Ca-1). The photograph of the Rumelifeneri village (fig.
2.39) shows some houses that are standing but the majority of the houses are in ruins.

The former population of the village was Christian Orthodox. Muslims started
moving to the village in the Ottoman period and especially in 1877-1878 after the
Russian — Ottoman war caused great waves of immigration. This was the time when
people from the eastern Black Sea town of Rize began to settle in the area.

The Ottoman period bath in Rumelifeneri village was used by military personnel
until the end of WWII but then left to its own fate (Balci “Sariyer” 202).

2.3.2.6.4. Anadolufeneri village

Anadolufeneri village, together with Poyraz village were connected to the city
municipality office no.8, but they were transferred to the Beykoz district
municipality in 1888. The villagers appealed against this change since they had to

pay extra taxes and asked the decision to be reversed (BOA DH.MKT. 1490/23).
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Fig. 2.40 Photo showing Anadolufeneri village fountain around 1916. (Atatiirk
Library, MTF 1407)

The photograph shows the village fountain built by Sultan Mahmud II in 1823
(Soysal “Anadolufeneri” 71), which still exists in the village despite a bad
restoration. In the photograph, in addition to women and children, a soldier in his war
attire is filling a jug at the fountain. The shadow of the person taking the photo is
also visible at the bottom left corner; the shadow of his hat form suggests that he is
also a soldier. The fagade of this fountain was covered with white marble except for
the inscription during a recent restoration effort. The circular relief with the Sultan’s
tugra (signature), that can be seen on the upper border of the photograph in fig. 2.40,

has fallen and broken.

2.3.2.6.5. Biiyiikliman
Administratively connected to Garipce village, Biiylikliman, according to Balci,
housed a bath, a church, many ruins of houses and half-destroyed battery walls

(“Sartyer” 210). In the Ottoman period there used to be a ship building dock but no
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trace remains of it today. The inscription on the seaside fountain stated that it was
built by Admiral Cezayirli Hasan Pasa in 1785 (Balci “Sariyer” 210). The fishing

weir of Biiyiikliman used to be located at the Garipge border of the Biiyiikliman.

2.3.2.6.6 Garipce

The population of Garipce comprised the military personnel serving in the
fortress. It is not known if there was a village located here prior to the 1770s
construction of the fortress. Similar to Rumelifeneri after the “War of 93 in other
words the war of 1877-78 with Russia, mainly people from the Trabzon region
settled in the Garipge village. A document dated 1907 from the BOA archives states
the need for an official seal at the village due to the increase in the number of

households after the immigrants were settled (BOA DH.MKT. 1168/14).

2.3.2.7 Defense Structures (No. 4-12)

The Byzantine fortifications at the entrance of the Strait that were supposed to
provide security to the city and facilitate the collection of taxes, lost their importance
after the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople and began to deteriorate (Miiller-
Wiener 55; Kortepeter 93). As mentioned earlier in this chapter it was the sudden
Cossack attack in 1624 that prompted the construction of new fortifications at the
seaside villages of Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi. The fortresses in both of the
Kavak villages that were built in 1624 were repaired, restored and altered several
times and further fortifications were added to the Strait at the end of 18" century
when the Russian Empire started to pose a greater threat to the Ottoman capital.

In this section I begin with an overview of the state of the Byzantine

fortifications on the hilltops of Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi and how they were
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perceived by the sources during the Ottoman Empire. I will then continue with the
first Ottoman fortifications built in the Upper Bosphorus region in 1624 in the same
villages, but this time by the shore, and proceed in chronological order with a
discussion of the Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri fortresses and finally the Garipge
and Poyrazkoy fortresses. After discussing these major fortress structures, a section
presenting the available information about other batteries in the region concludes the
chapter on the Ottoman history of the Upper Bosphorus. In this last section the
defense structures that were built or were planned to be built in the 18" and 19"
centuries such as the batteries of Biiyiikliman, Fil Burnu, Yusa/Macar Tabya, Telli
Tabya, Papasburnu Tabya are discussed briefly.

The detail of a Bosphorus plan (fig.2.41) included in a 1850 dated report on the
defense systems of the Bosphorus Strait, lists the fortifications that are discussed in

this chapter and shows their approximate locations.
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Fig. 2.41 Detail from Plan of Bosphorus showing fortifications from 1850. (SHAT
GR1M.1620)
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2.3.2.7.1 Anadolukavak (Yoros) (No.4b) and Rumelikavak fortresses (No.4a)

Positioned above the seaside villages of Anadolukavak and Rumelikavak, these
are the oldest known fortifications on the Upper Bosphorus. As mentioned in the
previous chapter on the Byzantine history of the area, information about the
construction of these structures is not known and field surveys and archeological
investigations are needed in order to determine their pre-Ottoman history. The
Rumeli fortress, which was in ruins in 1403 when Clavijo passed through the strait
barely exists now. The Ottoman period sources usually depict the more visible
fortress on the hill above Anadolukavag: village.

The old fortress above Anadolukavagi was and still is called Yoros or Yoruz
castle. The name Yoros is probably a corruption of “Ieros” from the ancient times
although Ayvansarayi writes that it might be the name of its builder (458). The
encyclopedia entry on “Anadolukavagi” from DBIA recognizes the different
arguments about the fortresses of Anadolukavagi. There were, in fact, two different
fortifications connected to the village of Anadolukavagi. The older structure as
discussed in the previous chapter (2.2) and in this section (2.3.2.6.1), and the
Ottoman defense structures, which were first built in 1624 but did not survive; these
are discussed in the section below (2.3.2.6.2). In order to avoid confusion with the
later fortresses of Anadolukavagi I refer here to the contemporary and still popular

appellation for the ancient fortress: the “Yoros fortress”.
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Fig. 2.42 The Yoros fortress by Cornelius le Bruyn, first published in 1698.

The ancient Yoros fortress was probably repaired and maintained well until the
Anadoluhisar1 fortress was built, or until the conquest of Constantinople, as it was
seen by Clavijo in 1403. About 180 years after Clavijo’s visit, Von Bretten’s
testimony gives a different image and notes that the walls of the old fortresses on
both coasts that continue until the seashore were in a ruinous condition (Von Bretten
301). However, while his depiction of the old fortress on the European side shows
cracks on the two visible towers, the Yoros fortress on the Asian coast is depicted in
a better condition with its six towers, entrance, two terraces and surrounding walls
extending to the sea (fig. 2.10). Von Bretten shows his surprise that the “Turks left
these structures to decay instead of using this perfect system’” to block the entrance

of the Bosphorus and that they haven’t stationed anyone in these areas” (301).

> The system mentioned here is the marble column in the sea and the chains on both sides of it
connecting the two fortresses mentioned in the Byzantine chapter (2.2)
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As depicted by Von Bretten (fig.2.10) and the later visitors to the area (fig. 2.42
to fig. 2.47) the Yoros fortress had an outer wall that extended to the Bosphorus and
was connected to seaside towers at the lower level. These towers, visible in a half
ruined state in le Bruyn’s image from 1698 (fig. 2.42), probably belonged to the later
structure since, according to Evliya Celebi, they were demolished while the new
seaside fortresses were built in 1624 (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”). Evliya Celebi, writing
in the first half of the 17™ century describes the fortress as an old and seddadi
(meaning vast and sturdy) black structure with four corners and a perimeter that
measures about 2000 steps (Book I, 228).

Hovhannesyan at the beginning of the 19" century describes the Yoros fortress as
having three sections, namely the inner-fortress, the fortress and the town, all
separated from each other by ramparts and gates (62). The ramparts surrounding the
town, he explains, reached to the sea while the inner-fortress and the fortress sections
were located on the hill. Evliya Celebi writes that the fortress on the hill and the
Anadolukavak village by the seashore were 5000 steps apart (Book I, 228).

In the Ottoman period new walls and towers were added to the Yoros fortress
(Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”) and the fortress was restored in 1576 (“Anadolukavagi”;
Eyice “Yoros”). Choiseul-Gouffier’s drawing of the fortress (fig.2.43), from
relatively the same time as Hovhannesyan’s account, shows a cluster of buildings at
the hill top with surrounding ramparts that are marked with smaller drum towers and
a roofed tower and lower buildings by the shore, which were probably newly built at

the time.
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Fig. 2.3 Detail of the Anadolukavak Castle deicted in 1785-1792 by Choiseul-
Gouffier, published in 1822.

Inciciyan, during his visit to Anadolukavagi, saw cross figures on the walls of the
old fortress and a column with a cross relief, which was found underground at the old
fortress and placed on the shore (“Bogazi¢i” 180). His account of this visit, which he
gives as a note in his long poem on Bogazi¢i (Bosphorus), mentions seeing arched
stone buildings inside the old fortress and dried up waterways inside the ramparts
(Inciciyan “Bogazi¢i” 180).

Although there are no buildings or residents inside Yoros fortress walls in the
present day’®, various sources such as Evliya Celebi, Inciciyan and Hovhannesyan
mention a resident community and different buildings such as bathhouses and
mosques inside the fortress. According to a document in the BOA archives, during
the restoration of the fortress in 1576, the mosque, fountain and bathhouse were also

repaired (“Anadolukavagi”; Eyice “Yoros”).

76 Except for the Republican period military lodgings which will be discussed in the later chapters
(2.4 and 4).
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At the time of Evliya Celebi in the first half of 17" century, there were 200
Muslim households and a mosque that had been built by Yildirim Beyazid, located
inside the fortress (Book I, 228). Inciciyan states that in his time (the end of the 18"
and beginning of the 19™ century), an Ottoman neighborhood of 25 households and
20 soldiers lived inside the Yoros fortress (“Bogazi¢i” 179). Ayvansarayi, writing in
1860s states that 30 Muslim houses, a fresh water fountain and a bathhouse with a
single dome, built by Hact Mehmed Aga one of the wardens of the fortress, were
located inside the Yoros fortress (458). Hammer defines the inhabitants of the castle
as “a colony of quiet people who live on agriculture and intermarry amongst

themselves, but of whose religious opinions nothing certain is known” (221).

Fig. 2.44 Detail of Thomas Allom’s view of Anadolukavak castle first published in
1838.

Figures 2.44, 2.45, 2.46 and 2.47 portray the Yoros fortress from the same
vantage point. The first two images date from the 1830s (fig. 2.44 and 2.45) and the
next two are from the 1850s (fig. 2.46 and 2.47). In Allom’s engraving (fig. 2.44),
published in 1838 and drawn prior to this date while he was visiting Istanbul, the
towers and walls are finely detailed. It is possible to distinguish some battlements on

the ramparts, bastions, the drum towers and arched gateways. According to this
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image there are more than two terraces separated by bailey walls. One of the narrow
high arches that is visible, is located in the outer wall to the middle right of the image
and still stands in the present day. Allom’s drawing depicts two towers by the sea
connected to the outer wall; and the right tower has three windows indicating three

stories and no roof.

Fig. 2.45 Detail of Yoros fortress by Bartlett, published in Miss Pardoe’s 1838 dated
book The Beauties of Bosphorus.

Bartlett’s drawing (2.45) of the fortress as published in Miss Pardoe’s book,
depicts the ramparts in a ruinous condition; and the tower by the shore which is
depicted is very similar to Allom’s as both have similar roofs. In three of these
images (fig. 2.44, 2.45 and 2.46) the main cluster of fortress buildings seems to be

located at the hill top, lending weight to the observations by Hovhannesyan (62).
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Fig. 2.46 Detail of Anadolukavak from Méry’s engraving published in 1855.

Besides the cluster of buildings mentioned above, a detail of the Yoros fortress
from Mery’s engraving, published in 1855, shows the rampart wall with bastions

reaching down to the sea.

Fig. 2.47 Drawing titled “ The Entrance to the Black Sea” by Alicia Blackwood,
published in 1857.

123



Alicia Blackwood, who was a volunteering nurse residing in Istanbul (1854-
1856) during the Crimean War, published in 1857 a visual memoir of Istanbul. One
of the images from her album (fig. 2.47), drawn and painted with aquarelle by her,
shows the Yoros fortress at a distance. The cluster of fortress buildings visible in
figures 2.43, 2.44 and 2.45 seem to have been destroyed and there are only some
walls remaining: the interior of the fortress is depicted as green grass and is devoid of
buildings.

In comparison to the Yoros fortress, there are very few images and accounts of
the old Rumelikavak fortress as discussed in the previous chapter (2.2). The large
scaled massive stones from this Byzantine fortress opposite the Yoros fortress, were
probably reused in the construction of Rumelihisar1 (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”).
However there were still some remains of the old fortress visible during the Ottoman
period. Besides Bartlett’s image (fig. 2.15) published in Miss Pardoe’s book and
explained in the previous chapter, it is interesting to note that in fig. 2.45, again an
engraving by Barlett and published in the same book, it is possible to distinguish a
plume of smoke rising from the middle of the forest on the hill of the European side
across from the Yoros fortress where the old Rumelikavag: fortress once stood.

A photograph of the area from the late 19" century (fig. 2.48) now in the
Abdiilhamid II Albums, shows the Yoros fortress in the distance and the entrance of
the Black Sea (Library of Congress Prints and Photographs, LOT 9518, no. 5). A
group of photographs purchased from a private collection for the archives of the
Atatiirk Library, are valuable as they are the only available photographs from early-

20™ century.”” The owner of the photographs is not known, but considering the

77 There is no indication of a date visible on the photographs. The library staff have catalogued them
as photographs from 1916. The attire of the soldiers visible in some of the images points to a date
before or during WWIL.
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subject matters and the soldiers visible in most of the images, the collection was
probably created by someone related to the Ottoman army. The photos in figures
2.49, 2.50, 2.51, and 2.52 also feature the Yoros fortress from various distances and
perspectives.

AT P

s

B

Fig. 2.48 Photograph titled “Vue de Bosphore” by Abdullah Freres, from the
Abdiilhamid Albums. (Library of Congress Prints and Photographs, LOT 9518 no. 5)

(avak pues de Pemboucfure de fa Ma mene

Fig. 2.49 Photograph of Yoros fortress (Atatiirk Library, MTF 1371).

The photograph in fig.2.48 taken from the inner bailey of the Yoros fortress
shows the towers at the entrance gate. It is possible to distinguish some of the blind
arches on the walls.
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Fig. 2.50 Photograph of Yoros fortress with outer walls visible in the foreground
(Atatiirk Library, MTF 1391).

The photograph in fig.2.51 shows a house in the foreground and the Kavak
hospital buildings are located on the right side of the photo. According to the
perspective of this photograph, it must have been taken from a point inside the
fortress, therefore the house in the foreground was probably located within the
fortress walls in the lower terrace. Looking closely at the photograph it is possible to
distinguish that the house is connected to a round stone wall which is probably a part

of the fortress walls.

B

Fig. 2.51 Photograph of Yoros fortress entrance and bailey walls at a distance as seen
from inside the fortress walls (Atatiirk Library, MTF 1372).
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2.3.2.7.2 Ottoman fortresses of Anadolukavak — Rumelikavak

The initial need to building new fortifications at the entrance of the Bosphorus in
the Ottoman period rose from a necessity to protect the villages along the northern
shores against the Cossack raids. The Cossack raids of the early 17" century
interrupted the relatively safe “Ottoman lake””® (Kortepeter 96; Ostapchuk 37). The
Cossacks sacked and burned the suburbs of Istanbul on the Bosphorus namely
Yenikdy, Sartyer, Tarabya, Istinye and Biiyiikdere (Celebi 1.227; Kémiirciiyan 43).

A report to France, dated 24 July 1624, from Gédoyn le Turc, the ambassador of
France in Aleppo gives the following information: “On 19 July 1624 Friday, 70
chaikas” each holding 50 people, Cossack and Russian arrived in Yenikdy and
sacked, pillaged and burned the town. Before the guards arrived they left with more
than a million gold pieces. The soldiers and officers followed them but could not catch
them (as qtd in XVILAsirda Istanbul 265 note 92; Ostapchuk 71). The near-
contemporary of these events, Komiircliyan, writing in 1694, notes that the Cossacks
came on a feast day “In the time of Sultan Osman” with boats down as far as Yenikdy,
and before the guards arrived they had raided the houses of the Rum and Turks
burning and pillaging the houses and stealing from the rich Rum residents of Yenikdy
(43). While the two accounts are 70 years apart they are similar except for the
information about who was the reigning sultan at the time. The reason for this
confusion is because there were numerous raids by the Cossacks on the Bosphorus and

Constantinople as well as other Ottoman cities bordering the Black Sea (Ostapchuk

8 Ostapchuk states that the concept of the “Ottoman lake” defining the control over Black Sea is a
general characterization (35). Cf. Ostapchuk and Kortepeter (93).
7 Chaika or sayka (in Turkish) are shallow lightweight draft galleys that move rapidly making it easy
to manoeuvre quickly (Ostapchuk 39 note 44; Sorobey 28).
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44). The raids of 1615, 1617 and 1621 on the Bosphorus were precursors to the well-
documented Cossack incursion® of 1624 (Ostapchuk 64).

The panic among the inhabitants of the Bosphorus, as reported by foreign
diplomats, points to the scale of unrest among the Ottoman public due to the Cossack
raids. De Césy reports in June 1621 that,

The freight is so great that it is not possible to express it. Sixteen boats of the
Cosacks have these last days passed up to the column of Pompey near the
entrance of the canal of the Black Sea taken some kara miirsel (cargo ships),
burned and sacked some villages from which the sudden panic was such that
many people from Pera and Kasim Pasha as far as the arsenal have begun to
move their possessions to Constantinople. (dispatch of 17 June 1621 as qtd. in
Ostapchuk 77)

The Ottoman Sultan mentioned by Komiircliyan is Osman II, born in 1604,
enthroned in February 1618 when he was 14 and then assassinated in May 1622.
Ostapchuk suggests that the stalemate at Khotyn after the War of Khotyn, which was
provoked by the naval expeditions of the Ukrainian Cossacks, and which took place
between the Ottomans and the Cossack-aided Polish army, contributed to the demise
of Sultan Osman II (Ostapchuk 35).

It was in this time period when Sultan Murat IV, aged 11, was enthroned in
September 1623 following the 14-month reign of his uncle Sultan Mustafa I. Until he
was 21, his mother, the Valide Kosem Sultan, and his relatives effectively ran the
government.

The sudden attack of the Cossacks on several Bosphorus villages, prompted the

new sultan in 1624 or more probably the mother of the sultan and the grand viziers, to

decide on building the Rumelikavak and Anadolukavak fortresses. Evliya Celebi’s

80 There were three raids in 1624 (Ostapchuk 64).
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account states that after the incident Sultan Murat IV, called for an imperial council
meeting at which, based upon the advice of the Grand Vizier Kapudan Receb Pasha
and Kuzu Ali Aga about the need for precautionary measures at the two fortress, both
sides of the Bosphorus were reinforced, and in one year the fortresses there were

completed (Celebi 1.227).

While some of the chroniclers such as Komiirciiyan have indicated that the large
kavak (poplar) trees, each wide enough for three men to hold around, by the seashore
in the Kavak villages (Komiirciiyan 50), as possible origins of the town names, there is
also a different hypothesis for the origin on the name Kavak. According to Sakaoglu’s
reference to the Ottoman dictionary [bn Miihenna Liigati ve Divanii Liigati’t-Tiirk,
“kavak” or kav” means “to be sewn or to contract” and the meaning of kavak in the
names of Anadolukavak and Rumelikavak villages was meant to indicate that “which
surrounds and closes down, prevents and holds” as in poplar trees which are used to
demarcate borders and to hold the soil in place so that it is not eroded by water in rural
areas (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”). This hypothesis can explain why both of the villages
were given the name “kavak™ when the fortifications of 1624 were built. However
more than 40 years prior to these fortifications the name Cavac appears on the Asian
side town in the engraving of Heberer von Bretten (fig. 2.10) which suggests that
maybe due to the older (Byzantine) fortifications in this area these locations were
named as Kavak.

Evliya Celebi states the fortresses were built at a narrow part of the Strait and were
half a mile apart. Moreover it was possible for the people on each side to hear each
others’ voices when they were speaking with a loud voice: but he adds that the

distance between the fortresses was not insignificant as he states that arrows could not
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stop the ships sailing down on Bosphorus like a thunderbolt (I.227). These two
fortresses were among those in Istanbul, which had a mehter takimi (janissary band)
that played “nébet” twice a day: after yats: prayer (the last prayer of the day) and
before the morning prayer (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar). In his almost contemporary account
of the fortresses, Evliya Celebi describes the fortification of “Rumeli Yenihisari” or
“Avrupa Hisari” on the European coast as a strong rectangular building measuring
1000 steps in perimeter and an iron gate facing gibla (direction of Mecca on the south
east) with 60 rooms for soldiers, one mosque dedicated to Sultan Murat, two storage
depots for wheat, an ammunition depot (magazin), 100 cannons, one fortress
commander and 300 soldiers who were on duty at this spot (I.228). There were also
houses of soldiers outside the fortress, but no other khans, hamams (bathhouses),
markets or mosques were in the environs; and there were plenty of vineyards on the
mountains (Celebi 1.228).

Evliya Celebi mentions that there was a tower outside of the fortress, which was lit
up at nigh (1.228). Evliya Celebi does not state the exact location of the tower other the
fact that it is outside the fortress. Therefore this could a description of the lighthouse in
Rumelifeneri or as Sakaoglu suggests it may be a tower located near the Rumelikavagi
fortress or it can be the towers of the fortress, which were visible in Melling’s 1819
engraving (fig.2.74) (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”).

According to Evliya Celebi “Kavak Yenihisar1” or Anadolu Kavak fortress was a
strong rectangular structure built by the sea in a large flat leveled area, with a door
facing gibla on the southeast, a perimeter of 800 steps and wall height of 22 argin
(Turkish unit of measurement which was approximately 0.68 to 0.75 meters), 80
rooms to house, one fortress commander and 300 soldiers, one mosque, two wheat

storage depots and 100 long-range cannons, that can fire up to 10 miles facing the
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Rumeli fortress across the Strait and the entrance of the Bosphorus on the Black Sea
(Celebi 1.228). According to Ayvansarayi the mosque was built by Kosem Valide
Maypeyker Sultan the mother of Sultan Murat IV (456).

The French traveler Thévenot, visiting Constantinople in 1655, wrote that the two
fortresses on Bosphorus that were built to stop the Cossack raids are also both used as
prisons for high-level people, but that if these fortresses were not present the Cossacks
would have been able to penetrate down to Istanbul, and that despite the fortresses
sometimes there is a signal for danger (61).

The “Rumelikavagi Hisar1” or the fortress of Rumelikavak is mentioned first in a
document from 1744 which states that the cannons should be fired when the Sultan
passes through the area (BOA C.AS. 377/15598); a later document from 1769 at the
Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives states that the cannons of the fortress need repairs
(BOA C.AS. 613/25852).

Both of the fortresses probably underwent repairs and restoration prior to mid-18"
century, but the large number of available sources on the repairs, restorations and
rebuilding of the Kavak fortresses after this date, together with the new fortifications
built in the area, also point to the increased importance of the defense systems in the
region at the time when the Russian Empire was viewed as a threat from Black Sea. In
the period of Sultan Osman III (1754-57) the Kavak fortresses were repaired and
restored (Sakaoglu “Kavaklar”). The repair needs of Rumelikavagi fortress and other
fortresses are stated in a document dated 1779 (BOA C.AS. 716/30021). Inciciyan,
writing in 1817, mentions that in 1783 with the orders of Sultan Abdiilhamid I, new
towers were added to both fortresses and their fortifications were further developed

(“XVIIIL. Asirda” 120-121).
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An archival document dated July 1783, about the payments of the workers and
materials, specifically states that this repair was for the batteries in front of the Kavak
fortresses that were rebuilt (BOA C.AS. 85/3942). In the 18" and 19™ centuries,
during the construction of new batteries at the Kavaks the old Kavak castles and the
fortifications built by Sultan Murad IV were probably largely demolished. Sakaoglu
points out that these new fortifications were most probably built on the ruins of what

remained from the fortresses built in 1623.
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Fig. 2.52 Engravings by Joseph Moreno dated 1784 showing the fortresses of the
European coast from Viage a Constantinopla, En El Afio De 1784.

The Spanish traveler Joseph Moreno’s engravings of 1784 are among the

earliest available representations of the Ottoman fortresses in the region. Depicted and
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named as the three fortress of Europe (fig. 2.52) and three fortresses of Asia (fig.
2.53), they are drawn from the sea level perspective of a boat passing through. Due to
the perspective of the images, the seaside walls and structures of the fortresses are
visible together with the silhouettes of fortress buildings in the background. In fig.
2.52, from top to bottom, Rumelikavag: fortress is labeled as “Primer Castillo del
canal del Mar negro on Europe” (the first castle on the Black Sea Canal on Europe),
Garipge fortress is titled as “Segundo Castillo de construccion moderna” (second
castle with modern construction) and Rumelifeneri fortresses is labeled as “Tercer
Castillo de construccion Turca” (third castle Turkish construction). In fig. 2.53
showing the Asian side fortresses, from top to bottom, Anadolukavagi fortress is
labeled as “Primer Castillo del canal del Mar negro on Asia” (the first castle on the
Black Sea Canal on Asia), Poyraz fortress is labeled as “Segundo Castillo al uso
moderno” (second castle with a modern use) and Anadolufeneri fortresses is titled as

“Tercer Castillo al uso de los Turcos” (third castle used by the Turks).
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Fig. 2.53 Engravings by Joseph Moreno dated 1784 showing the fortresses of the
Asian coast from Viage a Constantinopla, En El Afio De 1784.

The Rumelikavak fortress, in comparison to the other European fortresses in the
same image (fig. 2.52), is depicted as a low rise walled area with crenellations. Inside
the enceinte, a building is visible to the left of the image while the rest of the space
seems empty. Anadolukavak fortress, on the other hand is depicted with a higher
roofed structure inside the crenellated sea walls (fig. 2.53). A staircase is seen as
leading to the central structure, which is illustrated as having two levels. The first level
has a crenellated wall around it with turrets at the corners and the second level, which
is a rectangular building, has a pointed roof. To the far left of the image are some other
structures on the hill, which probably correspond to the Yoros fortress walls or the
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buildings inside the old fortress. Hovhannesyan, writing in 1800 points out that the
new Anadolukavak fortress was built on the lower part of the seawalls of the old
fortress (62). To the right of the image behind the fortress are additional buildings that
are barely visible and are probably those buildings in the Anadolukavag: village at the

time.

According to the orders dated 1783 of, Kaptan-i Derya (commander of the
Ottoman naval forces) Hasan Pasha,®' Toussaint, a French constructeur working for
the sultanate as a military attaché, renovated or rebuilt® the fortress of Anadolu
Kavagi and placed 25 cannons and 8 mortars (howitzers) at the site. Monnier, a French
engineer, strengthened this fortification in 1794 and added 12 more cannons and 6
mortars (Bocage; Lechevalier 72). The fortress of Rumelikavak was also rebuilt by
Toussaint in 1783 and renovated by Monnier in 1794 (Bocage; Lechevalier 66).
Choiseul-Gouffier, the French ambassador to the Ottoman Empire assigned in 1784,
an educated man who had brought with him most of the French military advisors
(Mansel 205), gives a different date of 1780 for the work of Toussaint in Rumelikavak
and Anadolukavak fortresses (Choiseul-Gouffier 192). These dates by Choiseul-
Gouffier, Bocage and Lechevalier suggest that Toussaint was at work in Istanbul in
early 1780s which also correspond to the dates of building activities in Upper
Bosphorus as noted in some BOA documents (BOA C.AS. 915/39550 and C.AS.

85/3942). The drawings of Moreno (fig. 2.52 and 2.53), who started his travels in

81 Hasan Pasa became a commander of the naval forces or Kaptan-1 Derya in April 1770 (BOA C.BH.
8/353). He was assigned as Black Sea Commander of War or Karadeniz Seraskerligi in June 1788
(BOA C.AS. 1130/50183).

82 Bocage uses the term “élevé” while Lechevalier uses “ construite” to define the work of Toussaint,
but the fortresses already present at these locations were not built from scratch. Both writers define the
work of Monnier as “augmente” meaning improvement.
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August 1783 from Spain and returned in June 1785, probably show the fortresses right
after the renovations of Toussaint.

In September 1796, an order was given together with the necessary funds to the
commissary of the fortresses for the repairs of the fountains and construction of the
waterway, port, fortress commanders’ and soldiers’ quarters in Rumelikavagi and
Anadolukavagr (BOA C.BLD. 14/688). Records indicate that these repairs were
inspected in July 1796 by the same fortress construction commissary and the master
architect (BOA HAT 197/9936).

In 1802, the Anadolukavak fortress and battery had 25 cannon embrasures while
the barracks of the Bostancis ** and the house of the fortress commander were located
next to the fortress. (Bostancibasi 18) Among the defense structures listed in
Rumelikavagi in 1802 there were again the barracks for Bostancis, the Rumelikavak
fortress with 24 embrasures and a battery outside of the fortress, and a bastion of
Humbaracilar, which was newly built at the time. (Bostancibas1 18). The garrison of
the Bostancis located in Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi were responsible for the
security of the villages along the strait, controlling the entrance to the Bosphorus and
its ports (Sakaoglu “ Bostanci Ocag1”™).

In 1814 Raczynski, a Polish diplomat, in his visit to the area observed that the
location of the fortresses was good in terms of defense and the ability to fire at the
enemy, but that the walls of the Anadolukavag: fortress which he had a chance to see

were too thin and could not withstand enemy fire (64).

8 The Bostanci’s were responsible for the maintenance and protection of the gardens, orchards and
forests belonging to the palace. The Bostancibast Defterleri (Bostancibast Notebooks) gives information
on the fabric of the city along the Bosphorus. However the Bostanci Ocagi with its barracks in the
Kavak villages was part of a new infantry force called Nizam-1 Cedid or New Order, trained with
European military drills and tactics. The new troops, which numbered 27,000 in 1807, were disguised
by Sultan Selim III , through their names, which were the same as imperial gardeners, in order to
prevent unwanted reaction against his “new order” (Mansel 228).
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The engraving by Bartlett published in 1838 (fig. 2.54) for Miss Pardoe’s book is
titled “Fort Beil-Gorod; with Anadolu Kavak fortress on the opposite shore” and it is
probably one of the more descriptive images available of the old Rumelikavagi
fortress, most of which is not standing anymore. The image represents a perspective
higher than the fortress itself and depicts the area as seen from the hills behind it
looking southeast. A tower with a flag flying above it is visible on the seaside of the
fortress. Crenellated seawalls surround the east of the fortress and are joined with the
land walls by a corner building higher than the walls (fig. 2.54). At the west there is an
entrance gate flanked by two high rectangular towers. The top of a minaret is visible
behind the trees and additional smaller buildings are depicted on the outside of the
fortress building. Pardoe has a short chapter describing the fortress titled “Fort Beil-
Gorod on the Bosphorus” which helps the reader to understand the location of the
fortress. Pardoe defines the fortress as directly opposite Yusa Mountain, commanding
the entrance of the Bosphorus and a spot frequently visited by Sultan Mahmoud who

she writes spends in the summer entire days at this location (142-3).

Fig. 2.54 Detail of engraving titled “Fort Beil-Gorod: with Anadolu Kavak fortress on
the opposite shore” by Bartlett for Miss Pardoe’s book The Beauties of Bosphorus.
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The tower depicted in fig. 2.54 might correspond to the tower in Flandin’s 1840-41
representation of the area (fig. 2.55). Although Flandin’s depiction of the Bosphorus is
highly imaginative in terms of its style of buildings-- which look more East Asian than
Turkish--, it is possible to see a tower by the Rumelikavagi fortress sea walls on the
right side of the image which is very similar to the tower in fig. 2.54. Another three-
tiered tower is depicted on the left side of the image; in the background there are

surrounding walls and other ruins near the mountain.

N

Fig. 2.55 Detail of engraving showing the European shoreline and Rumelikavak in
1840-41 approaching the Bosphorus from north, by Flandin, published in 1851.

Drawings and reports from the French Military Archives (Service Historique de
I'Armée de Terre - SHAT) at Chateau de Vincennes were very useful in determining
what some of the fortifications on Upper Bosphorus looked like or what the unrealized
plans for them were. Among these documents®* there are also detailed plans of the
Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi fortresses from 1850. The plan of Rumelikavagi
indicates that there was a magasin (depot) and a pavilion inside the enceinte of the
fortress. The pavilion was probably built for the Sultan to use in his visits, which were

described by Miss Pardoe. A caserne (barrack) by the small port, a mosque, a number

84 . . . . .
The French reconnaissance reports will be discussed in the next section.
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of undefined buildings and a depot for ammunition were all located on the outside of
the enceinte according to this plan. Similarly the Anadolukavak fortress (fig. 2.56)
plan shows a magasin behind a seawall and a caserne (barrack) on the outside of the

walls; an ammunition depot and a building named corps de guard are located in

between them

Fig. 2.56 Plan and section of Anadolu Kavak fortress from 1850 (SHAT GR1M.1620)
An illustration published in L’illustration in Paris in 1877 (fig. 2.57) gives an

image of the Rumelikavag fortress as depicted by earlier sources, with a mosque to its

left, seawalls with fewer embrasures, a high tower building at the back and other

crenellated structures The features of the illustrations and drawings were also visible
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in an early photograph of Rumelikavagi from 1880 (fig. 2.58). In this image the small
port is located immediately in front of the two-story caserne building, with the top of a
minaret visible to its left and the low sea walls of the fortress with a few embrasures
visible to its right. By the early 20" century the caserne building visible in the
foreground, which was later demolished and does not exist anymore, was used as a
hospital according to Necip Bey’s maps of Istanbul dated 1918. The same map also
lists a customs (douane) building next to the hospital, and a landing stage in front of
the fortress. The location of the fortress is marked as “fortifikation Arag Tchi”.
Another battery marked as “Sous Tasch Tabia” to the north of the village is also

visible on the map. This area currently a military location.

Fig. 2.57 Engraving of Rumelikavak fortress from 1877. (From Balc1 “Sariyer”,
originally published in L 'illustration newspaper, Paris)
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Fig. 2.58 Photograph of Rumelikavagi by Guillaume Berggren dated 1880 from IAE
(Istanbul Research Institute) archives.

The last renovations at the Kavak castles were completed in 1894 (Sakaoglu
“Kavaklar”). An undated postcard from the Atatiirk Library archives (fig. 2.59) shows
that the Rumelikavagi fortress was substantially altered at the time the image was
made and published. The modern cannons by the walls that are posed, are ready to fire
and the soldiers and officers are busy in the open middle space which suggests a pre-

1914 image of the battery.

Fig. 2.59 Postcard of Rumelikavak battery with Anadolukavak fortresses (old and
new) at the back. (Atatiirk Library, KRT 4179)
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2.3.2.7.3 Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri Fortresses

The appearance of the Russian Empire in the Black Sea in the 18" century
prompted the Ottoman Empire to start considering further fortifications on the
Bosphorus Strait. The expansion of Russia under the successors of Peter the Great was
changing the balance of power in Europe and was a troublesome problem for the
Ottoman Empire and its allies. Although the modernization attempts of the army had
started under the guidance of Humbaract Ahmed Pasha (born as Comte de Bonneval)
in the first half of the 18" century, the Empire was falling behind European states in
military technology and economic power (Mansel 201-2).

On the other hand the Straits of Bosphorus and Dardanelles were of crucial
strategic importance to Russia as can also be understood from the high number of
surviving naval charts of the Bosphorus from the 18" century (mainly compiled
between 1774 and 1780) that are in the State Historical Museum of Moscow (fig. 2.60,
Bulatov 96). Thus, the Russian threat from the north was among the primary reasons
for the numerous repairs and rebuilding of fortifications on the Upper Bosphorus, from
the mid-18" century until WWI.

The first account of the fortresses built in Rumelifener and Anadolufener villages
is dated to August 1769 (BOA C.AS. 976/42534). The foundation inscription on the
Anadolufeneri fortress reads as translated by Soysal to Turkish from Ottoman script:
“This new fortress for the defense of the Black Sea Strait, is built by Sultan Mustafa
the Great Sultan of the sea and the land, and the Great Sultan of all the other sultans,

son of Ahmet III, resembling Alexander the Great. 1768 (Soysal, “Anadolu” 58).

A humorous story of their construction is found in the memoirs of Baron de Tott, a
French military officer of Hungarian origin, who was appointed by the Sultan Mustafa

IIT as the consultant in charge of the modernization effort of the Ottoman army and
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whose opinion the Sultan valued and trusted (Mansel 203; de Tott 143-4). Baron de
Tott was one of the earlier Frenchman in a series of numerous engineers and
technicians working on the defense systems of Upper Bosphorus in the last quarter of
the 18" century (Bocage; Greenhalgh 359f; Mansel 201-7).

In his memoirs dated 1785, de Tott provides the reader with anecdotal information
regarding the two new fortresses at the entrance to the Bosphorus near the lighthouses
of Europe and Asia. According to de Tott without his knowledge, his advice to the
Sultan to build two fortresses near the entrance of the Strait for defense, was carried
out by the Viziers. When the fortresses were completed, the Sultan, upset that the
French engineer was not directly involved with the project, ordered the completed
fortresses to be inspected by de Tott (143-148). At this inspection, the Minister of
Foreign Affairs and the High Treasurer accompanied de Tott, and the latter was
supposed to decide if the fortresses should be preserved or demolished. In his Memoir
the French engineer writes that the fortresses were entrusted “to the Abilities of two
Architects, as little acquainted with the nature of Lines of Defence, as the Rules of
Vitrivius”; he also mentions that - these architects were Greek (de Tott 144-7).
Without inspecting the fortress building, to the relief of the frightened architects, de
Tott stated that the location was important and in order to confirm if it was the right
place he ordered canons to be fired from both fortresses to see if they were able to
enfilade cover the distance in between (de Tott 145-148). The result was negative and
the need for new fortifications at different locations was then discussed by de Tott and
the Viziers.

Although there was no need to inspect the fortress buildings, Baron de Tott’s harsh
account of the incident and his description: “out of the reach of six and thirty pounders

they erected some wretched towers and uncemented walls which were to contain the
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Artillery...the whole thing was whitewashed” (144). De Tott continued to criticize the
“bad condition of the lodgments erected within the walls” (146), “battlements of a
wretched tower intended to serve as a powder magazine” (145) which help us to
imagine what the condition of the fortress was when it was first built through the eyes
of a European officer.

With the test of De Tott it became apparent that the fortresses of the Fener villages
were not useful in defending the Bosphorus against more sophisticated military attacks
from the north. Nevertheless, from the relevant Ottoman and French archival
documents in the BOA and SHAT that detail the constructions and repairs of the
fortresses, and from the earlier accounts of the fortresses by Barbie du Bocage and
Lechevalier, it is clear that the Ottoman army found the fortresses to be of some
strategic value until WWI. In any event they were probably useful as lookout stations
to monitor the Black Sea and to provide early warning to the fortresses located

further along the interior shores of the Straits.
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Fig. 2.60 Detail of Chart of the Straits dated 1778, GO 5114 (from Bulatov, original in
State Historical Museum, Moscow, Department of Cartography)

The map detail in fig. 2.60 shows the Bosphorus Strait and the upper third section
of the Marmara Sea together with a plan of the Bosphorus fortresses. The copy made
by the Russian Admiralty Board’s Drawing Office in 1778 is one of fourteen
manuscript charts depicting the Straits currently in the collection of the State
Historical Museum in Moscow. The upper left corner of the image in fig. 2.60 shows
the plan of Rumelifeneri fortress with a section drawing to its lower right followed by
the plan of Anadolufeneri below and its section drawing to the lower right. On the
lower left section of the image it is possible to see the plans of the Poyraz and Garipge
fortresses with their elevation and section drawings (fig. 2.60).*

A document dated to July 1773 mentions that a stone bastion will be built in

Anadolufeneri (BOA C.AS. 913/39440). The date roughly corresponds to the time

%5 For more information on the Russian maps of the period see Vladimir E. Bulatov’s “Eighteenth-
Century Russian Charts of the Straits (Bosporus and Dardanelles)” Imago Mundi 52 (2000) 96-111.
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when Baron de Tott was working on the new fortresses of Garip¢e and Poyraz on the
Bosphorus, and it is therefore possible that the addition to the Anadolufeneri fortress
was de Tott’s idea. Baron de Tott was later recalled by France as per the request of
Russia who was an ally with France at that time.

Military barracks or caserne were ordered to be built in 1782 in both of the Fener
fortresses (BOA C.BH. 59/2786; C.AS. 915/39550). According to Bocage, writing in
the early 19" century the Fanaraki fortresses or the fortresses of Anadolufener and
Rumelifener were improved in 1783 by Toussaint, in 1785 by Lafitte-Clavé and in
1794 by Monnier. Lechevalier writes that the Rumelifeneri fortress has 15 cannons
(67).

In the 1784 engraving by Moreno (fig. 2.52) the Rumelifeneri fortress is depicted
with high walls as seen from the east looking towards west. There are two separate
buildings: the fortress on the right and a wide, two-story building on the left, which
was the caserne. The fortress walls with a drum tower in the middle are crenellated
and have embrasures below. The upper section a narrow tower rising up from the inner
court of the fortress is visible above the sea walls to the right of the drum tower,
although this could be a minaret misplaced by the artist, the upper sections of three
more buildings are visible to the left of the drum tower. The Anadolufeneri fortress as
seen in fig. 2.53, is located on a slope with the lighthouse to its left on the higher flat
ground surrounded by a low wall. There are additional buildings to the right of the
lighthouse, which could be the village houses or barracks for the military. The fortress
itself is shown with high walls surrounding it, and within the enceinte there are two
terraces on different levels separated by a wall. A small building is located on the

upper terrace.

146



The international political scene with the emergence and ambitions of Russia over
the Straits and the French Black Sea policy were the reasons for the French assistance
in modernising of the Ottoman army (Mansel 204; Greenhalgh 360-1). The tense
situation is apparent from a secret letter dated 20 May 1787 by the King of France
Louis XVI to Selim Efendi the future heir to the Ottoman throne: “We have sent at our
cost to Constantinople artisans and officers to give the Muslims demonstrations and
examples of all aspects of the art of war...War has become a very difficult science. To
undertake it without being put on the level of one’s adversaries is to expose oneself to
certain losses.” (qtd. in Mansel 206). Louis X VI had sent a French Military Mission to
Constantinople in 1783, around the time when Russia had annexed Crimea.
Strengthening the forts defending the Black Sea entrance to Bosphorus had therefore
become important. Engineers such as Toussaint, Lafitte-Clavé, Bonneval and Dumont
whose lengthy reconnaissance reports and drawings have survived in the Archives de
la Guerre at Vincennes (Service Historique de [’Armée de Terre or SHAT) appeared at
this time of political realignment.

The ambassador Choiseul-Gouffier writes that at the arrival of the French
engineers in 1783-1784 the six castles commanding the Bosphorus had neither
casemates nor high walls and the cannons were not mounted and rested on beds of
bricks (Finkel notes on Upper Bosphorus). The reports preserved at EMAT were more
of a commentary on the existing conditions of the fortresses while drawings preserved
together with them were supposed to provide information mainly on how the

improvements on strengthening the fortresses were to be achieved (fig. 2.61; 2.56).
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Fig. 2.61 Plan and section of Anadolufeneri fortress from 1785 (SHAT, GR1IM.1617)
The report (GR 1M.1616) titled “Visite des chateaux et batteries d’Europe et

d’Asie sur le canal de Constantinople” which might have been written by Lafitte-
Clavé in 1783 or by a different officer sometime between 1773-1783, gives a detailed
description of the fortresses and batteries on the Upper Bosphorus in the following
order:

¢ Chateau du Phare en Europe (Rumelifeneri fortress)

¢ Chateau interieur, du dessein de M. de Tot (Garipge fortress)

¢ Chateau du Phare en Asie (Anadolufeneri fortress)

* Batteries immediatement au-dessus du Donjon (Batteries immediately

above the Donjon)

* Batterie inferieure (Lower battery)
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* Chateau interieur de M. de Tot en Asie (Poyraz fortress)

* Batterie Superieure immediatement au-dessus de la Phare forme (Upper
battery immediately above the lighthouse)

* Batterie inferieure (Lower battery)

* Batterie de Kavac d’Europe et de Kavac d’Asie (Rumeli and Anadolukavak
batteries)

* Ancien Chateau des Genoise sur le Canal de Constantinople en Asie (The
old Genoese chateau of Asia on the Bosphorus or the Yoros fortress)

* Batteries de Carip bournou ou Cap paurre en Europe et de Poiras liman1 ou
Port du Nord en Asie (Batteries of Garip promontory in Europe and
Poyrazliman on the north in Asia)

Some of the other reports on the defense systems of the Upper Bosphorus are
signed by Bonneval, Dumont or Lafitte-Clavé date from 1784 and 1785 (GR
IM.1616-1M.1617). These reports were generally accompanied by maps or nautical
maps of the region (App. A2 and A3).

A 1785 drawing of the Anadolufeneri fortress (fig. 2.61) shows a plan and section
of the fortress together with the plan and section of the lighthouse and its redoute.
Enclosed with crenellated walls that have cannon embrasures, the fortress is situated
on two elevations and houses four large rectangular buildings, two of them marked as
caserne, one marked as a mosque, and two small round roofed spaces (fig. 2.61). The
plan of Rumelifeneri fortress from the same date shows two octagonal-roofed towers,
both connected to the fortress walls, one on each side. The tower on the right is
marked as an ammunition magazine and the tower on the left is connected to other
smaller rectangular buildings. There is a fountain between the two towers and the large

rectangular building indicated as caserne on the plan, is located in the middle of the
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fortress on a north-south axis. Although there are accounts of an order (BOA C.BH.
59/2786) given in 1782 for the construction of barracks in Rumelifeneri and
Anadolufeneri fortresses it is not clear if they were built at that time or if they were
built inside or on the outside of the fortresses. When compared to the later plans of the
fortresses from 1814 or 1850 (fig. 2.62, 2.63, 2.64) and other representations and
descriptions of these fortresses from the 1780s it is possible to presume that these
drawings of 1785 did not in fact represent the fortresses as they were, but were

suggestions for strengthening them.

Fig. 2.62 Postcard entitled “Vué de Fanaraki d’Asie du coté d’Youm-Bournou sur la
Mer-Noire”.*®

Postcard entitled “Vué de Fanaraki d’Asie du coté¢ d’Youm-Bournou sur la Mer-
Noire” (fig. 2.62) shows Anadolufeneri lighthouse, battery and mosque as seen from
northeast looking toward southwest with Rumelifeneri lighthouse in the distance on

the left of the 1814 dated aquatint image. “Batterie Superieure immediatement au-

% In the BnF archives where this postcard is located the catalog describes it as an anonymous work
from an unknown date in 1800s. However, by a stylistic comparison of the rocks (compare fig. 2.62
from the BnF archives with fig. 4.3 an engraving for the book of Andreossy and figures 2.25 and 2.63
details of an engraving for the book of Pertusier) and by a close inspection of the signature it is possible
to determine that this image was drawn by Preault. The dates when it is known he worked in Istanbul
make a stronger case for a date of the drawing in fig. 2.62 close to 1814.
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dessus de la Phare forme” or “Upper battery immediately above the lighthouse form”
described in the report titled “Visite”, probably meant the battery walls around the
lighthouse that are visible on the upper left section of the image (fig. 2.62). The
mosque visible in the image above the lower battery walls is still standing and the
lower battery is still used by the Turkish Military.®’

Another image by Préault (fig.2.63) published in 1815 depicts the Rumelifeneri
fortress with several buildings to its left, possibly the buildings whose locations are
given in fig. 2.64 dated 1850. While these buildings no longer exist apart from some
sections of the wall of the building marked caserne (in fig.2.64), the octagonal towers
of the fortress visible in fig. 2.63, 2.64 and the 1785 image of the fortress correspond
to what is still standing at the site of the fortress, with the exception of the roofs.
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Fig. 2.63 Detail of an engraving by Préault showing Rumelifeneri fortress from early
19" century (published by Pertusier in the Atlas).

The improvements to the fortresses by the French officers came to a halt when
France withdrew them from Constantinople six months after Austria declared war on
the Ottoman Empire in 1788 in the war against Russia from 1787 to 1792 (Mansel
207). In the interim, the French revolution in 1789 had had an impact on government-

led projects; in 1792 Choiseul-Gouffier resigned after Louis XVI was overthrown. It is

%7 The current usage and legal designation of the sites is discussed in detail in chapter 4.
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apparent from the documents in BOA that even during the time when the French
military advisors were not present at the sites the repairs and maintenance of the

fortresses continued.®

Fig. 2.64 Plan and section of Rumelifeneri fortress from 1850. (SHAT GR1M.1620)
The French military engineers reappear in the building history of the Upper

Bosphorus fortresses in 1790s. Both Bocage and Lechevalier mention that the

% BOA C.AS. 111/5017 from 1789 regarding repairs of the fortress commanders’ room in

Anadolufeneri; C.AS. 661/27774 from 1789 regarding the repairs of the batteries in Anadolufeneri and
Biiyiikliman; C.AS. 592/24924 from 1790 regarding the repairs of the Anadolu and Rumeli Fener
fortresses as per the reports of the Ottoman architect, the fortress commander and other military
officers.
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fortresses of Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi and Anadolufeneri and Rumelifeneri
were renovated by Monnier in 1794 (Bocage; Lechevalier 66,72). According to Cevdet
Pasha’s report in 1795-96 the Bosphorus fortresses needed repair for some time
(Finkel, notes on Upper Bosphorus). A document dated July 1796 is a report by a
Mustafa Resid Efendi, who had shown to the engineer Kauffer the drawings of
fortresses and batteries sent by the French engineer Monnier, who responsible for the
fortresses on the Black Sea Strait. The same document reports Kauffer’s criticism of
the drawings and the disagreement and friction between the two engineers (BOA HAT
202/10374).

Finkel mentions that the French intervention brought animosity from the locals and
in a few years the French were expelled. (Finkel, notes on Upper Bosphorus) This
must have been around the time of Napoleon’s 1798 expedition to Egypt that severed
the friendly relations between the two countries (Mansel 191).

The renovations of the fortresses paralleled the new order brought to the Ottoman
Army (Nizam-I Cedid) by Sultan Selim III. The Kabak¢1 Mustafa uprising against the
Nizam-1 Cedid, which brought about the Sultan’s assassination had started at the
European fortresses of the Upper Bosphorus (Bocage; BOA HAT 123/5064).

The Crimean war (1853-5), fought against the Russian Empire by the allied forces
of the French, British and Ottoman Empires, was the last time when the French were
involved in the strengthening of the Upper Bosphorus fortresses. A report by Colonel
d’Etat Major de Margadel, dated 1850, a couple of years before the war and titled
“Description of forts and batteries of Bosphorus; Memoires on the defense of this
Strait” (“Description des Forts et Batteries du Bosphore; Mémoire sur la défense de ce

détroit”) was the last available reconnaissance report in the French military archives
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on the defense systems of the Bosphorus (GR 1M.1620). Drawings in fig.2.56 and

2.64 are from this report.

Fig. 2.65 Detail of photography from 1910-1915 showing Rumelifeneri fortress
(Anonymous from IAE collection).

According to the undated image in fig. 2.65 the caserne building to the left of the
fortress which was probably used as barracks for the soldiers was still standing in
1910-1915. The building was probably demolished at a later time and the demolished
building pieces were then used for the constructions of the houses near the fortress

promontory of the Rumelifeneri village.

2.3.2.7.4 Garipce and Poyraz Fortresses

The fortresses of Garipge and Poyraz were built in 1773 according to the plans and
under the direction of Baron de Tott after the Fener fortresses proved to be useless.
The earliest available document in the archives is from June 1772, and identifies the
batteries as those rebuilt in the area between the Kavak and Fener villages (BOA C.AS
382/15772). Documents referring to the construction of these fortifications describe

their location as being between the Kavak and Fener villages on both sides of the
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Strait. In March 1773, a report on the planned fortress buildings (BOA C.AS
1006/44044) mentions that the fortifications will be located on the Garipge
promontory and on the Pilav promontory.

In his memoires, Baron de Tott writes that he first leveled the ground where the
fortress®™ was to be constructed and procured the building materials for the
construction of the new fortress from the rocks of the promontory (154). The exact
moment when the construction work should begin was signaled by the High Treasurer,
who was holding an astrological chart and a watch in his hands to determine the most
“proper hour for laying the first stone” (de Tott 151-4).

Baron de Tott states that the promontory was of a rock of excessive hardness,
which required them to use gunpowder (de Tott 154) an action confirmed by the
August 1773 archival documents which list gunpowder among other materials to be
allocated for the construction of the fortresses on the left and right side of the strait
(BOA C.AS. 50/2347). Baron de Tott explains that the construction of the fortresses
were expedited because of the Sultan’s (Sultan Mustafa III) impatience; although the
stone used as building material was obtained from the rock on which the fortress
stood, it was still difficult to work on it with the best available tools of the time (156).
The impatience of the Sultan, that de Tott mentions, was probably due to the war with
Catherine the Great’s Russia, which had started in 1768 and lasted until 1774, ending
with the defeat of the Ottomans. Thus the lower batteries of the Garipce and Poyraz
fortresses, visible in figs. 2.66 and 2.67 in the upper and lower section of the images

respectively, were completed and supplied with artillery (de Tott 156).

89 Although de Tott does not mention that this fortress is the Garipge fortress on the European shore,
later in the text he mentions that the Rumelifeneri village near the fortress construction as the setting of
another incident involving the construction workers.
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Fig. 2.66 Plan and section drawings of Garipce fortress from 1785 (SHAT
GRIM.1616)

By 1779, some of sections of the Garipge fortress had collapsed and required
repairs (BOA C.AS. 913/39425). Numerous documents in the Ottoman archives point
to the large number of renovations, repairs and rebuilding undertaken at the two
fortresses since their construction in 1773.

Choiseul-Gouffier at the end of the 18th century mentions that batteries were
added to the fortresses constructed earlier by de Tott (Finkel, notes on Upper
Bosphorus). Bocage writes that in 1778 by Toussaint, in 1785 by Lafitte-Clavé and in
1807 on the advice of a General Sebastiani, the French ambassador to Constantinople

at the time, these fortresses were renovated and strengthened. Twenty-three cannons
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were placed at the fortress of Garipce and another 23 were positioned across the strait
at the Poyraz fortress (Lechevalier 67, 70).

A document from 1796, the time of Sultan Selim III gives the orders for the
immediate construction and repairs of the Bosphorus fortresses and batteries, i.e.
Garipge, Poyraz Liman, Anadolufeneri, Biiylikliman, Rumelifeneri, Anadolukavagi,

and Yusa (BOA HAT 143/5977).

The plan of the Garipge fortress (fig. 2.66) is probably by Lafitte-Clavé, and was
drawn in 1785 together with the other plans of Rumelifeneri, Anadolufeneri (fig.
2.61), Poyraz fortresses and the redoutes that date to 1785 (fig. 2.70). In the plan (fig.
2.66), the fortress has three levels and four separate rectangular buildings on the upper
level. The unmarked buildings are parallel to the layout of the fortress and situated
along the east-west direction, with three of them located on the right side (south) of the
terrace and one elongated building to the left (north) of the terrace next to what seems
like a garden. The 1850 dated plan of the fortress is similar in the way that the
buildings on the south of the fortress are visible as one large block marked caserne
which faced a smaller building to the north marked pavilion. In the 1850 plan, an
unmarked building stands at the same location between the pavilion and the fortress;
this was the site, which the local residents who were interviewed in 2009, indicated as
the previous location of a mosque.”” A dotted line in the 1850 plan which is marked
ammunition magazine probably indicates that the ammunition was stored in the
underground level of the first terrace. Additional dotted lines outline the lower levels

of the second terrace, which were marked with faintly colored lines in fig. 2.66. The

% None of the interviewees had seen the mosque but heard from older relatives about the existence of
this building.
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surviving fortress building in Garipge lacks the upper ground buildings visible in these
plans but the large underground spaces still remain.

Later images of the Garipge fortress (figs. 2.68 and 2.69) from 1877 and the early
20™ century, confirm the existence of the building, which was marked as caserne in
the 1850 drawing, and its location on the south side of the fortress adjacent to the
fortress wall. In the 1877 illustration a minaret or flag pole and a higher roof of
another building are also visible inside the fortress behind this building. In the
photograph (fig. 2.69) the caserne building is seen with its many windows facing south

and part of the roof of the smaller building in the rear is visible above the caserne.
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Fig. 2.67 Plan and section of the Poyraz fortress from 1850. (SHAT GR1M.1620)

In the 1785 plan (SHAT GRIM.1616) from the French Military Archives the

Poyraz fortress is depicted as having three levels and underground spaces. On the first
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terrace there are two elongated buildings, one by the south wall and one by the
northern wall, parallel to the plan of the fortress in an east-west axis. Another smaller
building stands next to the fortress entrance. The 1850 plan of the Poyraz fortress (fig.
2.67) shows six smaller buildings, three of them lined up next to the south wall of the
fortress on the first terrace, one at the corner of the second terrace and two small
buildings on the north side of the entrance. On the path leading to the fortress a large

sized rectangular building marked caserne for 1000 people is visible.
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Fig. 2.68 An illustration of Garipge fortress from 1877. (From Balc1 “Sariyer”,
originally published in L 'illustration newspaper, Paris)

A final document regarding the Garipge fortress is from 1896 and gives the order
for reconstruction of four beylikhane (houses) that are in a ruined condition and were
near the fortress. By this time the Garipge fortress was under the administration of the
Bosphorus Artillery Brigade (BOA I1.TPH. 5/1314/R-03). These four beylikhanes
could be the buildings to the left of the fortress that are visible when the photograph

from 1910-1915 is closely inspected (fig. 2.69).
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Fig. 2.69 Photograph showing Garipge fortress from 1910-1915 (Anonymous, from
IAE collection)

After their construction in 1773, the fortresses of Garip¢e and Poyraz are usually
marked on later maps as the forts constructed by Baron de Tott (App. 2 and 3). The
available published literature from the 19" century shows the contradictory opinions
of the authors who visited these sites in their travels. Following the Crimean war, there
was a rise in number of published books about the Bosphorus and the Black Sea. A
brief example from two of these authors, both of whose works were published in 1855,
shows that opinions and observations about the fortresses were often contradictory.
Théophile Lavallée, the author of “Histoire de I’Empire Ottoman”, briefly mentions
that the fortresses of the Phares or Feners are 4400 meters away from each other and
can not be of any use and the Kavak fortresses with their batteries on the shore are
poorly constructed. He points out that the new fortresses built by Baron de Tott serve
as the real defenses of the northern Bosphorus (Lavallée 40). Another French author,
Méry, in his work titled “Constantinople et La Mer Noir”, remarks that the defense of
the Bosphorus was not strong and that the fortifications by Baron de Tott could have
been of some use in the past but at present could stop only a small fleet that has only a

few troops (Méry 311).
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A new and unpublished drawing from the French Military Archives shows the
section and plan of the two circular structures located near the fortresses of Garipge
and Poyraz. The ruins of these structures both of which are popularly referred to as
“the towers of Hasan Pasha” still stand on a higher ground behind fortresses of

Garipge and Poyraz (fig. 2.70).

PI.AN ET PROFIL
T e N R SR T gl S S ey e ) oy SN Tevsr Forstsn it /)./,}
7 L4 A
vl A aeitre en e’ conterian prieced carnond.

Fig. 2.70 Plan and section of redoutes of Asia and Europe from 1785. (SHAT
GRIM.1616)

Although there is no information on the dates of their initial construction some of
the archival documents in BOA which mention the constructions of batteries in
general without indicating their names as the “batteries on the left and right of
Bosphorus” could be referring to these towers. They are also visible in Joseph
Moreno’s drawings from the 1780s (figs. 2.52 and 2.53). In figure 2.52, in the center
image depicting Garipge fortress, there is a mound with a small structure above it at
the location where today the circular ruins of the tower are located. Similarly in fig.
2.53, in the image of the Poyraz fortress, to the left of the fortress there is a structure
which is visible at the actual location of the ruins of the tower. A plan and section
drawing of these structures was found at the SHAT dating from 1785 (fig. 2.70).

According to the title of the drawing, the “Redoutes” in Europe (with 9 canons) and in
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Asia (with 10 canons) were built by Toussaint Petit de St.Tropez. This information
suggests that the batteries Inciciyan mentioned as located two miles to the Kavak
fortresses and built by a French named Toussaint by the orders of Abdiilhamid are the

redoutes near Garipce and Poyraz fortresses (“XVIII. Asirda” 120-121).

2.3.2.7.5 Other Batteries of the Upper Bosphorus: Tellitabya, Macar/Yusa,
Fil Burun, Biiyiikliman and Papazburnu batteries

Dethier, while writing about the European coast of the Upper Bosphorus mentions
three batteries on three promontories overlooking the Black Sea that control the
entrance of the Strait (86). Most of the other smaller scale batteries built in the region
were for coastal defense and were situated in front of the hills. The topography of the
region did impact the decisions regarding the location of the batteries in the late 18"
and 19" centuries.

The Ottoman sources of the early 1800s, state that during the war i.e. the Russian-
Ottoman wars of the period, new fortresses and batteries on both sides of the Strait
were built mainly during the reign of Sultan Mustafa III, and in 1788, during the era of
Sultan Abdiilhamid I; Others were built in the reign of the Sultan Selim III
(Hovhannesyan 64; Inciciyan “XVIIIL. Asirda” 120-121).

Only a few walls of some of these batteries still exist. Most have been either
demolished or other structures were rebuilt at their locations such as in Biiyiikliman.
Alternatively their remains have been completely forgotten, as they are located in the
military areas. This section briefly discusses the major batteries: Papazburnu,

Biiyiikliman and Filburun, Macar or Yusa and the Tellitabya Batteries.
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Fig. 2.71 An illustration of the Papazburnu battery from 1877. (From Balc1 “Sariyer”,
originally published in L 'illustration newspaper, Paris)

The Papazburnu promontory in the late Ottoman period (late 18" and 19"
centuries) had a military settlement consisting of a battery, a mosque and barracks for
the soldiers (Balci “Sartyer” 203; Eyiipgiller “18"™ 94). The location of the battery is
unclear as the names of the promontories have changed over time. A current official
nautical map from the Office of Navigation, Hydrography and Oceanography (App.
C1) gives the names of the two promontories between Garipce and Rumelifeneri
lighthouse as the Pasa promontory and the Liifervolisi promontory. Another name for
the Paga promontory is Baglaralti which is still used by the villagers of Rumelifeneri.
Eytipgiller, in his map of locations of the fortifications, based on an 1838 map from
the Topkap1 Archives shows the location of the Papazburnu Battery as being located at
the Pasa promontory (“18"™ 91).

The information regarding the construction history of the Papazburnu battery is
limited. The earliest direct reference to this battery in an archival document from May
1822 where the mosque inside the “Papas battery” is mentioned as being supported by
the vakf of Abdiilhamid (BOA C.EV. 141/7012). This might suggest that the battery
was built during the reign of Abdiilhamid (1774-1789) probably by Toussaint. Another
undated document from the archives (BOA MAD 9183) states that the Anadolufener

and Rumelifener fortresses and Papazburnu battery need repairs. An image of the
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battery as seen from Rumelifeneri looking south was published as an illustration in

1877 (fig. 2.71).

The battery of Biiylikliman and the battery of Filburnu (also referred to as
Kilburnu in archival documents) were constructed by the French engineers Lafitte-
Clavé and Monnier in 1785 (Lechevalier 67; Bocage). Bijiskyan, writing in 1817,
gives a different date and mentions that the Filburnu battery was constructed by the
orders of Sultan Mustafa III which would therefore point to a construction date for the
battery that is earlier than 1774 (18). The earliest reference to the Biiyiikliman battery
is in an archival document from December 1789, and discusses the repairs needed at
the time, which suggests that it had been built prior to the date of the document (BOA
C.AS. 661/27774).

Bocage mentions that the fortification was located on the point of Karatasalt: area
near the small port called Biiyiikliman; the other battery was at the Filburnu point. The
drawing from the archives dated 1785 (fig. 2.72) is titled “plan of Biiyiikliman with
projects”, but it is not clear whether these structures existed at this time or if they were

proposed projects.

Fig. 2.72 Colord drawing from the French Military Archives showing the “Plan of
Biiyiik Liman bay with projects” in 1785. (SHAT GR1M.1616)
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Both batteries of Biiylikliman and Filburnu were replaced by forts built in 1806
upon the advice of Jousserant, a French military engineer and by the orders of
Mahmud Raif Efendi (Bocage). Mahmud Raif Efendi, according to Bocage, was one
of the authors of Nizam-1 Cedid and was appointed by Sultan Selim III as the inspector
of the batteries on the Bosphorus. He was killed on May 25, 1807 during the uprising
of the Janissaries in the Kabak¢1t Mustafa incident. De Amicis passing through the
Strait on a ship in 1874 writes that it was possible to see the lights of the village in

Biiyiikliman and the lantern of the fort in Filburnu (503).

Fig. 2.73 Ealrl-20th entufy pho;)raf)h of Buyukllrnan ‘b'a\“[tker};‘(fvron.l” Eyice “Bizans”)
An archival drawing dated to 1850 of the Biiyiikliman battery shows the single
battery wall by the seaside parallel to the shore with additional buildings in the rear
marked as magazine, caserne, mosque and corps de guard. An early but undated
photograph of the Biiyiikliman battery (fig. 2.73) shows the buildings and battery
walls on the seaside, with a building on the left side of the structure which must have

been built after the 1850 drawing.

The battery of Tellitabya built in 1795 by Monnier and its corresponding battery

on the opposite side of the strait, at the foot of the Giant’s (Yusa) mountain were both
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located to the south of the Kavak fortresses (fig. 2.41; Bocage). Tellitabya battery was
located in between the villages of Yenimahalle and Rumeli Kavak. The 1802
Bostancibasi notebooks list 23 embrasures at the battery; the houses of the Kale Agasi
(fortress commander), imam, Top¢ubasi Aga (commander of cannons) were also
located nearby (Bostancibasi 18). A detail from Melling’s engraving shows the

buildings around Tellitabya in early 1800s (fig. 2.74).

Fig. 2.74 Detail of an engraving by Melling published in 1819 showing Sariyer and the
battery of Tellitabya on the left and the Rumeli Kavak fortress in the middle of the
image.

Across from the Tellitabya battery on the Asian side was the Yusa Battery, located
at the foot of the Yusa mountain (i.e. Giant’s Mountain) on the seashore and next to
the Macar Gardens (fig. 2.75). The battery was also referred to as the Macar Battery. It
was built after the orders of the admiral or Kaptan-1 Derya Hasan Pasa in 1794 or 1795
by the French engineer Monnier (Hammer 262; Bocage) had 31 embrasures. The
houses belonging to the fortress commander, the commander of cannons and the

fortress steward together with the barracks of Bostancilar were located next to the

battery (Bostancibasi 19).
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Fig. 2.75 Detail of an engraving by Melling published in 1819 showing the battery of
Yusa in the middle and Yoros castle at the upper left of the image.

Plans for both batteries from 1850 were found in the French Military Archives.
According to these plans both batteries were parallel to the shore and were similar to
the Biiyiikliman battery. The Tellitabya battery was on the lower side of the road
leading to Rumelikavak at the location of the present day shrine of Telli Baba. The
history of the shrine is not known except for some popular stories, but it is still revered
and visited by many people. In the 1850 drawing a mosque, a caserne and an
ammunition magazin are visible behind the seawalls of the battery. The 1877 dated
illustration of the Tellitabya battery shows the crenellated seawalls as seen from the

front. Some houses on the hill in the background are also visible in the image.

Fig. 2.76 Illustration of Tellitabya battery from 1877. (From Balc1 “Sariyer”,
originally published in L 'illustration newspaper, Paris)
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According to Sakaoglu, the Macar Battery had lost its importance by the 19™
century and thus an imperial garden called the Macar Garden was founded there with
garden wards assigned from the “Bostanci ocagi” (imperial garden keepers) (Sakaoglu
“Bostanc1 Ocag1”). The drawing of the battery from 1850 suggests that it was still an
important location for the defense of the Bosphorus at that time (fig. 2.77). The
seawalls, caserne, mosque and ammunition depot are visible in the plan. The
ammunition depot is a rounded structure and is visible in the engraving of Melling

(fig. 2.75) as well.
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Fig. 2.77 Plan and section of Macar Battery from 1850. (SHAT GR1M.1620)
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A postcard from 1910 (fig. 2.78) with Tellitabya on the left of the image and Yoros
fortress in a distance on the right side shows that the battery was in a ruinous condition

in the early 20™ century.

Fig. 2.78 Postcard showing Tellitabya battery on the left and Anadolukavak fortress at
the right background dated 1910.
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2.3.2.7.6 Plans of Fort and Redoute Projects for European and Asian Fener
villages

Documents from the French Military Archives indicate that there were several
fortification projects for the Upper Bosphorus that were never realized. Some maps
such as the one published by Lechevalier in 1800, show the location of a fort proposed
by Lafitte-Clavé. The maps found in the archives (SHAT GR1M.1617) pointed to the
same location for a fort project. A drawing of this fortress project dated 1785 was
found together with a drawing of a redoute plan for the Bosphorus (fig. 2.79). The
star-shaped plans for both the fortress and the redoute resemble the projects proposed
in the early 18" century by the French military architect Vauban. These projects are
also explained in detail in the reports of Lafitte-Clavé from 1785 titled “Memoire sur
la defense du Bosphore ou Canal de la Mer Noire” (SHAT GRIM.1617). According to
the maps of Lechevalier and Lafitte-Clavé, the fortress was supposed to be built near
the Papazburnu promontory, while the redoute was thought as a supportive structure

that could defend all the existing fortresses in case there was an attack from the land.
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Fig. 2.79 Plan of the proposed redoutes for the Canal de la Mer Noire from 1785.
(SHAT GRIM.1617).
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2.4 Republican Period History from early-20™ century to 1991
The region has an interesting recent history tied to the history of modern Turkey,
the World Wars and also to the history of the Cold War. A brief summary of the
major relevant historical events of the 20" century will facilitate the understanding of
and contextualize the recent history of the Upper Bosphorus region and the
significance of its fortresses. I will begin with an overview of the state of affairs in
the last thirty years of the Ottoman Empire before continuing with the history of the

region in the period of the Turkish Republic after 1923.

Although the historical era of the Turkish Republic period continues to the
present, there have been great transformations in the Upper Bosphorus region since
1923. Thus I have separated the Republican Period into two chapters; the first is the
“Republican Period History” until 1991, and the second is “Contemporary History”
from 1991-2010 which will be discussed in relation to current conditions of the
region (chapter 4.2). The reason for separating these two sections from 1991 is
because that year marked the end of an era with cessation of the Cold War and the
collapse of Soviet Union. These events prompted the lifting of the military
restrictions on the Upper Bosphorus region causing a major change in the area. I
have used mainly archival documents, newspaper reports and information from oral
history interviews with the residents of the villages in order to construct the
panorama of the Upper Bosphorus during the first 90 years of the 20" century.

Increasing tensions with Russia and other European states over the Straits
became more apparent in the late 19" century with the decline of the military power
of the Ottoman Empire. A document dated to 1886 in the Prime Ministry Ottoman
Archives (BOA) announces that Russia is preparing an invasion plan of the

Bosphorus and that the Russian Czar in his speech to the Black Sea Fleet mentioned
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the replacement of the Christian cross on the Hagia Sophia (BOA 1.HR. 338/21839).
A decade later another document states, “The autonomy of the Straits must be
guaranteed by the other European States against Russia and Britain.” (BOA
Y.PRK.ESA. 34/22). On the other hand Germany had rapidly developed good
political, trade and military relations with the Ottoman Empire in the last decades of
the 19™ century. German military missions, similar to the French military missions of
the late 18" —early 19" century, arrived in Constantinople to reform and reorganize
the Ottoman army (Greenhalgh 363-4; fig.2.80). The fortresses of the Bosphorus as
attested to by the attention of the international media were of great importance’' and
were watched especially by foreign governments. The strengthening of the fortresses
and batteries after the recommendations of the officers arriving with these German

missions were observed with displeasure by other countries (fig. 2.18).”

Fig. 2.80 Photograph of military drills and testing on the Bosphorus circa 1910-1916
(Atatiirk Library, MTF 1393)

*! Information on the articles of the period can be found in the appendix D on newspapers.

%2 In 8.12.1893 Evening Post reports that “Admiral Commerell and Mr.Maxim, the military inventor,
inspected the Bosphorus forts. Upon receiving their report the Sultan ordered the forts to be
immediately strengthened” (“Strengthening the Bosphorus Forts”). In 20.9.1905 the “Russian
Government’s strong displeasure on account of Turkey’s continuing to strengthen her forts on the
Bosphorus after the advice of Count Lamsdorff” is reported by the Bay of Plenty Times (“Turkey’s
forts on the Bosphorus”).
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The emergence of the nation-states in the European territories of the Ottoman
Empire during the late 19" century incited the Balkan Wars (1912-1913) in the early
20™ century. Bulgaria invaded the Thracian city of Edirne. The villages of the Upper
Bosphorus were then populated with Greek Orthodox Christian communities as well
as a large migrant population of Muslims from the Eastern Black Sea region of
Anatolia who had arrived after the 1877 Russo-Ottoman wars. The new residents
were mainly seafarers, boat owners and fishermen. The military was having
problems with land logistics, which took a long time and were not safe, and needed
to provide supplies to the forces in Thrace. The boat owners of Rumelifeneri and
other villages in the area, commanded by Ketencioglu Hact Yakup Aga, aided the
Ottoman government by carrying with their small sailing boats (faka) provisions and
ammunition from larger ships arriving out of Istanbul through the coastal Thracian
town of Midye, now Kiyikdy (Balc1 “Takalar” 21-77). Ibrahim Balci in his book
Takalar Kumandan tells the story of the commander of the boats, Ketencioglu Hact
Yakup Aga, using the archival documents such as governmental telegrams, notes and
secret military orders that his family has kept over the years. Edirne was reclaimed

by the Ottoman army in July 1913.

World War I began in the summer of 1914 and the Ottoman Empire’s decision to
ally with Germany, and the Central Powers, which also included the Austria-
Hungarian Empire and Bulgaria, was the commencement of fights in many territories
around the Empire. The German military officers were fortifying the fortresses on the
Straits with heavy guns (fig. 2.18) and commanders such as Baron von der Goltz and
General Liman von Sanders were fighting on the frontlines.

The Gallipoli Campaign (April 1915 — January 1916) during WWI was a joint

operation of the British and French forces aimed at Constantinople. The attempt
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failed with heavy casualties on both sides. Around this time, despite his old age, as
he was a respected and trusted member of the community, Ketencioglu Hac1 Yakup
Aga was given the important task of organizing a fleet of small boats whose main
duty was to follow the enemy submarines that had passed through the Dardanelles
and entered the Marmara Sea. Although it is humorous to envision the small
fishermen’s boats waging battles against the submarines, a report from the archives
of the Ketencioglu family dated 20 August 1915 and signed by the four captains
involved with the incident states that a submarine was located near Mudanya and
attacked with guns while it was trying to surface (Balc1 “Takalar” 111-113).

The Black Sea Fleet of Russia attacked the fortresses of the Bosphorus Strait
from the north in 1915 with the aid of reconnaissance information from the aviators
flying over the region. Fort Elmas on the Asian side”, Kilia or Kilyos fort on the
European side and Anadolufeneri village were reported to have been damaged by
Russian fire in the last days of March 1915 (fig 2.81; Soysal “Anadolu” 132). “The
forts contain mostly 6 inch guns which are too near the water to be effective and the
Germans are constructing new batteries on higher ground” (“The Attack in the
Bosphorus™). Heavy artillery fire came without success from the fortresses (“The
Black Sea is now absolutely clear of evening ships”; “Russian Fleet at Work™).
Another newspaper clipping dated 13 May 1915 claims that Russians destroyed an

“exceptionally strong modern fort” on the Bosphorus (“Bosphorus Fort destroyed”).

“2="| THE MONTREAL DAILY MAIL [Z===]
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Fig. 2.81 Front page of The Montreal Daily Mail dated 31 March 1915.

% Between Yumburnu and Riva according to the map of Eyiipgiller “18th century” p. XX. After Riva
according to Soysal “Anadolu” 11.
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WWI ended in 1918 with the defeat of the Central Powers (German Empire,
Ottoman Empire and Austria-Hungarian Empire). The Ottoman government of the
time was forced to sign the Armistice of Moudros (in Turkish Mondros) on 30
October 1918. The agreement specifically granted the Allies the right to occupy the
forts controlling the Straits of the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus. (Moudros Treaty
Article 1).

The first allied fleets arrived in Constantinople in December 1918 and the period
described as the “Occupation of Constantinople” by the United Kingdom, France and
Italy began and lasted until September 1923. It is interesting to note that a document
in the archives mentions that the Bosphorus stronghold and communication network
had been given to the British and thus the phone lines would not be installed to
Rumelikavagi and the police stations (BOA DH.EUM.6.Sb 26/13). The fortresses,
batteries and lighthouses were passed on to British and French forces. Rumelifeneri
and Anadolufeneri as they are the northern most points were occupied by Allied
soldiers (Soysal “Anadolu” 133; Soysal “ Rumeli” 125).

On 19 May 1919, the Turkish War of Independence started in Anatolia. Many
militia groups fought against the occupational forces of Istanbul were fighting the
enemy by supporting the war in Anatolia (Balc1 “Takalar” 115ff). The location of the
Upper Bosphorus is still an area where there is trafficking of various illicit goods,
and in the past (19" century) there were also reports of smuggling (BOA DH.MKT.
1021/6). The villagers of the Upper Bosphorus region, to help the War of
Independence efforts smuggled by sea stolen arms from the ammunition and artillery
depots of Istanbul (Soysal “Anadolu” 125ff; Balc1 “Milli” 84). Reports of later

incidents in newspapers and information from interviews with villagers indicate that
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the smuggling activities have continued through post the War of Independence years
of the Republican era. In 1979 for example, 142,000 bullets were confiscated in
Sariyer (“Sartyer’de 142 bin Kacak Mermi ele gegirildi”).

After the Treaty of Lausanne, signed on 24 July 1923, the control of the Straits
were given to Turkey with the condition that all foreign naval forces and commercial
ships would be allowed to use the Sraits freely. Opposition to this treaty by the
Turkish Republic and the remilitarization of the area were formalized in 1936 by the
Montreux Agreement which is still in effect, and which stated that the Straits are an
international lane for shipping (commercial or war related) but that Turkey has the
right to restrict the naval traffic of non-Black Sea nations. Mamboury mentions that
after 1937 foreigners were not allowed to land in Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi
and had to be “satisfied with the distant view of the silhouette from the deck of a
Bosphorus steamer” (Mamboury 215-18).

During World War II (1939-1945), in which Turkey remained neutral and did not
associate with the combatant forces, the Straits were still one of the most important
issues between Russia and the Turkish Republic. In 1939, in order to control the sea
traffic, barrier nets of steel, visible in fig. 2.82, were pulled from Tellitabya across to
Anadolukavagi as a part of the anti-submarine defense. The first half of this
underwater barrier net was from Tellitabya towards Anadolukavagi while the second
half stretched from Anadolukavagi towards Tellitabya. A gap of 50 meters was left
open to allow for the passage of civilian boats. After the underwater and port control
mechanisms were further developed these nets were removed in 1965 °* (Balci

“Sariyer”). Although Turkey was not involved in WWII, both Rumelifeneri and

% Balc1 in his caption for the photo in fig.2.80 states that the nets were removed at the end of 1950s.
An article from 10 February 1960, reports that a Norvegian vessel had crashed into the nets causing a
damage of 200,000 Lira of the time (“Bir Norveg Silebi Aglara Bindirdi”).
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Anadolufeneri villages were under strict blackout orders during the war (Soysal
“Anadolu” 128). Further, during the war, due to the currents in the Black Sea
corpses of many German soldiers washed ashore in Anadolufeneri (Soysal
“Anadolu” 138-44), as had happened almost 100 years earlier during the Crimean
War. According to a document from 1854, although it was not specifically indicated
that they were the corpses of soldiers, there were nevertheless corpses washing

ashore on the Bosphorus (BOA A.MKT. NZD.118/22).

Fig. 2.82 An old photograph of the antisubmarine nets, taken from Tellitabya looking
towards Anadolukavagi. (from Balc1 “Sariyer”)

According to the local historian Ibrahim Balci, the Yusuf Aga Mosque in the
Rumelikavak village was closed down during World War II for two years and was
used as a military headquarter (Balci, Sariyer, 52).

There is limited information in terms of written sources on the history of the
Upper Bosphorus and the fortresses after the signing of the Montreux Agreement.
The military importance of the Straits and the Black Sea for the Turkish Republic

together with the strategic importance of the area in terms of world politics and
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commerce, have had an important role in the scarcity of published and available
information regarding the region.

According to my interviews’; the access to the area was limited only to the
residents of the villages who could show a permission paper issued by MIT
(Turkey’s National Intelligence Agency). These residents’ had to get checked at the
gated control points on the road connecting Rumelifeneri and Garipge to Sariyer (fig.
2.83 and 2.84). It is possible to observe that for a period of time (1940-1990) the area
was restricted not only to foreigners but also to Turkish citizens. The checkpoint on
the European side for resident permits was located on the road connecting Sariyer to
Rumelifeneri village. The section of this road as seen in an aerial photograph from
1946 (fig. 2.83) lacks a proper road infrastructure and consists of many subsidiary

roads.

' . SR : b el
Fig. 2.83 1/5000 air photo from 1946 of the road between Sariyer and Rume
Source: IBB

lifeneri.
In a photograph from 1982 (fig. 2.84) it is possible to see the same area with the

check points on the right side of the road leading to Rumelifeneri. These buildings

% Interviews with B.Oztiirk and H.Hendem on 30 March 2009.
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were probably abandoned after the restrictions were lifted. There are few visible

traces of the checkpoints remaining on the road level.

1982 (IBB).

The fortresses of Garipge and Poyraz were occupied by the military as watch
posts for a period of time but were abandoned about 20 years ago. In Garipge the
military personnel arranged for the delivery of provisions for the base there from an
upper road by the cemetery and as a result had limited interaction with the village
and its residents. The number of soldiers placed at the fortresses decreased over time
(Hendem, Oztiirk, Yal¢in interviews). Documents concerning the renovations in the
fortresses by the military from this recent period are not available to researchers. In
the physical survey of the fortresses of Garipgce, Poyraz and Rumelifeneri concrete
additions to the structures made during the period when they were used by the
Turkish military, were visible (fig. 2.85). These additions and the renovations inside
the closed spaces of the fortresses which are still visible, were implemented to

accommodate the military personnel and the contemporary ordnance of the time (fig.
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2.86). During the site survey of the Garipge fortress the date of “1952” written while

the cement was wet was observed (fig. 2.87).”° A sign at the entrance of the

Anadolufeneri fortress indicates that the building was opened to use in 1955.

Fig. 2.86 Photograph from Garipge fortress, third terrace embrasures from the
outside, 30 March 2009 (photograph by author).

Despite the fact that after WWII most of the Upper Bosphorus region was not

accessible to people other than its permanent residents, there were instances when

% Garipge fortress visit with Hafize and Giilsah Hendem on 30 March 2009.
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alleged spies were caught in the military areas such as Rumelikavagi

(“Rumelikavagindaki yasak bdlgede iki ecnebi yakaland1™).

Fig. 2.87 Photograph from the Garipge fortress, 30 March 2009 (photograph by
author).

Other military defense structures were built in the region at this time (fig. 2.88
and 2.89). Most them are circular outworks in the vicinity of the fortresses, batteries
and villages, or by the seacoast, built to provide defense from outside of the
structures and to prevent enemy landing attempts. In some areas they are found in
clusters, such as in the photographs showing the empty area near Poyraz village (fig.

2.89).

Fig. 2.88 Circular outworks near the Rumelifeneri fortress, 19 May 2010
(photograph by author).
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Fig. 2.89 Satellite photograph of a cluster of outworks near Poyraz village (IBB).

The transformation of Anadolukavagi began in the 1980s after the village was
announced as a non-military, unrestricted zone. There are still some areas and
buildings in and around Anadolukavag: that are in use by the military, specifically
the Northern Sea Area Command. Only after the ban and “restricted zone” status of
Anadolukavagi were lifted was it possible for the public to have road access to the
village via the connecting roads from the nearby towns of Beykoz, Riva and Sile.
(“Anadolukavag1”) For the northern villages of the Upper Bosphorus region the

restrictions were lifted in 1991 (Appendix D).
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CHAPTER 3

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Definition and justification of significance and heritage values for a monument,
cultural heritage site or cultural landscape is an important and necessary component
of a cultural heritage management. The planning phase depends on the statement of
significance that can be used as a reference for decision-making processes during the

planning phase and during the implementation and revision phases of the plan.

The Upper Bosphorus fortresses and other historical structures, their immediate
surroundings and the region defined as the “Upper Bosphorus cultural landscape”
area have archaeological, historical, cultural, economic, social, identity, research

and understanding values.

3.1. Heritage Values'

* Archaeological and Historical Value: The extensive history of the region,
spanning from Paleolithic to ancient millennia to today attests to its archeological
and historical values.

* Cultural Value: The remote location and 20™ century history of the region have

helped to preserve the cultural values associated with the region.

! Heritage values define “the aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual importance or
significance for past, present and future generations. The heritage value of a historic place is
embodied in its character-defining materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural
associations or meanings.” (“Standards and Guidelines” 2)
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* Economic Value: The region both as recreational area with benefits to the local
villages and Bosphorus as passageway for international trade, point to an
economic value both on the regional and international levels.

* Social and Identity Value: The region of the Upper Bosphorus and fortresses as
part of the local, national and international identity.

* Research and Understanding Value: The region has a great potential for
providing the public with the understanding and appreciation of the Bosphorus
and the Black Sea in a local, regional, national and international context. The
geology and history of the region, on the other hand, suggest a landscape that

should be further researched archeologically, historically and environmentally.

3.2. Character Defining Elements’

The key elements that define the heritage character of the Upper Bosphorus
region and the fortresses in relation to their historical distinction and structure
include:

» The strategic location of the region and the proximity of the fortresses to the sea,
which can be defined by the geographic position of the Bosphorus and its
frontier as a connection of North, South, East and West;

* The multilayered and continuous history of the region starting the Paleolithic era
and continuous since the mythological story of Jason and the Argonauts’;

* The continuity of military building activities in the region starting as early as the
ancient period, continuing in Roman, Byzantine, Ottoman, Republican periods

and contemporary military structures;

2 The character defining elements are “the materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses and
cultural associations or meanings that contribute to the heritage value or a historic place, which must
be retained in order to preserve its heritage value.” Standards and Guidelines —Intro 2

? The Paleolithic history of the region should also be considered and furhter researched. See article by
Runnels and Ozdogan, “The Palacolithic of the Bosphorus Region, NW Turkey” Journal of Field
Archaeology 28.1/2 (Spring - Summer, 2001): 69-92.
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* The fortresses as important examples of Ottoman military architecture, history
and international relations, designed in the 18" century by French engineers
under the patronage of the Ottoman Sultan;

* The region and the fortresses as an important area for national and international

security in 20™ century during WWI, WWII and the Cold War.

The key elements that define the heritage character of the Upper Bosphorus
region in relation to its social and identity distinction and structure include:
* The Bosphorus, as an important element of the identity of the city of Istanbul and
Turkey where the two continents meet.
* The fortresses and towers, as they are built in pairs on both sides of the Strait, as

a part of the Bosphorus identity.
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CHAPTER 4

A HERITAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE FUTURE

The “heritage management plan” chapter of my research aims at establishing
guidelines to be followed for preliminary work on site management plan for the
region. It should be noted that it does not claim to be a heritage management plan but
rather a guideline for the Upper Bosphorus region cultural heritage site management

planning process.

4.1. Description of the Cultural Heritage Site

This chapter gives a brief description of the cultural heritage sites to be included
in the heritage management plan, geographical information, the geological and
topographical aspects of the region and climate and demographical information.

4.1.1.  Areas to be Included in the Plan

Although the focus of this research is the fortresses located on the shores of both
Europe and Asia, in two different municipalities and six different villages, the history
of the transformation of monumental architecture, the continuity of building military
structures to the present day, and the topography and history of the area determine
that the area studied should be defined as the “Upper Bosphorus”. It includes the
landscape and the historical structures on both continents of Europe and Asia and the
sea in between them in the northern region of Istanbul, from Rumelikavagi and

Anadolukavagi on the south to Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri on the north. The
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word “region”, as used in this paper, together with the “Upper Bosphorus”, defines
the cultural landscape that encompasses the land on both continents and the sea
between these opposing shores.

The land on the European coast, included in the plan and under the governance of
Sartyer Municipality, includes the Rumelikavagi village and fortress, Garipge
village, fortress and tower and Rumelifeneri village and fortress. On the Asian side,
under the governance of Beykoz Municipality, Anadolukavag: village and fortress,
Poyraz village, fortress and tower and Anadolufeneri village and fortress are
included in the plan. Besides the historic structures and their immediate
surroundings, other historic bastions, bunkers and blockhouses (ie. korugan) on both
sides of the Bosphorus from late Ottoman and Cold War periods are a part of the

cultural landscape.

Image © 2007 TerraMetrics

Image © 2007 DigitalGlobe

.
Pointer 41°1229.35" N 29°07'4/./0°E _elev. 76ift Streaming [1111111] 100%

Fig. 4.1 Satellite image of the Upper Bosphorus region.
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In fig. 4.1 the approximate areas of the villages are marked with red circles with
their respective names. The image gives comparative locations of the six villages and
their relations to each other on the shores of the Bosphorus strait.

Table 4.1 gives the names of the villages and major monuments and the
municipalities they reside under. Besides the fortresses and towers, which can be
defined as major monuments due to their visibility and significance, the last item on
the table 4.1 lists other secondary defense structures. These other bastions, bunkers
and blockhouses located in the area (usually in between the villages on the hill tops
and seashores) are mainly from the Cold War era and should be inventoried and

included in the site management plan for the region.

Sariyer Municipality /European Side Beykoz Municipality / Asian Side
- Rumelikavagi village and fortress - Anadolukavag: village and fortress

- Garipge village, fortress and tower - Poyrazkdy village fortress and tower
- Rumelifeneri and fortress - Anadolufeneri village

Bastions, bunkers and blockhouses on both Asian and European sides along

Bosphorus, on the north of Sariyer and Beykoz central towns.

Table 4.1 List of areas included and their governing municipality.

4.1.2. Geographic Location
The Bosphorus strait is located in the city of Istanbul separating the Asian and
European continents. North of the Bosphorus, where the Black Sea meets the waters
of the Marmara Sea is referred to as the Upper Bosphorus in this thesis." The

fortresses are mainly located around the seaside villages of the Upper Bosphorus.

" As previously explained in the introduction chapter 1.1.
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On the north, the sites of Rumelifeneri on the European side and Anadolufeneri
on the Asian side are included in the plan, while on the south the plan covers the area

along the Bosphorus until the central towns of Sariyer and Beykoz Municipalities.

Latitude Longitude

Rumelikavag 41.183334 29.066668
Rumelifeneri 41.233334 29.100000
Anadolukavag 41.16667 29.08333
Anadolufeneri 41.216667 29.200001

Table 4.2 Four villages that form the boundaries of the cultural heritage site.

The width of the strait on the north between Rumelifeneri and Anadolufeneri
villages is 3700 meters or approximately 2 sea miles. The line that connects the two
lighthouses establishes the northern boundary of Istanbul Harbor (Tutel 355). On the
south the distance between the Rumelikavak and Anadolukavak villages at its
narrowest point for the Upper Bosphorus region is 1050 meters or approximately
0.57 sea miles.

The four villages with their latitude and longitude information as seen in table 4.2
form approximately the four corners (southeast and southwest, northeast and
northwest) of the cultural heritage site. Rumelifeneri included in the plan is the
northernmost point on the European coast of the Strait and is approximately 12 km
from Sariyer, 32 km from Taksim and 35 km from Eminonii. Anadolufeneri is the
northernmost point on the Asian side and it is approximately 14 km from Beykoz and

35 km from Kadikdy.
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4.1.3. Geology and Topography

The region has a rugged terrain with steep elevations following the narrow
coastline. On the elevated parts there are leveled areas allowing for road access
between the valleys. Rumelikavagi village is situated in a narrow valley, surrounded
by high hills. Garipge is also located in a narrow valley but the elevations of the
surroundings are not as high (fig.4.2). There are sandy beaches on the European side
between Rumelikavagi and Garipge at the beginning, followed by forests and
military zone. From Garipge to Rumelifeneri village the shore is rocky and does not
allow for direct road access. On the Asian side the coastline is again rocky and
heavily forested with the steep elevations in the south around Anadolukavagi area
(fig.4.2).

Anadolufeneri Lighthouse is 75m high from sea level (Hiir 250) and

Rumelifeneri lighthouse is 58 m high from sea level (Tutel 354).

Fig.4.2 a/b Topographical maps of the area from Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality.

Fig. 4.2 a shows the general topography and elevations in the area. The light
green/light yellow color indicates sea level and as the elevation increases the green
get darker and becomes brown which also get darker with the increased elevation.
The highest points in the area are marked with dark brown and continue in an east —
west axis. Fig.4.2 b shows a more detailed topography of the area (with the European
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side in light purple and the Asian side in light pink) where it is possible to see the
valleys and elevations in differing shades, and their relations to each other and the
coastline.

Altitudes in the region vary considerably. For example, Anadolukavag: village,
located at sea level, has areas that go up to an altitude of 85 m at the main entrance of
the Yoros castle (fallingrain.com).

The typical rock of the area has a greenish-bluish color, which is the reason why
the rocks were called “Cyanean Rocks” in ancient history meaning, “rocks with an
azure color” (“Cyanean”). The rocks on European coast and Asian coast of Upper
Bosphorus are defined as ‘“andesitic lava and agglomerate upper cretaceous” by
Baykal and Kaya (5), while Undiin and Tugrul define the rock types of the area in
their study as “sandstone, shale and limestone interbedded with lavas and pyroclastic
rocks” (3-4). A detailed study of the rock types of the area is needed in order to
define the geological characteristics of the bluish rocks and their conservation
strategies. Stabilization and conservation strategy of the stones are important since
the local bluish rock was one of the main building materials for the Ottoman period

fortresses of the area, probably quarried locally.
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Fig. 4.3 Engraving titled “Matiéres Volcaniques” (Volcanic materials) from 1828 by
Préault for the study of Comte Andreossy.

An early study of the rock formations by Andreossy (fig. 4.3) in the early 1800s
titled “Volcanic Materials”, shows the rock formations of Yum Burnu promontory,
Biiyiikliman and Cyanean Rocks as drawn by Préault and engraved by Langlume,

which defines the rocky types as volcanic agglomerates and basalt.

4.14. Climate
The climate of Istanbul could be defined as hot and humid in the summers with
wet and cold weather during the winter. On average the months from October to
March are rainy (table 4.3). Depending on the season mornings can be foggy
affecting the daily sea and land traffic for a couple of days every year. The city in

general can be windy with strong winds especially coming from the south /odos or
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from the north poyraz.* Lodos winds sometimes develop into strong “lodos storms”
which also disrupt the sea traffic in Bosphorus. In average July and August are the
warmest months while January and February are the coolest months with December

being the month with the most number of rainy days.

Avg. Temperature (°C) ]i'li'f)cr?lnlllf(:: Rela-ti?fe P‘?Vg{ ];Zet
Month |Sunlight] Aver age Record ande humidity ita:icoﬁ (+0.);SS
(hours) Min [Max [Min |Max | humidity am | pm | (mm) mm)
Jan 3 3 8 -8 | 19 - 82 75 109 18
Feb 4 2 9 -8 | 22 - 82 72 92 14
March 4 3 11 | -6 | 28 - 81 67 72 14
April 6 7 16 | -1 | 30 - 81 62 46 9
May 9 12 | 21 3 35 - 82 61 38 8
June 11 16 | 25 8 37 Moderate 79 58 34 6
July 12 18 | 28 9 38 Medium 79 56 34 4
Aug 11 19 | 28 | 11 | 41 Medium 79 55 30 4
Sept 8 16 | 24 6 38 Moderate 81 59 58 7
Oct 6 13 | 20 1 33 - 83 64 81 11
Nov 4 15 | 4 | 27 - 82 71 103 14
Dec 3 5 11 | -9 | 23 - 82 74 119 18

Table 4.3 Monthly weather information statistics for Istanbul, Turkey. (Source:
bbc.co.uk)

The region of Upper Bosphorus has a similar climate to Istanbul at large,
however there are slight differences in the temperature, winds and rainfall since the
area is open to the effects of the climate of the northern Black Sea (table 4.4 and 4.5).
The areas included in the plan tend to be very windy and cold in the winter if there is
the poyraz wind and milder in temperatures if the lodos wind is in effect. In the
summer the region is cooler than the inner city areas with high temperatures due to

location, scarce urban development and large areas of forests.

2 . . . . .
Lodos is the Turkish name for southwest winds and poyraz is the name for the northeast winds
typical to the region.
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Average | Average Average
Month High Low Mean | Precipitation
Jan 8°C 3°C 6°C 99.1 mm
Feb 9°C 3°C 6°C 66.0 mm
March 11°C 4°C 8°C 61.0 mm
April 17°C 8°C 12°C 48.3 mm
May 21°C 12°C 17°C 30.5 mm
June 26°C 16°C 21°C 20.3 mm
July 28°C 18°C 23°C 20.3 mm
Aug 28°C 18°C 23°C 25.4 mm
Sept 25°C 15°C 20°C 40.6 mm
Oct 19°C 12°C 16°C 71.1 mm
Nov 15°C 8°C 12°C 88.9 mm
Dec 11°C 5°C 8°C 121.9 mm

Table 4.4 Monthly average weather information for Sariyer, Istanbul (over a min.
period of 30 years) (Source: weather.com).

Average Average | Average Average
Month High Low Temp. | Precipitation
Jan 8°C 2°C 5°C 118 mm
Feb 8°C 3°C 5°C 70 mm
March 10°C 4°C 7°C 69 mm
April 15°C 7°C 11°C 44 mm
May 19°C 11°C 15°C 35 mm
June 24°C 16°C 20°C 32 mm
July 25°C 18°C 22°C 28 mm
Aug 25°C 19°C 22°C 42 mm
Sept 23°C 16°C 19°C 50 mm
Oct 18°C 12°C 15°C 86 mm
Nov 14°C 8°C 11°C 99 mm
Dec 10°C 5°C 8°C 131 mm
Yearly 16°C 10°C 13°C 67 mm

Table 4.5 Monthly average weather information for Rumelifeneri, Istanbul (Source:
weatherbase.com).

Average weather information for the region is one of the most important factors
to consider while conservation strategy and reusage options for the fortresses and
work schedules are being developed. However it should be noted that the region is
also prone to unpredictable weather. For example: Kilyos (Kumkoy) located by the

Black Sea to the northwest of the Upper Bosphorus region has had a rainfall of 179.4
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kg/sqm on 13.09.2009 which was a record high rainfall and caused floods in the
region. Floods from heavy rainfall especially affect villages such as Garipce and
Rumelikavagi which are located at the ends of the valleys that open up to the sea,
both locations where falling rainwater from the hills around, on its normal course,

discharges to the sea.

4.1.5 Demographic Information
The census records database available from the Turkish Statistical Institute (ie.
Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu) provides demographical information starting with the
year 1965 (fig. 4.4). The data available from 1965 - 2000 is based on general
population census while for the years of 2007 and 2008 the information is available
from address-based census records system. The general population census used to be
carried out in 5-year periods until 1990. After 1990 the next record available is the

census records of year 2000.

Total Population
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—&—Rum.Feneri Ana.Feneri Poyraz Garipce
Fig. 4.4 Line graph showing the total population for the four villages for the years
1965-2008 (Source: Turkish Statistical Institute).
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Only four of the six villages can be seen on the graphs (fig. 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6).
These are Rumelifeneri, Anadolufeneri, Garipge and Poyraz villages. Anadolukavag:
and Rumelikavagi are recorded as a part of the Beykoz and Sariyer municipality
centers, and thus their population information is not available from the database as
separate administrative units. Balci notes that in 1997 Rumelikavagi according to the
records had a population of 3340 and in 2004 a population of 4827 (“Sartyer” 54).

According to the census records there have been some fluctuations in the
population numbers over the years. For example the first steep change is in the male
population of Anadolufeneri. It is recorded that in 1965 there were 1745 males living
in the village while in 1970 this number declined to 521. If the percentage of change
is calculated Anadolufeneri village saw a 70% decrease in its male population from
1965 to 1970 and then a 60% decrease from 1970 to 1975 (fig.4.5). As this steep
change is only in the male population numbers it might be because of a relocation of
troops that were stationed in the area or it might be that in 1970 the troops located in
the area were not recorded in the population census. Starting with 1975 there is a
correlation between the numbers of male and females in the village. However from
1990 to 2000 the male population again has an increase of 130% followed by a
decrease of 57% in 2007, while the female population has an increase of 28%
followed by a decrease of 16 % for the same years (fig.4.5 and fig.4.6).

Rumelifeneri, in the years 1990 to 2000 witnessed a male population increase of
92% and then 2000 to 2007 0.7 % increase, while the female population of the
village increased 32% followed by another 39% increase from 2000 to 2007. It can

be said that there is a correlation in male to female ratio in after 2007. The steep
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increase in the population of Rumelifeneri can also be linked to the establishment of

Kog¢ University in the area in early 2000.
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Fig. 4.5 Line graph showing the male population for the four villages for the years
1965-2008 (Source: Turkish Statistical Institute).

As Balcr also states, in the late Ottoman period the population of Garipce was
mainly composed of people who were assigned to posts at the fortress (“Sartyer”
210). In 1877, the Ottoman -Russian War created a massive immigration. Both
Garipge and other villages of the region such as Rumelifeneri were populated by
immigrants from Trabzon and Rize. Garipge is the least populated among the four
villages (fig. 4.4). There has been a constant decrease in the village population
(Balci, “Sariyer” 211). The local elementary school of Garipge was closed due to the
decreased number of students; since 2001 students are transported to the elementary

school in the nearby Rumelifeneri village. Some of the reasons for immigration from
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the village are tight regulations on constructions of new buildings (Hendem

interview; Balci, “Sartyer” 211) and unemployment or scarcity of employment

options.
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Fig. 4.6 Line graph showing the female population for the four villages for the years
1965-2008 (Source: Turkish Statistical Institute).

Poyraz village’s total population numbers have also shown fluctuations over the
years. However it is important to note that the female population of the village has
been changing with rates of 3.3% to 23% (fig.4.6) while the male population has
seen changes of 4.1% to 65.5% (fig.4.5). It is possible to define the changes in the
number of females as being steadier. As with Anadolufeneri village this may be
caused by troops and military posts located in the vicinity of the village.

A more comprehensive study of the demographic information related to the
region should be conducted to envision the future population changes in the area and
their possible effects in any kind of future cultural heritage management plans for the

region.
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4.2. Current Conditions Assessment

This chapter focuses on the current conditions at the historic structures and their
surrounding villages. Brief analyses of access to the sites, ownership and legal
designations, physical conditions of the historic structures, building and visitor
facilities are discussed in this chapter.

4.2.1. Access to the Sites

Currently there are three ways to access all of the villages in the region, by bus,
by car or by boat. In terms of public transportation, the only option is public bus
service, which operates to all six villages. Ferry service is limited to Anadolukavagi
and Rumelikavagi, but a private boat can dock at different locations along the coast.
Some of the sites, such as the ruins of the historic tower, located above the Garipge
village, on the upper grounds of the south hill of the valley, can be accessed only by

foot through the forest.

i ~Google;

Eyoall  39317.1tY

Fig. 4.7 Satellite view of the Upper Bosphorus region with village access roads
marked in white along the valleys (Source: Google Earth)

Visitors choosing to arrive by road can use privately owned cars or public buses.
The topography of the region does not allow for access to the sites by a continuous

and direct road along the Bosphorus strait (fig. 4.7). Visitors have to go up the
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valleys to the main access roads on the higher grounds after visiting the coastal sites
in order to continue to the next village or to go back to the city.

The frequencies of public buses vary depending on the season. They are more
frequent in the summer season, but there are fewer buses operating at the weekends.
Table 4.6 and table 4.7 give relevant information regarding available public bus

services on European and Asian routes leading to Upper Bosphorus villages.

Bus # 150 #25A
Number

Bus Line | Rumelifeneri -Sartyer Rumelikavagi - 4.Levent
Round RT 90 mins RT 120 mins

Trip Time

Frequency | Every 20-55 mins Every 20-50 mins
Operator | Run by IETT Run by IETT + OHO

 UMELIK AVAGI

Bus Route

EYRANTEPE YOLU
ANAYI MAHALLESI
LEVEND

Table 4.6 European side public bus service information (Source: iett.gov.tr).

While the public bus service can be satisfactory (in terms of hours, frequencies,
or trip lengths) to the village residents, there are three main problems for visitors to
the area that can be identified regarding public bus access options: Trip time is
usually long as the buses have frequent stops and long routes; the departure stations
such as Kavacik, on the Asian side, are obscure locations for an outsider from a

different district, city or country to figure out; bus hours and frequencies are limited
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(table 4.6 and 4.7). These factors can be compelling for the visitor to choose private
car to access the villages. However as the villages are not planned to receive high
numbers of visitors, as they were mainly established as small fisherman’s villages,
they do not have the capacity to manage the traffic. The increase in visitor numbers
due to increasing popularity of the area creates a traffic and parking problem in

villages such as Garipce, Rumelifeneri and Anadolukavag.

Bus #15A #15D #135

Number

Bus Line | Anadolukavag - Anadolufeneri - Kavacik | Poyrazkoy - Kavacik
Kavacik

Round | RT 85 mins RT 90 mins RT 110 mins

Trip

Frequenc | Every 20 mins Every 40 mins Every 20 mins

6perat0r Run by OHO Run by OHO Run by OHO

ABAKOZ KISLASI
TINGESME

ADOLU KAVAGI

ESTEK KOMUTANLIGT

NIZAMIYE

OKATKOY SAPAGI

¥ AMIVE AYNARCA 160

ERE BOYU . SUZDERE

B URT. VE SUA. K.LIGI
us EYKOZ ATNARCA SAPACI

Route EYKOZ KORUSU
11 URUNLERS

ﬁ‘-s'v'AC IK AKTARMA

AVACIK AKTARMA

Table 4.7 Asian coast public bus service information (Source: iett.gov.tr).

The conventional ferries are operated by IDO® (Istanbul Deniz Otobiisleri A.S.).
They have regularly operating piers at only two of the villages, Anadolukavagi and
Rumelikavagi. Poyraz village also has a pier and limited ferry access. Ferry

services, which can be grouped into two as standard lines and special tours, are not as

3 IDO is the acronym for Istanbul Deniz Otobiisleri A.S. or Istanbul Seabuses and Fast Ferries Inc.

* For summer 2010 the ferry operates every day between 21 June to 11 August. It stops at Poyraz
village twice a day at 11:05 and 19:15. Ferry service to Poyrazkdy is newly established in 2010.
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frequent as the bus service and it has differing summer and winter schedules. The
main conventional Bosphorus Line is a weekdays-only ferry service.” The Bosphorus
Long Tour is a special daily tour designed for touristic visits to the area (fig.4.8). It
has three departures from Emindnii every day® and has a special price of 25TL,
higher than the normal ferry service. The last stop of the Long Tour, which lasts 90
mins., is Anadolukavagi where the visitors can spend their day until the departures of
the ferry in the afternoon. IDO has started operating another special line under the
name Sunset Cruise, which is available only on Saturday evenings from 15 May to 9

August (fig.4.8).

UZUN BOGAZ TURU
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Fig. 4.8 Advertisements for IDO Bosphorus Long Tour (left) and Sunset Cruise
(right)’ (Source: ido.com.tr)

: Departure from Anadolukavagi at 6:40 on weekday mornings and arrives in Eminonii at 8:20. In the
evening it departs from Eminonii at 18:10 and arrives in Anadolukavag: as the last stop at 19:50. This
ferry line is predominantly used by people who work in the city center and live on Bosphorus.
Departures from Eminonii at 10:35; 12:00 and 13:35; departures from Anadolukavagi at 15:05,
16:15 and at 17:00 (on weekdays) or at 18:00 (on Saturday and Sunday). In winter this line operates
once a day.
7 The advertisements note that the Bosphorus Long Tour has been in service since 1841 and the
Sunset Cruise has been operating since 1930. These years probably refer to Sirket-i Hayriye ferrylines
that was established in Ottoman period (see chapter 2.3)
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Another standard ferry line by IDO, besides the main Bosphorus Line, operates
between Sariyer, Rumelikavagi and Anadolukavagi every day. Between the dates 21
June to 11 August the same ferry also stops at Poyraz village pier two times a day.
Sometimes in the summer there are also privately operated boats mainly between
Anadolukavagi and Rumelikavagi.

Besides public sea access options, it is important to note for future planning that
there are other piers in various locations such as in Biiyiikliman (under military use)
and Altinkum and wharves for fishing boats in Rumelikavagi, Rumelifeneri and
Poyrazkdy. Among all the locations discussed probably Garipge and Anadolufeneri
are the most difficult to access by sea due to rocky coastal topography in these
villages.

4.2.2. Legal Designations and Current Ownerships

The Upper Bosphorus region and historical structures are subject to different
laws, acts and regulations that were sanctioned at different times since 1970s. Two of
the central laws that are of concern for the region are: Bosphorus Law # 2960 and
law regarding protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage # 2863. Besides these
laws, Conservation Board decisions regarding the region and the historical structures
should be reviewed to understand the legal designation of the sites and what
principles they are subject to.

“Bosphorus Shoreline Preservation Plan” drafted and accepted in 1971 was the
first step for preservation of the Bosphorus from extensive development (Baytin et

al. 3). On 14/12/1974 Bosphorus was declared as a natural protected area (i.e. dogal
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sit alan1) by decision # 8172 of Council of Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments.®
Ministry of Culture’ declared the Bosphorus as a natural and cultural heritage site in
1977 and the “Arrangement Plan” prepared for preservation of the existing fabric and
prevention of unplanned constructions came into effect (Baytin et al. 4). According
to the plan, the Bosphorus was designated as a residential, recreational, and touristic
zone. Baytin et. al comments that the amendments to the plan in 1978 and 1979,
deprived it of the initial merits (4).

Due to rapid construction activities on the Bosphorus strait after 1980, an
exclusive law was prepared and passed in 18/11/1983. The Bosphorus Law (law
number 2960) also known as “ Bosphorus Building Act” is the governing law
regarding zoning statuses and restrictions of development and constructions along
the Bosphorus. The full text of the law in Turkish is available in appendix B2. The
law’s essential principle is to protect the cultural and historical integrity of the
Bosphorus for the public benefit through limitations on the construction activities
and setting out the zoning legislations in order to limit the increase of population
density in the region. It is very strict and straightforward with its definitions, rules
and regulations. New constructions are not allowed in the Bosphorus foreground
zone. "

The Directorate of Zoning for the Bosphorus Strait (i.e. Bogazi¢i Imar

Midiirligii), established in 11/01/1984, is the law enforcement body responsible for

8 High Council of Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments (T.C. Basbakanlik, Kiiltir Miistesarligi,
Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu) was an office under Prime Ministry Culture
Undersecretariat.

? Ministry of Culture in 2003 became Ministry of Culture and Tourism.

10 Foreground zone (i.e. 6ngoriiniim bolgesi) encompasses primarily visible areas when viewed from
the sea. Only if there is historic evidence on the prior existence of the building that was demolished
sometime in history, does the Directorate allow for new construction within its boundaries with the
conditions that it will have the same architectural characteristics as the older building.
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controlling the building activities along the Strait. The Construction Law (law
number 3194) passed in 09/5/1985 connected the Directorate of Zoning for the

Bosphorus to the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality (ibb.gov.tr).

4 akbabal 14

Fig. 4.9 Detail from 1/100000 Plan of Istanbul showing the Upper Bosphorus and
periphery (see Appendix B1 for the larger plan and plan legend) (Source: Istanbul
Metropolitan Municipality, 2010).

The latest 1/100000 plan available from Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality
website (fig.4.9 and appendix B1) indicates in pale yellow with horizontal lines that
most of the Upper Bosphorus region subject to this research is in the foreground zone
otherwise named in the plan as “Bosphorus area” and within “SIT and conservation
area” boundaries (indicated in black dots and a line connecting them). On both
European and Asian side the “Bosphorus area” is surrounded by forests (indicated
green with triangular patterns), which also includes most of the “Bosphorus rear
landscape and exposure zone” (the boundaries of which are indicated with
unconnected black dots). To the east of Anadolufeneri the area is marked as military
security region by thick black vertical lines. To the west of Rumelifeneri, including

the peninsula where the Ottoman fortress is still standing, a mark of “TG” indicates
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that the area is designated as “daily recreation area”. In the same area, the pale
gray/green with crisscross pattern indicates “development and density controlled
areas”. “KY” means rural settlement. Except for Garipge, five of the six villages
have landing piers as indicated with an anchor sign.

The 2007 plan of the region (fig. 4.10) from Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality
website indicates most of the green areas as protected forestland. “TD” marked areas
are protected under “Historical-Natural” designation and gray indicates areas under
military responsibility. Notice the extensive military areas on the Asian side. A
comparison of the 2007 and 2010 plans shows either that the military zones in the
region area decreasing in number or it might be that the 2010 plan did not go into

detail in marking the military zones.

Fig. 4.10 Detail from 1/100000 Plan of Istanbul showing Upper Bosphorus and
periphery (Source: Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, 2007).

“Natural and Historical Protection Zone” designation for the Bosphorus was
declared in 14/12/1974 by decision # 8172 of Council of Real Estate Antiquities and
Monuments. The ruling regarding “SIT” protection zone for the northern areas of

Istanbul (decision # 7755; see appendix B3) was signed on 15/11/1995 by the
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Istanbul III Conservation Board for the Protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage."'
This decision was approved in order to further protect and preserve the cultural and
natural heritage in the region north of Istanbul, in municipalities of Sariyer and
Beykoz.
4.2.2.1 Anadolukavagi

Yoros fortress is under the ownership of the Treasury. The land, however, is
assigned to the Ministry of Defense and the lower part of the fortress is partially used
as lodgings for Naval Forces Command (see app. B5). The upper part of the fortress,
from the north of the bailey wall to the main entrance (the enclosed space on the
upper right of fig. 4.11), is open to public and there is no management or control of
visitors at this area.'> From the south of the bailey wall until the sea, the lower part
of the fortress is closed to public and this part is mainly assigned to the military with
lodgings as seen on the middle left of fig. 4.11. The photograph in fig.4.12 taken
from the sea looking up at the fortress shows the military areas on the foreground,
the Navy Commands residential units on the left and the fortress walls on the upper

right side.

s . = o i
Fig. 4.11 Satellite image of Yoros Fortress in Anadolukavagi (Source: IBB).

A\
LN "

i Ministry of Culture’s Conservation Board for the Protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage (i.e.
Kiiltiir Bakanligi Kiiltiir ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kurulu) will be referred to in this thesis as
Conservation Board in brief.

12 Yoros fortress was closed to public access in summer 2010 due to excavations at the site.

207



The Council of Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments decision number 7905
(see appendix B4) dated 12/7/1974 declares Anadolukavagi as “SIT” protection site
in its entirety. The decision mentions that although Anadolukavag: at the time was a
district surrounded by military zones and thus protected from illegal constructions, it
was still under the pressure of expanding city limits. By this decision the historic
structures that are used for public, religious and military purposes, monumental trees,
forests, open leisure areas and civil architecture examples are registered and declared
to be under preservation (app. B4, article 1). The document is very comprehensive
and lists in detail all the historical structures to be protected starting with the “Yoros

Fortress™.

Fig. 4.12 Photograph of Yoros Fortress on the right and Navy Command residential
units on the left in Anadolukavagi (photograph by author).

The last decision in the archives of Istanbul VI Conservation Board regarding

“Yoros fortress” is dated 10/7/2007 (decision # 502, see appendix BS5). The decision
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was drafted by the Conservation Board after an appeal by the Istanbul Metropolitan
Municipality and Beykoz Municipality for a tourism based recreational area and
landscaping project inside the fortress. For this project the municipality hired an
architectural company. The company has completed existing measurements and
condition survey, restitution and restoration plans, however the Conservation Board

only approved existing measurement plans.

4.2.2.2 Rumelikavag
The Ottoman period Rumelikavagi fortress is used by the military and a
guesthouse is built between the historical structures and the sea. Rumelikavagi was
included inside the municipal borders of the city in 1877 by “Dersaadet Municipality
Law” and it remained as a village until 1930. In 15/5/1930 when Sartyer became a
municipality, Rumelikavagi became one of the neighborhoods of Sariyer (Balci

“Sartyer” 50).

4.2.2.3 Poyrazkoy
Poyrazkdy tower is owned by the Treasury. The fortress was also assigned to the
Ministry of Defense and used by the military, similar to other fortresses such as

Garipge, but it is now vacated.

4.2.2.4 Garipcge
The Istanbul III Conservation Board decision (# 6886) on the conservation of
Garipge village was signed in 7/7/1994. The registration of historical and natural
heritage of the village is dated 12/5/1999 (decision #10935, appendix B6). The
decision document lists nine examples of civil architecture as conservation

designation group 2, two civil architecture buildings, the fortress and tower under

209



conservation designation group 1, two fountains, historic cemetery and two
monumental trees for registration.

In December 2007, Sartyer Municipality was waiting for formal procedures to be
completed to take over the usage rights of the Garipge fortress from the Treasury.
Prior to this the Municipality had commissioned a restoration project from Prof.
Kutgiin Eytipgiller from Istanbul Technical University for the fortress (the tower was
not included) together with a project for Rumelifeneri fortress. However neither
projects were realized.

The fortress and tower have been the subjects of an open public tender most
recently in June 2010. Ministry of Culture and Tourism has under the Law# 5225
opened a tender for reusage project for both historical structures. The contractor can
lease the fortress and tower for a period of 49 years with the conditions that they will
be restored and used according to the specifications and by a yearly payment of
minimal rent. The tender announcement and full tender documents can be found in

appendix B7.

4.2.2.5 Anadolufeneri

The remaining structures of the Anadolufeneri fortress are still used as a military
base. The lighthouse built in 1850 is located right above the fortress and is registered
in the cadastral records under the Turkish Maritime General Directorate (i.e. Tiirkiye
Denizcilik Isletmeleri Gen. Miid.). After an appeal by the General Directorate of
Coastal Safety for permission to repair the lighthouse and the lodging for the keeper
of the lighthouse, Istanbul III Conservation Board (decision # 14742, app. B8) on
6/7/2004 added the lighthouse and the historic fortress forming the platform
underneath the lighthouse to the registry as a whole. Classified in the registry as
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conservation group 1, the document dated 1/12/2004 (decision # 224, app. B9) asks
the existing condition, restitution and restoration projects of the battery beneath the
lighthouse as well in order for permissions to be granted. The last document in the
file is dated 5/5/2009 (decision # 1742, app. B10) signed after the review of a request
by the Coastal Safety Directorate for renting out the lighthouse and the keeper’s
lodge. The decision states that the Naval Forces Istanbul Bosphorus Command has
appealed to the Conservation Board with justifications for halting the restoration plan
projects of the battery on 3/5/2006 and that in case of a rental possibility approval of

the related military offices need to be obtained.

4.2.2.6 Rumelifeneri

Rumelifeneri fortress was registered as a cultural heritage site together with the
rocks around its seaside (as seen in fig.4.14), in 25/8/1993 by decision # 6075 of
Istanbul III Conservation Board (app. B11). It is assigned to Ministry of Defense and
it is under the responsibility of Istanbul Bosphorus Command. The Conservation
Board on 9/12/1993 had decided that the fortress, if the project was approved, could
be used as a recreation area (decision #6284, app. B12). However this project was
never realized and later in 1998 Istanbul Bosphorus Command appealed to the
Conservation Board for the inspection and emergency interventions to the
Rumelifeneri fortress, which appeared to be ready to collapse at some points. After
this appeal the Conservation Board decided that the registered fortress should be
classified as conservation group 1 and that until the existing measurement plans were
completed, emergency temporary safety measures should be implemented by the

relevant authorities (decision #10285, app. B13).
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Regist

Name Location Const.ructlo ration | Ownership Current  State /

n Period Use

date

Anadolu Anadolu Byzantine 1974 Treasury Lower areas are in
kavagi kavagi period (12" military use, upper
Byzantine village, on | century) fortress area s
Fortress the hill open/no controls
Anadolu In the Ottoman | -=--=-—- | -=------ Original structure is
kavag village by period—with not standing —the
Ottoman the seaside | restorations area is in military
Structures (1624-1850) use
Rumeli Inside the Byzantine | -------- | --mmeee- Forest location
kavag forest period (12"
Byzantine century)
Ruins
Rumeli- In the Ottoman | -=--=-—- | -=------ Original structure is
kavag village by period—with not standing —the
Ottoman the seaside | restorations area is in military
Structures (1624-1850) use
Poyraz Poyraz 1770s -1790s | -------- Treasury Vacated
Fortress and | village, by
Tower the seaside
Garipce Garipge 1770s -1790s | 1999 Treasury Vacated (open
fortress and | village public tender in
tower June 2010)
Anadolu- Anadolu 1769 — | 2004 Treasury Not much of the
feneri feneri Ottoman original  structure
Fortress village Period left — Military use
Anadolu- Anadolu 1850 2004 Turkish Coastal Safety
feneri Feneri Maritime Directorate
Lighthouse | village Gen. Dir.
Rumeli- Rumeli - | 1769 -1 1993 Treasury Vacant but
feneri feneri Ottoman assigned legally to
Fortress village Period Ministry o Defense
Rumeli- Rumeli - | 1850 | —=-—--- Turkish Coastal Safety
feneri feneri Maritime Directorate
Lighthouse | village Gen. Dir.
Other On both | Late | —==-m-mm | memee- Most of the cold
Batteries coasts  of | Ottoman and war period remains
and Defense | Upper Republican are vacant
structures Bosphorus | (Cold War) structures

Table 4.8 Summary of ownership and registration information for the historical

fortresses (““---
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4.2.3. Current and Future Development Plans

The most important development for the region is the announcement of the Third
Bosphorus Bridge planned to pass over Garip¢e and Poyrazkdy, connecting Kinali to
Akyaz1 through Northern Marmara Highway project (fig. 4.13). The long-time
speculated bridge route was announced in 29 April 2010. There have been many
arguments in the past related to the Third Bridge (e.g. “Bogazi¢i’93”) and its
probable impacts on the Bosphorus. The announced project is planned to cost about
6 billion USD. The majority of the academic reviewers of the project from relevant
subject areas are against a Third Bridge (Tezcan 192-196). There are different
arguments against the project some of which state that it won’t solve the traffic
problem in the city, that the investment is not financially viable, that the negative
environmental impact will exceed the benefits or that the population of Istanbul will
increase up to 25 million people once the project is completed (see appendix D for
the different arguments in newspaper and magazine articles and available published

interviews on the subject).
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Fig. 4.13 The announced route of the Third Bosphorus Bridge. (Source Radlkal
Newspaper, 30 Apr. 2010).
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One other aspect of the Third Bridge is the considerably increased land prices on
the planned route of the project. The people of Garipge and Poyrazkdy have been
happy with the announcement as they see it as a solution to the strict construction
laws (such as the “Bosphorus Law” # 2960) they have been facing. On the other
hand the problem of available and affordable space close to the city for new mass
housing constructions is causing a rising demand for real estate and land in the
northern areas of Istanbul. With the planned bridge passing from the northern part of
the city the land and housing rent and sales prices will increase creating a demand to
build further along the Northern Marmara Highway (“Ugiincii kdprii piyangosu”). In
a way the highway project can make it easier for the constructions on otherwise
protected forest lands to start.

Sariyer Municipality completed. the restoration project plans for Rumelifeneri
and Garipge fortresses, under the guidance of Prof. Kemal Kutgiin Eyiipgiller from
Istanbul Technical University in early 2000s, with funding from the “Il Ozel idare”
budget."® The tenders for the planning and implementation of the restoration projects
of both fortresses were finalized; however these projects were never realized due to
authorization problems.

In 2010 the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, General Directorate for Cultural

Heritage and Museum, opened a public tender for Turkish entrepreneurs, for usage of

'3 The initial plan of the municipality was to restore only Rumelifeneri Fortress to house an amphora
collection owned by a private person who wanted a space to exhibit the +700 items he had in storage
as a permanent exhibition. However after a survey of the fortress and its surroundings, the owner of
the collection decided against it because of the limited closed space and problems regarding climatic
conditions and security issues. The restoration project of Garipge fortress was later added to the plan
with the possibility of transforming the closed vaulted space it has to a new spot for a “daily tourism
establishment” with a museum inside. According to Prof. Eyiipgiller (interview December 2007) and
the responsible bodies from the Sartyer Municipality there were no final decisions on the reusage of
the fortresses and the primary issue, before a reusage alternative was decided upon, was to restore the
historical structures.
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Garipge fortress and tower as a “special facility for cultural purposes” under Law
5225 on Promotion of Cultural Investments and Enterprises (see app. B7 for the
tender documents). Under the “special facility for cultural purposes” designation the
investor can use the spaces for “cultural units such as for museums, multi-purpose
spaces, art studios, art galleries, library, archive or documentation center or folk
culture research, education and application center” and for “business and social
purposes such as museum shops, cafeteria sized food facilities, open or closed car
parking spaces etc.” (app. B7) The tender documents speculate an investment of
about 10 million TL for the project, with usage rights of 49 years and the starting
yearly rent for the tower and fortress is 14.563 TL with a standard yearly increase
depending on the official average inflation rate. The deadline for submission of the
tender documents was 30 June 2010.
4.2.4. Current Condition of the Fortresses and Towers

The historical structures are in a state of constant decay due to outdoor weather
conditions, neglect and uncontrolled access. Urgent intervention is needed to delay
the natural and intentional decay of the structures. (See photos in app. E1, E2). There
have been efforts in the past for obtaining restoration projects and implementing
emergency temporary safety measures for some of the fortresses (see app. B13). A
detailed condition survey for the historical structures (fortresses, towers, other

defense structures, houses and others) will need to be conducted.
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Fig.4.14 Rumelifeneri fortress and its srronin rocs (péraph by author).
4.2.5. Buildings and Visitor Facilities at the Historic Sites and Villages
None of the sites are designated as visiting spots and there are no visitor facilities
at any of them. The sites that are not under military control lack a proper entrance

and there is also no signage in most cases.

4.2.5.1 Anadolukavag
There are many fish restaurants in the village by the sea and most visitors go
there specifically for this reason. The historic Byzantine fortress is on the elevated
grounds above the village and it can be accessed by car or on foot. The visitors
arriving by boat have to go up the steep hill in order to access the fortress. There are
military areas on the way to the fortress. Figure 4.15 shows the sign of an illegal café
adjacent to the fortress wall, which advertises itself as on the short route to the

fortress.
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Fig. 4.15 Signage photo next to the Yoros fortress wall directing people through the
café (photograph by author).

4.2.5.2 Rumelikavagi

The coastal route from Sartyer to Rumelikavagi village hosts the shrine of “Telli
Baba” with many visitors. Many believers go there to make wishes and in cases
when their wish is granted they visit the shrine to offer their thanks. The shrine is
located close to Telli Tabya Battery and managed and maintained by Rumelikavak
Giizellestirme Dernegi'*. The income collected from the gifts to the shrine is used for
the maintenance and the needs of the shrine and the village of Rumelikavag: (Balci
“Sartyer” 53).

In Rumelikavagi, the central area, with underground shelters where the Ottoman
fortress used to stand, is fenced off by the military. The main entrance door with the
Ottoman inscriptions has a panel translating the inscription but there is no other
signage. The remaining walls of the fortress are next to the landing pier for the
ferryboats and the town center. There are many seafood restaurants in the town

center. There were makeshift fish restaurants and taverns adjacent to the southeast

14 Rumelikavagi Giizellestirme Dernegi is a neighborhood foundation established to beautify the
Rumelivakak village and offer financial help to the needs of the village such as maintance or minor
repairs.
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wall of the fortress on the side of the pier, which were taken down by the
municipality in the last 15 years, but it is possible to see the remnants of their tiles
and painting on the historic walls. The local people complain about the access
problem to the area and the restrictions placed by the municipality on the restaurants,

as they are one of the main sources of income for the town.

4.2.5.3 Poyrazkoy

Poyrazkdy is popular also with its fish restaurants and there is also a beach in the
summer for visitors. The fortress and tower are on higher grounds but in close
proximity to the village. In front of the tower are some picnicking tables and benches
overlooking the sea as can be seen in fig. 4.16 left bottom corner. There is also a
wharf for fishermen’s boats. There are other more recent military structures in
vicinity, which are visible from the satellite images. Around the village there are a
number of circular 20" century coastal artillery sites (gun posts) made of cement (see
fig. 2.89 and upper right side of fig. 4.16). The circular sites are not in use anymore

but there a quite a number of them on both coasts, usually on higher grounds.

Fig. 4.16 Poyrazkoy village satellite photo 1/2000 (Source: IBB).
218



4.2.5.4. Garipce

Garipge is mainly a fishermen’s village. The main source of income is fishing
although some of the traditional fish traps (ie. dalyan) such as the one in Biiyiikliman
are not set up anymore (Balc1 “Sariyer” 210).

There is no entrance door to the fortress and fishermen use the upper area of the
fortress as an open-air storage depot for fishing nets and equipment. The road to the
fortress for vehicles from the village center is steep, narrow and curvy. There are
steps leading to the fortress that were repaired by the municipality in 2008. While
some people enter the site with their cars, many leave them in the small village
center, which is used as a car park for the cars of customers coming to the two
seaside fish restaurants. There are three restaurants in the village in total and the third
one is located in the inner part of the town on the main road under an old house that

appears to be ready to collapse.

Fig.4.17 A banner of one of the fish restaurants in Garipge (photograph by author).

The village center has decayed stone and wooden houses that are abandoned but

owned by the families from the village. Some are still used for storage or for living.
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Most of them have partly collapsed or appear to be ready to collapse. The residents
complain about the tight construction laws, which they say is the reason for the

current condition of the old houses.

¥

Fig.4.18 An ovld brici< house in Garipge village cntr with residents living in the
building (photograph by author).
4.2.5.5. Anadolufeneri

The historical fortress is on restricted military grounds. The constant erosion of
the land due to heavy rains causes a threat to the walls of the fortress and the
lighthouse, which is located right above the fortress (fig.4.19). The lighthouse was
restored in recent years and is open to the public. The historic mosque is also right
next to the entrance to the lighthouse and military area. The battery walls that support

the lighthouse foundations have vaulted spaces accessible from the military area.
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Fig. 4.19 Anadolufeneri lighthouse with battery walls underneath as seen from the
fortress level (photograph by author).

4.2.5.6 Rumelifeneri

Rumelifeneri village is also a fishermen’s village. The wharf is considerable with
a high capacity and mainly used only by fishing boats of varying sizes. The village is
open to tourism but the facilities and infrastructure were not planned for heavy
numbers of visitors. The Golden Beach Club in Marmaracik bay close to the village
is popular in summer time. There are three fish restaurants and a tea garden in the

village.

In Rumelifeneri, the town has narrow streets thus parking and traffic can be a
problem at weekends depending on the number of visitors in the area. Both Garipge
and Rumelifeneri became more popular in recent years. The Rumelifeneri fortress is
located slightly out of the town center and thus is easier to access by car. However
the road is narrow and there are no parking possibilities in the immediate area. The

entrance of the fortress was open to people, cars and animals until 2009. People
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entered the larger area of the promontory where the fortress is located usually with
their cars and since there are no roads leading from the main road to the fortress they
drove their cars as close as possible to the fortress. In 2010 the military put up a gate
in order to prevent access to the promontory with cars. The pedestrian gate to the
area however is open providing free access. There are the remains of some later

structures visible outside of the fortress.

Many appeal letters to the Ministry of Culture by the local administrator (ie.
muhtar) of the Rumelifeneri village were sent over the years asking for the fortress to
be assigned to the village to be used for various purposes'’. In these letters they
specify that the military had vacated the fortress at the end of 1970s and that as it is

vacant now it will be to the benefit of the village to put it into use.

15 . . . .
In some of the letters the village asks for a daily recreation area such as a teagarden and in one
specific request there is a proposal about a youth center.
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4.3. Stakeholders

A detailed and comprehensive analysis of the stakeholders for the area is of
utmost importance. It is not possible to separate the public from the cultural heritage
preservation policies (Lozny, 2006) nor is it possible to leave the decision making to
a select few for a sustainable long-term plan. The high number of stakeholders
involved in the plan for the region can present a challenge to communication and
involvement of different groups. However, as Torre notes, “the broad involvement of
public groups provides legitimacy to the results of the planning process and can assist

authorities in the implementation plans.” (2005: 220)

An open means of communication will need to be established. The section on the
process of communication and involvement in this chapter gives examples from
similar sites in terms of stakeholder involvement.

Besides the local communities, the complex relationship of ownerships,
jurisdictions, interests, rights and responsibilities issues especially among the
governmental agencies and the military departments need to be clarified for a correct
analysis of the region and the stakeholders and also in order to design, develop and
proceed with any plans.

During the research it became evident that one of the central problems that the
historic structures face, is the problem of ownerships and usage rights."> There have
been many attempts in the past by local residents of the villages (through the local
administrative officers) and other institutions (such as NGOs, Istanbul Metropolitan
Municipality) asking for authorization to use the vacant fortresses. However in each

case, and most of the time because of the issue of authority, these appeals have been

' See chapter 4.2.2 on “Legal designations and current ownerships”.
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rejected. According to the research in Conservation Board archives, the Ministry of
Culture and Tourism’s Directorate for Cultural Heritage and Museums is the top
responsible office (as indicated by the recent tender for Garipge fortress and tower)
on the one side and on the side of the military, Istanbul Bosphorus Command is the
responsible office for the fortresses. The overlapping areas of authority need to be
carefully assessed. Ideally meetings with representatives from governmental agencies
and military departments should be held in conjunction with the proposed plan to

clear any problems regarding permissions, authority and project implementations.

4.3.1. List of Stakeholders and other involved organizations

Some of the identified stakeholders with varying degrees of involvement are as
follows: Local communities of the villages of Rumelifeneri, Garipge, Rumelikavagi,
Anadolufeneri, Anadolukavagi and Poyraz; inhabitants of the municipal districts of
Sariyer and Beykoz; national and international visitors to the area; local community
organizations; Sartyer and Beykoz Municipalities; Istanbul Metropolitan
Municipality; Governorship of Istanbul; Ministry of Culture and Tourism, Ministry
of Environment and Forestry, Ministry of Transportation, Ministry of Public Works
and Settlement, General Directorate of Coastal Safety and Salvage, Turkish Military
including Turkish Land Forces, General Command of Gendarmerie, Turkish Coast
Guard Command and in specific Coast Guard of Marmara and Straits Region
Command, Turkish Naval Forces and in particular Northern Sea Area Command,
Istanbul Bosphorus Command and Naval Museum Command; academic institutions
based in the region; private foundations and companies providing assistance in

funding and sponsorships; and other non-governmental organizations.
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Among the local community organizations the following have been identified
Garipge Limited Liability Fisheries Association , Rumelifeneri Limited Liability
Fisheries Association, Rumelifeneri Development of Social Solidarity and Cultural
Environment Protection Association, Rumelifeneri Village Primary School
Preservation Society, Rumelikavak Neighbourhood Beautification and Repair
Society, Rumelikavak R.Giiney Kildiran Primary School Preservation Society,
Rumelikavak Sports Club, Rumelikavak Limited Liability Fishermen and Fisheries
Association. ¢

At the professional level an independent organization either in the form of a
project team or a cultural resource management office will need to be established for
the implementation, management and monitoring of the project. An independent

organization might be needed for the project implementation and monitoring.'’

4.3.2. Process of Communication and Involvement
An open means of communication should be established. Local inhabitants of the
villages must be involved at a certain degree in the decision making processes for the
reusage alternatives of the fortresses and for the restoration and rehabilitation parallel
projects of the other historical structures and houses in their villages. The

dissemination of information and news regarding the project can be accomplished

'® The names of the community organizations in Turkish are Garipge Sirli Sorumlu Su Uriinleri
Kooperatifi, Rumelifeneri Sinirli Sorumlu Su Uriinleri Kooperatifi, Rumelifeneri Sosyal
Yardimlasmay: Gelistirme ve Kiiltiirel Cevre Koruma Dernegi, Rumelifeneri Koyii 11k gretim Okulu
Koruma Dernegi, Rumelikavak Cevre Gilizellestirme ve Onarma Dernegi, Rumelikavak R. Giiney
Kildiran {lkégretim Okulu Koruma Dernegi, Rumelikavak Spor Klubii, Sinirli Sorumlu Rumelikavak
Balikcilar ve Su Uriinleri Kooperatifi respectively.

'7 Different non-profit private organizations can be considered or a new organization can be formed
that will be only responsible for this project.
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through local administrative offices (ie. muhtarliklar) and local schools, as it is
important to get their support in the project.

The involvement of local communities in the decision-making processes for the
reusage alternatives of the fortresses and for the parallel restoration projects of the
other historical buildings in the region should be directly proportional to the impact

the plans will have on communities.

In the recently completed Alanya Fortress site management plan, which is in its
application phase to the UNESCO World Heritage Site listing, the planning team had
weekly meetings with the local residents living inside the fortress walls. For a better
communication with the residents the planning team established an office inside the
fortress where the residents can come and openly discuss the project or other issues
related to their neighbourhood.

In Suomenlinna Sea Fortress, Helsinki, the management office is also located
within the fortress island and within easy reach to the local residents of the island

(suomenlinna.fi).

The foremost important issue for communication and involvement of the
stakeholders is the accessibility of the authorities involved in the planning phase to
the local communities. As the villages on the Upper Bosphorus are rather removed
from the city center of Istanbul it is important that an office responsible for the
project should be established in the area. Besides the public consultation process
during the planning phase of the management plan, it is important that this office
continues to function within the area rather than a central management from Istanbul

or Ankara.
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4.4. Management Assessment

The management assessment of a planning process is a stage of gathering and
analyzing the evidence and information about a site that will be crucial in the
decision-making steps of the cultural heritage preservation efforts. This chapter on
management assessment briefly analyzes the Upper Bosphorus region and the
historical structures in terms of the present problems and threats, the risks, the market
expectations and other identifiable opportunities. In the cultural heritage
management plan for the area, different assessment reports by specialists should be
utilized. These reports should be considered together with public stakeholder
consultations in order to correctly identify and define the problems, needs and
necessary action plans to be implemented.

4.4.1. Problems of the Historical Structures and their Surroundings

The problems of the historical structures and their immediate surroundings are
the “existing threats” that if not identified and addressed in the plan will continue to
have a negative impact. These problems can have daily impacts such as weathering,
or one-time effects such as the planned changes for the region or incidents of
vandalism.

4.4.1.1. Deterioration

The physical decay of the monuments is the result of many elements. The
existing physical conditions of the fortresses and other significant historical
structures in the region should be documented by a team of experts who should
identify appropriate measures against these elements of deterioration. The
conservation and maintenance plans of the historical structures that will be included

in the CHMP should be based on these assessments. As the fortresses and batteries
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have gone through a number of different building stages over the centuries, which
are still visible (fig. 4.20a), the existing condition reports, and later the conservation
and regular maintenance plans should take into account these different construction
periods, materials and techniques.

Regardless of the reusage or restoration decisions for the fortresses, a
conservation plan should be developed for the fortifications in the Upper Bosphorus
region. The conservation plan should also include a manual for the maintenance of
the fortifications similar in concept to the manual written for the fortifications in the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area'®, San Francisco in 1999 commissioned by
the National Park Service and KEA Environmental (Freeman et al.). The Seacoast
Fortifications Preservation Manual, after giving a detailed background on the
history and preservation for coast defenses in the first section, addresses the issues of
construction, engineering, design and maintenance in the second section, and then
provides a detailed treatments section in the third part (Freeman et al.). The manual
lists all the causes of deterioration together with a general conditions assessment
which is followed by recommended treatments for different materials and their
possible problems such as “cracks in concrete” (Freeman et al. 147), “mortar and
repointing in brick construction” (Freeman et al. 154) or “moisture protection
treatments” (Freeman et al. 166) for the fortifications in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area. An important aspect of the manual is that it also differentiates

between the three levels of treatment; “stabilization, preservation and repair and

'8 Golden Gate National Recreation Area administers over 730 historic structures, including over 35
historic batteries. These historic buildings date from pre-Civil War era to the Cold War era.
(Www.nps.gov)
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restoration” (Freeman 118-132), the choice of which are related with the
conservation and reusage decisions for the historic structures.

In the Upper Bosphorus region the elements of deterioration that directly have an
impact on the historical monuments can be grouped under two separate fields:
impacts of nature and impacts of humans.

Under the first field, impacts of nature as a cause for deterioration of historical
structures, the foremost reason is the continuous exposure of the historical structures
to harsh environmental conditions (figs. 4.20 to 4.23). The effects of weathering
experienced by seacoast fortifications in the Upper Bosphorus region are substantial
due to the heavy wind loads, high moisture and salt content of the air and the freeze-
thaw cycles of the winter seasons. Effects of ground water (fig. 4.23b), seawater and
vegetation are some of the other elements of nature that cause deterioration.

An important factor that contributed to the decay of the historic structures is the
general neglect due to the past military restrictions on entrance and use of the areas.
The lack of any treatments (repair, restoration or stabilization) and the lack of regular
maintenance since the military has ceased to occupy the Garipge, Poyraz,
Rumelifeneri and Yoros fortresses, have increased the adverse effects of weathering
and other environmental factors. On the other hand these restrictions were useful in
protecting the historical structures from the negative impact of humans.

The human impact, on the four fortresses named above, since the military has
vacated them, have not been favorable and have mainly contributed to the rapid
deterioration of the monuments. The lack of any kind of control of the access to the
historic structures have resulted in vandalism and littering of the sites (figs. 4.24 a/b).

Besides the high number of graffiti on the walls of the fortresses, it is also possible to
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see numerous old fire smudges (fig. 4.25a). As many people choose these sites as
picnicking venues they also bring their grills to barbeque among the historic walls

(fig. 4.25b).

Fig. 4.20 a/b Garipge fortress seawall crenellations on the left and Rumelifeneri
fortress entrance gate on the right (photographs by author).

Fig. 4.21 a/b Garipge fortress underground interior spaces. A view from the exposed
ceiling reinforcements on the left and a vaulted chamber on the right with white
deposits (probably salt or mold) visible on the bricks (photographs by author).
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Fig. 4.22 a/b Poyrazkdy “Hasan Pasha” tower ruins on the left and Garipge fortress
underground interior with a puddle of seawater that entered through the embrasure in
a recent storm (photographs by author).

Fig. 4.23a/b Rumelifeneri fortress, interior of north tower on the left with Republican
period cement additions and effects of ground water penetration on the right
(photographs by author).

<

Fig. 4.24 a/b Garipge fortress underground interior spaces. Walls with graffiti on the
left and garbage along the stairs leading to a basement room on the right
(photographs by author).
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Fig. 4.25 a/b On the left Garipge fortress exterior fire smudge on the bricks. On the
right a family picnicking in the Rumelifeneri fortress trying to light up a grill by the
walls (photographs by author).

On public holidays (such as May 19" when the photographs in fig. 4.25b and
4.28 were taken) or on Sundays, if the weather is pleasant, the number of people who
choose to use the site of Rumelifeneri fortress as picnicking or visiting grounds
increases. The crowded family trying to light up their grill in fig.4.25b or the couple
in fig. 4.28 who decided to eat their lunch on the roof of one of the Rumelifeneri
fortress towers probably will also leave their garbage behind. As the sites are on open
grounds there aren’t any controls restricting the visitors. However as the littering and
safety problems have increased (fig. 4.26 a/b) at the Rumelifeneri fortress, the
military has recently installed a gate to prohibit car access to the site in an attempt to
decrease the number of visitors and their adverse effects. A pedestrian access gate is

still open and used by both pedestrians and motorbikes.

Fig. 4.26 a/b The site of Rumelifeneri fortress in December 2007. Not only cars and
people but also animals entered the site freely (photographs by author).
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Another human induced problem that results in the decay of historic fortresses is
the illegal constructions in close proximity to the boundaries of the structures (fig.
4.27). Due to the Bosphorus Law (App. B2) construction permissions on the Upper
Bosphorus region are very strict. However illegal constructions, some that are
inhabited and some half demolished still stand near the historic structures and

sometimes adjacent to the fortress walls as can be seen in Garipge (fig.4.27).

Fig. 4.27 a/b Garipge fortress and illegal constructions adjacent to its seawalls on the
south (photographs by author).

4.4.1.2. Security and Safety
Security and safety issues at the sites are a major problem that should be
addressed as a priority. If no precautions are taken physical security of the visitors
and in the future the staff (such as guards and maintenance personnel) will be at risk
due to the poor conditions of the structures (figs. 4.28a and 4.29 a/b). For example,
the historic walls of the Rumelifeneri fortress are not stable,'” however there are no

signs indicating the condition of the walls and visitors climb up without realizing the

" An official appeal letter to the Conservation Board from late 1990s asks for stabilization /
restoration of the fortress walls that are in poor condition.
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dangers involved (figs. 4.28 and 4.29 a/b). The uncontrolled and uninformed access
to and around the sites results in fatal accidents and injuries from waves, winds and
rocky surroundings. Fig. 4.30a shows a visitor posing at the rocks, which surround
the Rumelifeneri fortress and was the location of a fatal family disaster in November
2007 when a small child and her father were drowned after a wave snatched the child
from the rocks.

The uncontrolled access to the historic structures in the region also results in the
illicit usages of the structures for different purposes such as drinking, drugs or
meetings that seem shady as these locations provide privacy together with free access

but are public spaces (fig.4.30). *°

A )

Fig. 4.28 Rumelifeneri fortress 19 May 2010. A couple climbing on the north tower
for picnicking (photograph by author).

2% In a number of visits to Garipce, Rumelifeneri and Poyrazkdy fortresses at different days and
different times of the day I came across many groups that had chosen these sites for these reasons.
They were usually disturbed by my presence with a camera.
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Fig. 4.29 a) A visitor family of four looking out on the sea from the top of the wall-
walk at Rumelifeneri fortress (photograph by author).

Fig. 4.29 b) Rumelifeneri fortress entrance gate; a visitor family exploring the
fortress during their visit (photograph by author).

e

=

Fig. 4.30 a/b Visitors around the Rumelifeneri fortress (photographs by author).
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4.4.1.3. New developments and projects

New developments and projects can pose a great threat to the cultural heritage
sites if they are not planned carefully or if planning authorities do not respect the
integrity and authenticity of the cultural heritage site, monument or landscape.

On the monument scale, construction, rehabilitation or restoration projects near
the fortresses can deduct from the integrity of the historical structures such as the
bright red colored steps leading to the Garipge fortress entrance that were redone by
the Sartyer municipality before the 2009 elections in an effort to repair the old trail
leading up (fig. 4.31a).

Another threat to the Garipge fortress is the new tender for the reusage rights of
the historical structure which gives the rights to rent and use the fortress and the
tower for 49 years for a minimal rent in return for a restoration investment (App.
B7). As indicated in the previous chapters on history, the Garipge fortress has a pair,
the Poyrazkoy fortress, across the strait both of which were built and later restored
and rebuilt at the same times and by the same engineers. The architectural history of
the Garipge fortress thus cannot be separated from the architectural history of the
Poyrazkdy fortress. The fortification system of Upper Bosphorus should be thought
of as a single cultural heritage site, a significant cultural landscape where the
fortresses and batteries were designed and built in pairs along the strait in order to
defend the Bosphorus. This inherent quality should be taken into account in any kind
of new projects involving these fortresses.

If all the vacant and available fortresses are tendered out with the same
conditions, it is possible that they will be contracted by different entities that will
restore the monuments with different approaches. The single-monument oriented
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projects on Upper Bosphorus would be limited in scope if they remain as single-
monument projects and do not consider the fortifications a part of the defense
network of the region. Incoherent and limited-scale planning threatens to deduct
from the significance of the cultural landscape and can damage the integrity of the
region’s fortification system.

The restoration projects of the fortresses and batteries of Upper Bosphorus region
should be designed according to a master plan with a long-term sustainability vision
and coherent restoration approaches.

On a larger scale, the proposed third bridge project for the Bosphorus causes a
great threat to the visual integrity and authenticity of the historical structures and the
cultural landscape of Upper Bosphorus. Change is inherent to cultural landscapes;
the right approach should secure and emphasize continuity while accepting change
(Birnbaum 220). Cultural landscapes cover extensive areas and can be affected by
numerous different factors such as infrastructure construction in the case of the third
bridge. A good communication should be established with the planning authorities as
well as other major stakeholders such as the metropolitan municipality, the military,
or other offices that might have new projects or development plans for the region.
The impact assessment of the third bridge and its leading roads, on the cultural
landscape and the environment, should be prepared by the office responsible of the
management of the cultural heritage on Upper Bosphorus.*'

Fig. 4.32a from a 2009 newspaper report shows the construction site for the

supposed roads that will lead to the third bridge, which will pass from the south of

! See chapter 5, conclusion, for the proposal on creating a cultural heritage management office
specifically for the of Upper Bosphorus region.

237



Garipge to the south of Poyrazkdy. Fig. 4.32b shows a protest against the proposed

third bridge.

Fig. 4.31 a/b On the left Garipge village center with steps leading up and illegal
constructions (photograph by author). On the right an illustration of the Third Bridge
from the website of Yenisafak newspaper.

R 3. KOPRU KIRLILIK, GuroLTi, Sl

YIKIM DEMEKTIR!

cUNCD KOPRU YERINE YASAM PLATFORMU

Fig. 4.32 a/b‘Or; .t‘he lefi tI;e road cons;trlic;tions (Radikal 6 July 2009). On the right,
protests against the 3" bridge (Mimdap.org)
4.4.2. Problems of the Villages and Region
The problems of the villages and the region should also be identified and
assessed.
4.4.2.1. lllegal Constructions
The “SIT” designation for the protection of cultural and natural heritage (App.

B1) and the Bosphorus Law 2960 (App. B2) strictly restrict legal building practices
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in the region and especially on the foreground zone visible from the Bosphorus.
However the local village residents’ “need to build” new houses for their extending
families or for other reasons still persist (Hendem). Instead of going through the
difficult task of obtaining a permit for a legally approved construction, restoration or
repair, the residents construct new buildings without permissions (illegal
constructions visible in figs. 4.26b, 4.27a/b and 4.31a), which are depending on the
political climate either pardoned before the elections or demolished. The resulting
view of these illegal constructions near the fortresses affects the panorama of the
historical sites and the cultural landscape of the region.

The military restricted access to the Upper Bosphorus until recently has led to a
relatively slow development of the region which can be considered as a positive
factor for protection. However with the lifting of the restrictions, the failure to plan
in advance for the development of the sites, and the new plans for the third bridge, a
serious risk of uncontrolled development in the region poses a substantial threat that

should be immediately addressed.

4.4.2.2. Security

The history of smuggling in the area was discussed in the previous chapters. The
remoteness of the region from the busy city center and its proximity to international
waters have resulted in the illegal usage of the areas for smuggling especially in the
20™ century. Although the military was restricting access to the region for the most
part of the Republican period, these restrictions might have helped the smugglers at
that time. The smuggled goods in the past have varied from tobacco to weapons and
bullets to alcoholic beverages, cigarettes and drugs (“Sartyer’de 142 bin Kagak

Mermi ele gegirildi”). While a resident interviewed remembered seeing cases of guns
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by the roadside as a child (Oztiirk) and the residents are relatively comfortable
discussing incidents they witnessed from the first half of 20" century, it is not known

if these illegal activities ceased to exist or continue.

4.4.2.3. Financial problems

The lack of employment opportunities for the local population is a problem of
some of the villages such as Garip¢e and Anadolufeneri. Fishing is the greatest
source of income for the owners of boats in Upper Bosphorus villages. Most of the
family members are still involved in the family business of fishing, even though they
have moved from their villages on the Upper Bosphorus to reside in the district
centers of Sariyer and Beykoz. The younger generations of families not involved in
fishing choose to go to technical schools or universities or they are looking for jobs
elsewhere. Alternative employment opportunities are missing resulting in
immigration to the other neighborhoods of Istanbul (Hendem and Oztiirk interviews).

The Garipge village primary school was closed down in 2000s because of the
decreased student attendance. The students are transported via bus to the primary
school in Rumelifeneri village. The village faces the serious problem of
depopulation. A study on Garipge states that men are out at sea for fishing and other
trades and they do come back to the village when the season is over, which was also
pointed out in the interviews with village residents (Hendem and Oztiirk). However
according to the study the women of the village are “trapped in the localism of

Garipge with increasing religious radicalism” (Erginsoy 1998).

4.4.3. Risk Assessment and Constraints
The risk assessment section of a cultural heritage management plan identifies and

outlines both the potential threats for a site and the potential problems that might
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endanger the implementation of the management plan. Based on the risk assessment,
planning for warding of the threats should be developed and corrective measures
should be defined (Ringbeck 36). Some of the risks that should be addressed and
evaluated in detail are; organizational and technical risks, development pressure,
pressure of overpopulation and tourism, natural disasters and environmental
influences (Ringbeck 35). While the assessment should include all the possible risks,
it should also identify the contingencies of these risks, in other words the probability
and impact of these risks should be evaluated. Risk mitigation measures should be
defined accordingly and should be consulted when needed.

For the Upper Bosphorus region the higher risk factors are development and
tourism pressures and overpopulation. The construction activities, investment
pressure and changes in traffic and use are development factors that can affect the
sites including view perspectives and silhouettes (Ringbeck 36). The plans of the
third bridge and the increasing number of residential gated communities near the
Upper Bosphorus region can be listed among the development pressures.

While tourism presents an opportunity to the extent that it contributes to the
public awareness of the significance of the sites and to the commercial income
beneficial for the protection and preservation of the sites, it may also cause damage if
defined capacities are exceeded or if resulting facilities and traffic threaten the
authenticity and integrity of the region (figs. 4.33a/b and 4.35) (Kercher and Du
Cross 60-3; Ringbeck 37). There is an extent of tourism related use a site or a region
can tolerate with its existing infrastructure. For the Upper Bosphorus region this
infrastructure is currently failing with increasing number of visitors that arrive in

their cars to village centers whose narrow roads cannot tolerate the busy traffic.
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The conservation and development of sites are also influenced by demographic
changes. A case of significant population growth will have an excessive demand on
housing which might result in illegal constructions that will endanger the protected
cultural landscape of the Upper Bosphorus. A falling population on the otherhand,
such as in Garipge, can also represent a threat if it results in inadequate conservation
and maintenance of the cultural property (Ringbeck 37).

The issue of tourism pressure and overpopulation should be carefully addressed
and a balance should be maintained since many similar sites (such as Polonezkdy or
Sile) have become degenerated, lost their qualities and authenticity after publicity
increased and consequently after they received large number of visitors and
immigration. The Upper Bosphorus region, with its villages, can also face the same

problems.

Fig. 4.33 a/b On the left, visitors on Rumelikavag hills. On the right G
center (photographs by author).

aripce village

Seasonality due to the climate of the region is another risk, which should be
addressed in the management plan if the proposed projects for the historic sites or

other plans such as accessibility projects depend on the weather conditions.
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Security and safety risks of the historic structures and other facilities are one of
the most important issues. As a priority, the high physical safety risks of the staff and
visitors, will need to be eliminated. This can be achieved first by identifying and
applying security measures such as limiting access to the areas that can be dangerous
prior to restoration. Signage about the dangers and risks involved can also be
effective and should be placed in and around the fortresses and other sites in the
region that will be open to the public.

The smaller villages are more resistant to accepting change. The local population
of Garipge is from Trabzon and Rize and it is known that they don’t like and accept
outsiders in their village as residents. If there is resistance among local people on the
idea of developing a visitor point to promote tourism, it will pose an important social
risk which should be assessed prior to the beginning of the project during the
planning stage. For this reason educational programs for the local inhabitants are
essential in order to get their support during the implementation of the project.

Natural disasters are actual risks that should be addressed with both
preventive and reactive countermeasures. As the city of Istanbul is prone to floods
and earthquakes, impact assessment of these potential disasters on the Upper
Bosphorus region should be assessed in the cultural heritage management plan. For
example, after the Marmara earthquake of 1999, the number of residential
developments near the Upper Bosphorus region has increased since the location of
the region is far from the active faults under the Marmara sea and since the bedrock
in the area is believed to be more stable. Although the Upper Bosphorus is not on
the direct earthquake region and thus has relatively lower direct risks in comparison

with the other areas of Istanbul, a through survey of earthquake stability and
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emergency action should be conducted at the fortresses and batteri