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ABSTRACT

BYZANTIUM BETWEEN “EAST” AND “WEST”:
PERCEPTIONS AND ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIOGRAPHY OF THE
BYZANTINE HERITAGE

KILIC YILDIZ, Sule
Ph.D., Department of History of Architecture
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Suna GUVEN

December 2013, 323 pages

This thesis explores the perceptions and historiography of Byzantium during the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries focusing on late Ottoman Turkey. It
examines the ways in which the cultural and architectural heritage of Byzantium
was represented and described in historical writings within the context of the
entangled relationships between nationalism, orientalism and historiography. The
investigation is based on a close reading of the historical writings of influential
scholars who played an important role in the production and dissemination of
knowledge regarding the Byzantine heritage during the period under scrutiny. This
thesis also attempts a parallel examination of perceptions of the Byzantine legacy
both in Europe and the Ottoman world within the specific comparative historical
contexts in which similar approaches to the Byzantine heritage can be traced. Such
a study of perceptions and historiography of Byzantium focusing on the interactions
between Ottoman and European scholars provides valuable insights into not only
late Ottoman/Turkish authors’ stance specifically towards the Byzantine heritage,
but also to their selective “appropriation” of established European discourse
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regarding Byzantium. By studying these earlier contributions to Byzantine
scholarship, with a special emphasis on their ideological and historiographical
impacts on later studies and the origins of continued negative perceptions and
images of Byzantium, this study aims to contribute to Byzantine Studies and also to
the more general growing body of literature on relationships between nationalism
and nation-state building, orientalism, and historiography, by providing a case study

of Turkey.

Keywords: Byzantine Heritage, Perceptions, Historiography, Architectural History,
Byzantine Scholarship, Ottoman Turkey.



0z

“DOGU” iLE “BATI” ARASINDA BiZANS: BiZANS MIiRASININ ALGISI VE
MIMARLIK TARIHI YAZIMI

KILIC YILDIZ, Sule
Doktora, Mimarlik Tarihi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Suna GUVEN

Aralik 2013, 323 sayfa

Bu tez, Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi ve mimarlik tarihi yazimini, 19. yiizy1l sonu
ile 20. yiizy1l bas1 Osmanli Tiirkiyesi odakli olarak incelemektedir. Calismada,
oryantalizm, milliyet¢ilik ve tarih yazimi arasindaki karmasik iliskiler baglaminda,
tarihsel metinlerde Bizans’in kiiltiirel ve mimari mirasiin nasil temsil edildigi ve
betimlendigi arastirilmaktadir. Arastirma biiyiik oranda Bizans mirasina iligkin bilgi
iretiminde ve yayillmasinda onemli rol oynayan bireylerin yazilarinin yakin bir
okumasina dayanir. Bu calisma ayni zamanda, Avrupa ve Osmanli diinyasinda
Bizans’in nasil algilandigim karsilastirmali tarihsel baglam igerisinde incelemeye
calisir. Osmanli ve Avrupali entelektiieller arasindaki iliskilere odaklanan boyle bir
caligma, Osmanly/Tiirk yazarlarin 6zel olarak Bizans mirasina yaklagimlarim
anlamanin yam sira, Bizans’a iliskin Bati’da iiretilmis olan sdylemin ne kadarimi
benimsediklerini de inceleme firsati sunmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de Bizans mirasi iizerine
bu erken yazilarin, ideolojik ve tarih yazimsal mirasina odaklamlarak incelenmesi
ve giiniimiizde devam etmekte olan Bizans hakkindaki olumsuz algilarin kdkeninin
irdelenmesi ile hem Tiirkiye’deki Bizans ¢aligmalarina, hem de Tiirkiye 6rneginin
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sunulmasi ile oryantalizm, milliyetcilik, ulus devlet ingas1 ve tarih yazimi arasindaki

iliskilere dair literatiire katkida bulunmak amaclanmisgtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Bizans Mirasi, Alg1 ve Yaklagimlar, Tarih Yazimi, Mimarlik

Tarihi, Bizans Disiplini, Osmanli Tiirkiyesi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This thesis focuses on the perceptions and historiography of Byzantium
during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, highlighting late Ottoman
Turkey. It examines the ways in which the cultural and architectural heritage of
Byzantium was represented and described in historical writings within the context
of the intricate relationships between nationalism, orientalism and historiography.
My investigation is based on a close reading of the historical writings of individuals
who were influential in the production and dissemination of knowledge regarding
the Byzantine heritage during the period under scrutiny. The study of these earlier
writings with a special emphasis on their ideological and historiographical legacies
and the origins of continued negative perceptions and images of Byzantium will
contribute to Byzantine studies in Turkey. It will also contribute to the more general
growing body of literature on the relationships between nationalism and nation-state
building, orientalism, and historiography, by providing a case study of Turkey.

Driven in part by the impetus of Edward Said’s Orientalism (1978), the last
three decades have witnessed a growing interest in a critical reassessment of the
perceptions and historiography of Byzantium. Consequently, recent studies have
raised the issues of Western Europe’s changing and ambivalent attitudes towards
Byzantium and even its “absence” within the mainstream western European
historiography.1 More recently, on the other hand, an increasing number of studies
have tended to concentrate on the complex relationships between nation-state

building and historiography.” Thus, the role of the Byzantine legacy in constructing

! “For most historians, Byzantium is an absence.” Averil Cameron, The Byzantines (Oxford:
Blackwell Publishing, 2006), preface page. Also cited in Ufuk Serin, “Making Byzantium
Understood: Re-Interpretation and Representation of Byzantine Cultural Heritage in Turkey”, in
Byzantium Early Islam: Cultural Heritage Management. Shared Experience beyond Boundaries, eds.
P. Atzaka, C. Papakyriakou, and A. Pliota, (Hellenic Society for the Protection of the Environment
and the Cultural Heritage, Thessaloniki, 2010), 209.

2 For example, see Stefan Berger, Christoph Conrad and Guy P. Marchal, eds., Writing the Nation
Series: National Historiographies and the Making of Nation States in 19th and 20th Century Europe,
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2010). In recent decades, numerous studies have examined the relationship
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nation-states and national identities, particularly in Southeastern Europe and the
Balkan states, has also received special attention in Europe.” What has often been
overlooked in all these studies, however, is the case of Turkey, much of which is
located within the former territory of the Byzantine Empire. In Turkey, this new line
of studies concerning the role of archaeology, art and architectural history in the
process of nation-building has either focused on the Classical periods4 or Turkish
and Islamic art and architectural historiography during the late Ottoman and Turkish
Republican periods.” Furthermore, despite the proliferation of scholarly writings on

Byzantium in the last two decades in Turkey, there is still no comprehensive study

between nationalism, archaeology and historiography in the Western scholarship as well. To give
some examples, Philip L. Kohl and Clare Fawcett, (eds.) Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice of
Archaeology (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995) explores the relationship
between nationalism and archaeology in Europe and East Asia with an emphasis on archaeologists in
the service of the state and the imperial uses of the remote past.; Philip L. Kohl, Mara Kozelsky, and
Nachman Ben-Yehuda, eds., Selective Remembrances: Archaeology in the Construction,
Commemoration, and Consecration of National Past, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008)
extended the focus by examining the Near East and South Asia.; Margarita Diaz-Andreu, A World
History of Nineteenth Century Archaeology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007) again
highlights the emergence of archaeology as a professional discipline connected to the emergence of
nationalism in Europe.

3 See for example, Marius Turda, “National Historiographies in the Balkans, 1830-1989”, in The
Contested Nation: Ethnicity, Class, Religion and Gender in National Histories, Stefan Berger and
Chris Lorenz, eds., 463-489, (Writing the National Series, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).

* The cultural policies of the early Republican period of Turkey regarding archaeology, the
preservation of the cultural legacy and museum studies with an emphasis on their relationships with
the nation state have received increased interest in recent times. These studies have usually examined
the role of archaeology in the formation of national identity. See for example; Mehmet Ozdogan,
“Ideology and Archaeology in Turkey” in Archaeology Under Fire: Nationalism, Politics and
Heritage in the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East, Lynn Meskell, 111-123, (London and New
York: Routledge, 1998); Mehmet Ozdogan, “Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti ve Arkeoloji: Siyasi
Yonlendirmeler-Celiskiler ve Gelisim Siireci”, Bilango: 1923-1998: Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin 75
Yilina Toplu Bakis Uluslar arast Kongresi, (I: Siyaset, Kiiltiir, Uluslararast Iligkiler), ed. Zeynep
Rona, 193-204, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakf1 Yurt Yayinlari, 1998); Giil Pulhan, “Cumhuriyet’in Arkeoloji
Seferberligi”, Sanat Diinyanuz, Vol: 89, (2004): 171-174.; Tugba Tanyeri-Erdemir, “Archaeology as
a Source of National Pride in the Early Years of the Turkish Republic”, Journal of Field
Archaeology, Vol. 31, no. 4, (2004):381-393.

> See for example, Giilru Necipoglu and Sibel Bozdogan, eds. History and Ideology: Architectural
Heritage of the Lands of Rum, Mugarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World,
Vol. 24, (Leiden-Boston, 2007); Biisra Ersanli-Behar, Iktidar ve Tarih: Tiirkiye’de “Resmi Tarih”
Tezinin Olusumu (1929-1937), (Istanbul: Afa, 1992); Sibel Bozdogan, Modernizm ve Ulusun Insast:
Erken Cumhuriyet Tiirkiyesi’nde Mimari Kiiltiir, (Istanbul: Metis, 2002).



focusing on earlier scholarly contributions on Byzantium in Turkey, particularly one
focusing on writing about Byzantine architectural history.

Within the framework of the abovementioned growing body of scholarship
on the relationships between nationalism, nation-state building, orientalism, and
historiography, this thesis aims to contribute towards filling such gaps in the

scholarly literature by using Turkey as a case study.

1.1.  Aims and Significance of the Study

From the most general to the more specific, the aims of the thesis may be
summarized as follows: First, it will demonstrate that contrary to commonly held
assumptions, Ottoman perceptions of Byzantium were not very different from those
of Western Europe. Indeed, their approaches to Byzantium contain many
similarities and follow similar patterns. In both cases, perceptions of Byzantium
were ambiguous leading to a selective appropriation of its legacy. Although the
precise reasons for this ambiguity have changed over time, much of it derives from
the nature and geographical position of the Byzantine Empire itself.

Secondly, the thesis will outline and explain how perceptions of Byzantium
were not uniform, but changed over the course of time depending on the historical
and political context. Consequently, it will be shown how selective appropriation of
the Byzantine legacy became particularly pronounced in the 19" century with the
rise of nationalism and renewed interests in the classical and the medieval past in
Europe, together with the Ottoman Empire as it witnessed the encroachments of
European powers and the rise of nationalist movements.

As for the case of Turkey, this study will document the history of growing
interest in the study of Byzantium among Ottoman authors starting from the mid-
nineteenth century and the reasons for this engagement. As the center of the
Byzantine Empire and focus of academic and more popular interest, Istanbul will be
highlighted with its relevant eras. Additionally, it will be argued that after the
1900’s there was a significant change in the Ottoman understanding of the
Byzantine heritage as a result of three new and interrelated historical processes.
Ottoman rediscovery of the Byzantine heritage, as well as the efforts to de-
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emphasize the role of Byzantine influences on the Ottoman Empire will be set
against the background of contemporary political and cultural developments in
order to provide a structured panorama of how the perceptions of the Byzantine

heritage fluctuated and why.

1.2. The Scope, Context and Method of the Study

Recent studies reviewing the development of Byzantine scholarship in
Turkey have paid little attention to the Ottoman period as writings on the Byzantine
heritage in this period were very limited and not very promising. When I began this
study, I initially held similar assumptions and intended to define the scope of this
thesis to include works from the early Republican period up to today, avoiding the
Ottoman period. Since this study is particularly interested in exploring major factors
for the negative perceptions of Byzantium and the lack of scholarly interest in
Byzantine studies in Turkey, I had considered that the early Republican Period,
particularly with the famed “Turkish Historical Thesis” would be the crucial period
for tracing the trajectory of Byzantine studies in this country. Once I began to
actually research the topic, however, I realized that neither the earliest “Byzantine
studies” produced in Turkey nor the historical and political factors which had
significant impacts on the ways that the study of the Byzantine heritage emerged in
the early Republican period. One has to take into consideration “the long nineteenth
centulry”6 not only to note the first appearance of significant scholarly works on the
subject, but also to trace the “origins” of some of the prevailing negative attitudes
towards to the Byzantine heritage in Turkey, as well as in Europe.

This new historical framework has provided me with the opportunity to
analyze the topic within the context of nationalism and orientalism, both of which

reached their apogee in the late nineteenth century. It was also in this period that we

% “The long 19th century”, defined by Eric Hobsbawm, refers to the period between the years 1789-
the French Revolution and 1914-1918, World War 1. Hobsbawm lays out his analysis in his trilogy:
The Age of Revolution: Europe, 1789—1848, (London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1962); The Age of
Capital: 1848-1875, (New York : Scribner, 1975); and, The Age of Empire: 1875-1914, (New York:
Vintage, 1989).



see the rise of history as a discipline, the emergence of nation-states and thus the
overt, as well as covert, uses of history (and also archaeology) in the service of
nation-state building. Seen from this perspective, the nineteenth century also
marked a new period in Ottoman history as it witnessed increased modernization
and westernization as well as the rise of nationalist movements in the empire.
Therefore, the time frame delineated here provides an invaluable range for
exploring the intricate relationships between orientalist and nationalist discourses in
the written texts produced by key scholars who shaped the production and
dissemination of knowledge on the Byzantine heritage in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries.

Concerning the chronological range I have chosen for this thesis, i.e. the
transition period from the Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic, I should also
note that the early Republican period will only be dealt with for tracing the relevant
continuities and changes. Writers, whose seminal studies on Byzantium are
examined in this thesis, lived in this transition period from Empire to the Republic.
Therefore, rather than exploring the attitudes of the early Republican period towards
the Byzantine period, which needs to be studied in greater detail by taking into
consideration not only the narratives and discourses in the texts, but also the
practice of archaeology, museology and preservation, I will look at the Republican
period only for tracing the intellectual and professional transformation of these
scholars and the fate of relatively increased scholarly interest in Byzantine Istanbul.

As the primary aim of this thesis is the examination of scholarship and
discourse, rather than the cultural policies of the state, the issues of the roles of
individuals in shaping the Byzantine scholarship and how their legacies influenced
the later studies in Turkey comes to the fore. Therefore, rather than archaeology,
museology, and preservation of the historical buildings themselves regarding the
Byzantine heritage, the dissertation is based on the analysis of perceptions and
written narratives. The practices of archaeology, museology and preservation during
the late Ottoman period will only be treated so far as related to the Byzantine
heritage specifically, in order to provide the historical and cultural context for the
production of knowledge examined in this thesis. In addition to the secondary

literature, a number of archival sources and official documents preserved in the
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Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives in Istanbul were used for constructing this
specific context.

The primary sources used in the thesis mainly consist of histories, travel
books, monographs, textbooks, and a small number of newspapers and magazine
articles on Byzantine history, art and architecture. These are examined focusing on
their organization, context, narrative, use of language, sources consulted, and use of
visual materials, when applicable. A number of architectural history textbooks
produced during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries are examined for
the first time in this thesis in order to understand the treatment of Byzantine
architecture within the general western narrative of architectural historiography. I
have particularly tried to select the most popular and most used survey books for
their potential to explicitly display the hierarchies and differences within the
construction of the Western narrative of architectural history, and thus to provide an
invaluable area for examining the place of Byzantine architecture within this
narrative. In exploring these textbooks, I pay special attention to how the history of
architecture is “periodized” and the placement and coverage of Byzantine
architecture within this periodization, research techniques, as well as
historiographical and methodological approaches.

Architectural history “survey books” of this kind do not exist in the Ottoman
Empire during the same time period. Hence, among scholars of the period chosen
for scrutiny, I especially focus on individuals such as Celal Esad [Arseven] (1876-
1971), Mehmed Ziya (1871-1930) Ahmed Refik [Altinay] (1880-1937) who were
influential in the production of knowledge regarding the Byzantine heritage. Not
surprisingly, these authors have been studied for their contribution to Ottoman
Turkish history and architecture. For the first time in this thesis, their works will be
examined as revelations of Byzantine cultural and architectural history within the
wider historical and cultural context of the period. As this thesis will demonstrate,
these authors contributed much to the development of the Byzantine scholarship in
Turkey.

In this regard, Celal Esad enjoyed a great degree of popularity. He is often
credited as “the first Turkish art historian” whose works played a leading role in

attempts to define a distinctly “Turkish art” particularly during the early Republican
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period.” Among his works, Tiirk Sanan [Turkish Art] published in 1928, and Yeni
Mimari [The New Architecture] in 1931 have often been the subject of scholarly
attention.® His Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul (1909), on the other hand, has
received inadequate attention particularly from the perspective of Byzantine
scholarship. Similarly, Ahmed Refik [Altinay] has often been credited as one of the
first representatives of modern historians in Turkey. He is also considered the
founder of “popular history” in Turkey on account of his literary style.” His several
works on Ottoman Turkish history have also been the focus of scholarly attention
from a different perspective. Contrary to Celal Esad and Ahmed Refik, Mehmed
Ziya, who called himself an expert in “dsdr-i atika” had not been much
acknowledged until recently when his Istanbul ve Bogazici: Bizans ve Osmanli
Medeniyetlerinin Asar-i Bakiyesi was published in 2004 in the Latin alphabet.'
Nevertheless, except for a few informative overviews, no comprehensive study of
his work has appeared so far.

While reading the writings of these authors, I am particularly attentive to the
analysis of the main stereotypes concerning the Byzantine Empire and the kind of
language used to describe the Byzantines, (some of which were disseminated by
western historians) and the ways in which Ottoman historians began to conceive a
novel approach regarding the appropriation of the Byzantine heritage. I also explore
their works in order to understand the ways in which Ottoman authors approached
Byzantine architecture and to what extent the Byzantine legacy has been
incorporated within the historical evolution of Ottoman Turkish histories and the

architectural history tradition.

7 Dogan Kuban, “Celal Esad Arseven ve Tiirk Sanatt Kavrami”,
http://dergi.mo.org.tr/dergiler/4/391/5707.pdf (accessed 11.10.2012); Semavi Eyice, “Celal Esad
Arseven (1875-1971)” Belleten, 36, (1972), 141-144.

¥ For example see, Elvan Altan Ergut, “Celal Esad Arseven’s History of Architecture between the
Past and the Present”, International Congress of Aesthetics 2007 “Aesthetics Bridging Cultures”
http://www.sanart.org.tr/PDFler/12a.pdf (accessed 10.12.2010).

® Muzaffer Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam: Ahmed Refik Altinay (Istanbul: Tirkiye Is Bankasi
Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1978).

1% jhtifalci Mehmed Ziya Bey, Istanbul ve Bogazici: Bizans ve Osmanlt Medeniyetlerinin Oliimsiiz
Mirasi, ed. Murat A. Karavelioglu and Enfel Dogan (Istanbul: Bika, 2004).



Regarding the context and method, this thesis may not be deemed as a
comparative historical study between “East” and “West” in which the self-reflective
and critical analyses of social, cultural, historical and political contexts with
particular attention to the dynamics of knowledge, power, authority, and cultural
difference are crucial. Nevertheless, I have tried to pay attention to specific
comparative historical contexts in which similar approaches to the Byzantine
heritage can be traced and to examine descriptions and representations of
Byzantium in the written texts produced by Ottoman authors in relation to their
European counterparts, the origins of such descriptions in European scholarship,
etc. This brings into focus the interactions between Ottoman and European scholars.
Such a study of earlier scholarship provides valuable insights into not only
Ottoman/Turkish authors’ stance specifically towards the Byzantine heritage, but
also to their selective “appropriation” of established European discourse regarding
Byzantium.

With the same concern, I include a brief section on the approaches of the
Balkan states to the Byzantine heritage in the context of the nation-building process.
The Balkan states here are only dealt with for their specific relevance for Ottoman
perceptions of the Byzantine heritage in the late nineteenth century. As stated
below, the nationalist movements in the Ottoman Empire which resulted in the
emergence of new nation states in the Balkan regions had several consequences for
the Ottoman perception of Byzantium. Otherwise the detailed exploration of this

topic exceeds the limits of this thesis."'

""In her groundbreaking work Imagining the Balkans, Maria Tudorova shows that the Balkans as a
separate geography and cultural entity was “discovered” through writings of European travellers
during the late eighteenth century. She has developed a theory of Balkanism similar to Edward
Said’s Orientalism. Accordingly, the discourse of “Balkanism” created a stereotype of the Balkans,
and politics is closely related with the negative image of the Balkans. Interestingly, the nineteenth
century was a period of significant transformation with regard to conception of Europe and the
development of Eurocentrism. Although “the discourse of “Balkanism” may be useful for a better
understanding of the discourse of “Byzantinism,” which according to Todorova, “not only functions
alongside and on the same principles as Balkanism but is often superimposed on it”, the discussion
of such issues is beyond the scope of this thesis. See Maria Todorova, Imagining Balkans, (Oxford
University Press, 2009), 160-165. For the “Byzantinism”, see Cyril Mango, “Byzantinism and
Romantic Hellensim” in Byzantium and its Image: History and Culture of the Byzantine Empire and
its Heritage, (London: Variorum Reprints, 1984), 29-43.; Also cited in Dimiter G. Angelov, “The
Making of Byzantinism”. http://www.docshut.com/kmpwrp/49388939-the-making-of-byzantinism-
by-dimiter-g-angelov.html (accessed 13.02.2013).



Finally, the orientation and concentration of this thesis is primarily Istanbul.
There are basically two reasons for this. The first is related to the nature of the
Byzantine Empire which is centered on the city of Constantinople, the capital of the
Byzantine Empire for more than a thousand years and thus essential to define the
identity of Byzantium. Indeed, the Byzantine world was closely identified with its

2 as “the city of Constantinople was the empire in quintessential form,

capital
containing all that was needed for imperial hegemony.”"® In many cases, scholars
and texts which I examined for this thesis used the words “Byzantium”, “Byzantine
Empire” and “Constantinople” interchangeably to refer to the capital city.
Consequently, the knowledge produced concerning Byzantium and the Byzantine
Empire was also Istanbul-centered. Situated in a special topography with
magnificent buildings and “talismanic sculptures”, Istanbul has always been the
focus of interest not only for travellers from Europe but also local scholars who

lived there, which also remained the capital and thus the intellectual and publication

center of the Ottoman Empire.

12 paul Magdalino, “Constantinople=Byzantium”, A Companion to Byzantium, ed. Liz James,
(Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 43.

" Jonathan Shepard, “Introduction: Tides of Byzantium: the Many Forms of Expansion and
Contraction”, in The Expansion of Orthodox Europe: Byzantium, the Balkans and Russia, The
Expansion of Latin Europe 1000-1500, ed. J. Shepard, (Ashgate Variorum, 2007).



1.3. Sources and Scholarship

1.3.1. Byzantium/the Byzantine Empire: Geographical, Chronological and
Disciplinary Boundaries

The Byzantine Empire was one of the major civilizations in the world
covering a vast geographical area and lasting more than a thousand yeaurs.14 The
conventional chronological frame of the Byzantine Empire has often been cited as
extending from either 324 (the foundation of a new eastern capital for the Roman
Empire in Constantinople) or 330 (dedication of the city and the conversion of
Emperor Constantine I to Christianity) to 1453 (the fall of Constantinople).'> There
has also been a growing trend among scholars to highlight continuities in late
antiquity until the sixth or seventh centulry.16 According to this view, after the Arab
conquests of Egypt and Syria, the nature of the state and culture was transformed
with the decline of urban life marking the transformation from the late antique to the
medieval empire.'” Although it is relatively easy to define the end of the empire, as
29 May 1453, issues of the continuity of Byzantine culture and religion in the
Balkans and some other regions of the Ottoman Empire have also received a great
deal of attention."®

In modern scholarship, Byzantine history has usually been examined by
dividing it into three periods. The first period covering the third century to the end
of the sixth, seventh or eighth centuries, has been called the Late Antique/Late
Roman or Early Byzantine period depending on the viewpoint of scholars. The

Middle Byzantine period, begins either from 565 (the death of the emperor

14 Speros Vryonis, “Byzantine Civilization, A World Civilization”, in Byzantium, A World
Civilization, ed. A. E. Laiou and H. Maguire, (Washington D.C., 1992), 19-35.

'5 A. Kazhdan, ODB, Vol.1: 345; Alexander A.Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, 324-1453,
2 vols. (Madison: Univ. of Wisconsin Press, 1961).

'® Alice Mary Talbot, “Byzantine Studies at the Beginning of the Twenty-first Century”, The Journal
of English and Germanic Philology, Vol. 105, No. 1, (January, 2006), 25-26.

""A. Kazhdan, ODB, Vol. I, 346-52; Talbot, “Byzantine Studies”, 25-26.

18 See H. Evans, ed., Byzantium: Faith and Power 1261-1557, (New York: Metropolitan Museum of
Art, 2004). ; Talbot, “Byzantine Studies”, 26.
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Justinian); 610 (the ascension of the emperor Heraklios); 717 (the beginning of the
Isaurian dynasty); or 848 (the end of Iconoclasm). It ends either in 1071 (the Battle
of Mankizert) or 1204 (the Sack of Constantinople by the Fourth Crusade). The last
period, the Late Byzantine, extends from either 1204, or 1261 (the recovery of
Constantinople from the Latins) to 1453 (the fall of the Constantinople to the
Ottoman Empire).lg

It is also hard to define the geographical boundaries of the Byzantine Empire
as its large territories have continually changed over the course of history. In its
greatest extent, during the period of the reign of Emperor Justinian in the sixth
century, the Byzantine Empire’s territorial boundaries extended from Spain, Italy,
Greece and the Balkan States; to Anatolia, some parts of the Caucasian, Middle East
and North Africa.”

One of the questions preoccupying scholars has been the meaning of the
terms “Byzantium” and “Byzantine”, and the “identity” of the Byzantines. The
name of the empire is derived from “Byzantion”, the name of the ancient Greek city
founded in the eighth century BCE at the southwest tip of the Bosporus on the
headland that later became known as Sarayburnu lying at the mouth of the peninsula
by the colonists from Megara.”' The city was rebuilt and inaugurated as the new
capital of the Roman Empire by Emperor Constantine I in 330 AD and subsequently
renamed Constantinople. The capital of the Byzantine Empire for more than a

thousand years, Constantinople was essential to define the identity of Byzantium. In

19 Liz James, “Byzantium, a Very, Very Short Introduction”, in A Companion to Byzantium, ed. Liz
James, (Chichester/Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 2.

2 James, “Byzantium, a Very, Very Short Introduction”, 1-2; Byzantine scholarship covers Balkan
regions and medieval Russia due to the influence of broad political, cultural and religious traditions
of the Byzantine Empire and areas such as Syria and Egypt, which had once been part of the
Byzantine Empire. Talbot, “Byzantine Studies”, 25-26. Orthodox peoples of Eastern Europe were
designated as the “Byzantine Commonwealth” by Dimitri Obolensky. This area includes roughly the
modern-day countries of Bulgaria, Greece, the Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, southwestern
Russia, Serbia, Romania, Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova and Belarus. See Dimitri Obolensky, The
Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Europe 500-1453 (London, 1971).

*! inci Delemen, “Byzantion: Colony-City-Capital”, in From Byzantion to Istanbul: 8000 years of a
Capital: June 5-September 4, 2010, (Istanbul: Sabanci University, Sakip Sabanct Museum, 2010),
54-59.
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the last years of the empire, it lost a great amount of territory and became confined
to the capital city and its hinterlands.?

It has long been known that the Byzantines thought of their empire as a
continuation of the Roman Empire, referring to themselves as Romaioi,
“Romans”.” Indeed, the administrative and governmental structures derived from
the late Roman Empire and the language of administration was initially Latin.
Constantinople was founded as “New Rome” or “Second Rome”.** In contrast to
Rome, however, Constantinople was founded as a Christian city following the
conversion of Constantine the Great to Christianity probably in 312 and Greek was
the literary language of the emp'ure.25 Thus, from the fourth to the sixth century, the
religion of the empire changed from pagan to Christian and its language from Latin
to Greek marking the transformation of antique to medieval empire.

Although Greek continued to be the language of government and culture,
there was actually a multi-lingual population especially in the early period of the
Byzantine Empire as it included Egypt, Syria, Palestine and Mesopotamia, North
Africa, Italy and Illyricum whose language was Coptic, Aramaic, Syriac, and Latin.

In later periods, when the Balkans and territories previously under Arab rule came

** Magdalino, “Constantinople=Byzantium”, 43.

B Cyril Mango, Bizans: Yeni Roma imparatorlugu, trans. Giil Cagal1 Giiven, (Istanbul: YKY, 2008),
9. ; Fiona K. Haarer, “Writing Histories of Byzantium: the Historiography of Byzantine History”, in
A Companion to Byzantium, ed. Liz James, (Chichester/Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 18. ;
According to Cameron, while in its earlier periods, citizens of the Empire referred to themselves as
“Roman”, and the word ‘“Hellene” had negative connotations denoting pagan ideas; in the
Commenian period (1081-1204), “Hellene” began to be used as a self-description. In the last period
of the Empire, the term came back into use as a summoning of Byzantium’s classical heritage,
Cameron, The Byzantines, 6-8.

** Qusterhout states that “the idea of the Byzantine capital as New Rome or Second Rome is a topos
that pervades the literature throughout the Byzantine period and the degree of imitation, real or
imagined is striking”. He also states that early Constantinople could also be seen as “New Troy” and
“New Jerusalem”, see Robert Ousterhout, “Constantinople and the Construction of a Medieval
Urban Identity” The Byzantine World, ed. Paul Stephenson, (London and New York: Routledge,
2010), 335-336. According to Alexander, “the resemblance to Rome was replaced by equality before
the end of the fourth century and the word “Rome” came to be used to designate Constantinople
from the sixth century on”. See Paul Alexander, “The Strength of Empire and Capital as Seen
Through Byzantine Eyes”, in the Expansion of Orthodox Europe: Byzantium, the Balkans and
Russia, the Expansion of Latin Europe 1000-1500, ed. J. Sheppard, (Ashgate Variorum, 2007), 341.

2 James, “Byzantium, a Very, Very Short Introduction”, 1-2.
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under Byzantine domination, the empire included Slavs and Bulgarians on its
European side, and Muslim populations in the east.*® As will be shown in this
thesis, the unique nature of the empire with its special geographical position was
indeed one of the reasons for the ambiguity in approaches to the Byzantine Empire

since the beginnings of Byzantine scholarship.

1.3.2. Literature Review

Recent decades have witnessed a growth of new scholarship dedicated to
various aspects of the Byzantine Empire, considerably increasing the chronological,
geographical and thematic range of the scholaurship.27 Following this interest in the
history of the Byzantine Empire itself, there has also been an increase in the works
devoted to a re-evaluation of the ways in the study of Byzantium.28 Indeed, Edward
Said’s Orientalism has encouraged western European scholarship’s self-criticism
related to the treatment of Byzantium in mainstream historiography. Consequently,
the notorious definition of Byzantium as a decadent empire ever since the British
historian Gibbon’s The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire has
received a great deal of attention and scholars have begun to question “the decline

theory.” British scholars were among the first to address issues relating to

26 Cameron, the Byzantines, 6-7.

T To cite only a few examples; C. Mango (ed.), Oxford History of Byzantium (Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 2002); J. Harris (ed.), Palgrave Advances in Byzantine History (Basingstoke,
Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).; Elizabeth Jeffreys, John Haldon, Robin Cormack, eds., The Oxford
Handbook of Byzantine Studies, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2008); Jonathan Shepard, ed.,
The Cambridge History of the Byzantine Empire c. 500-1492. (Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2009) and Liz James, ed., A Companion to Byzantium,
(Chichester/Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010).

*% The first studies on the development of Byzantine Studies date back to the late nineteenth century.
One of the first works that provided an outline of Byzantine historical research is V. G.
Vasilijevskij’s “Obozrenie trudov po vizantijskoj istorii” published in 1887 and L. Bréhier Le
devéloppement des etudes d’histoire byzantine du XVIle au XXe siécle in 1901. See George
Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, (New Brunswick-New Jersey: Rutgers University Press,
1969) 1-21. Ostrogorsky was one of the first to survey Byzantine scholarship providing the
development of Byzantine studies in Western Europe, the Balkans and Russia. Ostrogorsky’s History
of the Byzantine State remained one of the widely read and translated books including Turkish. The
Turkish translation was by Prof. Dr. Fikret Isiltan, Bizans Devleti Tarihi (the first edition in 1981),
(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1999).
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perceptions and definitions of Byzantium using novel approaches partially derived
from Said. The Twenty-ninth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies held in
London in 1995 focused particularly on “British perceptions and historiography of
Byzantium.” The papers presented in the symposium were published in 2000, with
the title of Through the Looking Glass: Byzantium through British Eyes, explored
changing and ambivalent attitudes to Byzantine history, art and culture by British
scholars, travellers, architects, etc.”

Among others, Averil Cameron is one of the first to discuss the relative
exclusion of Byzantium in mainstream western historiography and its ambivalent
position between “East” and “West.” In her inaugural lecture delivered in 1990,
entitled “The Use & Abuse of Byzantium,” Cameron focused on “ways of seeing”
Byzantium in the Western world over time.*® Around these years, two other major
scholars from the United States published articles raising questions of the treatment
of Byzantine art and architecture within art historical scholarship. Robert S.
Nelson’s “Living on the Byzantine Borders of Western Art” (1996) argued the
treatment of Byzantine art within the context of art historical scholarship as a
“manifestation of Orientalism”.>’ Robert Ousterhout, on the other hand, in his
“Apologia for Byzantine Architecture” (1996) criticized the ways Byzantine
architecture has been studied by most Western scholars.*? J. B. Bullen, in his

Byzantium Rediscovered (2003) explored the revival of the art and architecture of

* Robin Cormack and Elizabeth Jeffreys, eds., Through the Looking Glass: Byzantium through
British Eyes, Papers from the Twenty-ninth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, London,
March 1995, (Ashgate, Variorum, 2000).

*Averil Cameron, “The Use and Abuse of Byzantium: an essay on reception”, Inaugural lecture,
King’s College, (London, 1992, repr. in Changing Cultures in Early Byzantium, Aldershot, 1996);
Averil Cameron continued to explore prejudices and stereotypes that still exist today in many
historical texts, including the idea of Byzantium as an overwhelmingly Orthodox society in her book
The Byzantines and her essay “The Absence of Byzantium”, Nea Hestia (Jan. 2008), 4-58.

*!' Robert S. Nelson, “Living on the Byzantine Borders of Western Art”, Gesta, Vol.35, No.1 (1996),
3-11.

*2 Robert Ousterhout, “Apologia for Byzantine Architecture”, Gesta, 35/1, (1996), 21-33.

14



the Byzantine Empire that took place across Europe and North America in the 19th
and early 20th centuries.”

Since then, such works - some especially addressing historical and
contemporary perceptions of Byzantium and enduring negative views of Byzantium
despite its growing popularity and the development of Byzantine studies as a
discipline - have appeared particularly in the “introduction” or “conclusion” of
books on Byzantium. In addition, a number of edited volumes published very
recently provide new insights into a variety of more specialized topics such as
gender, class, age, production and consumption, urban and rural life, material
culture, historiography, and patronage, expanding the horizons of scholaurship.34
Among the latest of such works, The Byzantine World (2010) edited by Paul
Stephenson has also a separate chapter on “the world of Byzantine Studies” which
sheds more light on topics such as the development of the study of Byzantine
history in Western and Southeastern Europe as well as the importance of the
Byzantine legacy in Europe, since there are several heirs of Byzantium (such as
Greece, Cyprus, Romania and Bulgaria) within the European Union.* Indeed, the
legacy of Byzantium within the context of the European Union is becoming
increasingly popular not only in the scholarly world, but also in contemporary

politics.*®

:} Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, (London, New York: Phaidon, 2003).

3% Elizabeth Jeffreys, John Haldon, Robin Cormack,eds., The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008) examines a wide range of topics including political history,
the institutions, the physical world, and the world around Byzantium. In an introductory essay
“Byzantine Studies as an Academic Discipline”, the editors provide a review of the development of
Byzantine scholarship as well as recent turns and major shifts in the study of Byzantine culture and
art history.; A Companion to Byzantium Blackwell Companions to the Ancient World, ed. Liz James
(2010) explores issues and themes driving new approaches to understanding the Byzantine Empire.
The essays provide insights into a variety of intriguing topics such as gender, class, age, production
and consumption, urban and rural life, material culture, historiography, and patronage. The two
essays serving as an introduction, James, “Byzantium: A Very, Very Short Introduction,” and Fiona
K. Haarer, “Writing Histories of Byzantium: The Historiography of Byzantine History” provides an
overview of modern historical approaches to Byzantium, particularly within the context of the notion
of decline and Byzantine identity.

> See Paul Stephenson, “Byzantium’s European Future”, in the Byzantine World, (London and New
York: Routledge, 2010), 505-509.

3 For example, in November 2004, in connection with Turkey’s bid to join the EU, the French
President Jacques Chirac addressed a student conference in Marseille, the day after a large
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What is the situation in Turkey? For the last two or three decades, Byzantine
studies, particularly Byzantine history and art have also received more scholarly
attention. In addition to an increase in the departments of universities and the
number of people studying Byzantine history, art and architecture, various
international symposia have been organized in Tulrkey.37

In parallel, there has also been an increase in studies dedicated to the
evaluation of various aspects of the Byzantine legacy and the representation of
Byzantium in Turkey in contemporary history books, letters, cinema, art, etc. The
two international symposia organized recently in Istanbul were important steps in
this regard. The first was the inaugural symposium of the Research Center for
Anatolian Civilizations at Ko¢ University, entitled Perceptions of the Past in the
Turkish Republic: Classical and Byzantine Periods held on December 9-10, 2006 in
Istanbul. The conference focused on the role of archaeology in the processes of
nation-building and perceptions of Greek, Roman and Byzantine legacy in Turkey

during the early Republican Period.”® Engin Akyiirek’s paper in this volume titled

demonstration against Turkish membership. In order to support Turkey’s membership of EU, Chirac
stated that: “We are All the Children of Byzantium” http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/392/-we-are-
all-children-of-byzantium.html (accessed 10.12.2013). Kiirsad Tiizmen, the Minister of State, at that
time, replied to Chirac's statement: “I am a child of the Ottomans. Europe knows the origins of
European” http://arama.hurriyet.com.tr/arsivnews.aspx?id=276585html (accessed 10.12.2013).

*7 The first comprehensive international conference on Byzantine Constantinople which took place in
Istanbul was jointly organized by the History Department of Bogazici University and the Institut
Frangais d’Etudes Anatoliennes in 1999. The papers presented at the workshop were published in a
volume in 2001. See Nevra Necipoglu, ed., Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments, Topography and
Everyday Life, (Leiden, Boston, Koln: Brill, 2001).; The International Sevgi Goniil Byzantine Studies
Symposium, which has been organized every three years by Vehbi Ko¢ Foundation in memory of late
Sevgi Goniil (1938-2003), is also noteworthy. The First International Sevgi Goniil Byzantine Studies
Symposium was held at Istanbul Archaeological Museums on 25-28 June 2007. The theme of the
Symposium was “Change in the Byzantine World in the 12th-13th Centuries”. The Second
International Sevgi Goniil Byzantine Studies Symposium was held at the Istanbul Archaeological
Museums from 21st to 23rd of June in 2010. The theme was “The Byzantine Court: Source of Power
and Culture”. The Third International Sevgi Goniil Byzantine Studies Symposium held at the 24- 27
June 2013, focused on “Trade in Byzantium” http://sgsymposium.ku.edu.tr/tr/symposium-archives
(accessed 02.06.2013). Despite this, new programs on Byzantine art, architecture and archaeology
have not been at the same rate.

¥ Scott Redford and Nina Ergin, eds., Perceptions of the Past in the Turkish Republic: Classical and
Byzantine Periods, Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement 31, (Peeters, Leuven-Paris-Walpole,
MA, 2010). The essays in the published volume dealt with the beginning of Classical and Byzantine
archaeology in Turkey, the historical context of the production of knowledge, the roles of individuals
and institutions in shaping scholarship, together with the current and future state of Byzantine
scholarship in Turkey.
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“Byzantine Art History in Modern Turkey” provides a brief history of Byzantine
studies in Turkey from the late nineteenth century to the present by adding recent
developments in scholarship, the establishment of important research institutions
and the current situation of the field.”> Murat Ergin’s paper “Archaeology and the
Perception of Greek, Roman and Byzantine Eras in Early Republican Turkey”, in
the same volume, on the other hand, focuses on the role of archaeology and deals
with the Byzantine heritage within the same category of Greek and Roman
archaeology without making any differentiation between Greek, Roman and
Byzantine.40

As stated by the 01rganizers,41 this conference can be considered
complementary to another work dealing with the architectural historiography of
Ottoman and Republican architecture in Turkey History and Ideology: Architectural
Heritage of the Lands of Rum held in May 2006 under the auspices of the Aga Khan

Programme for Islamic Architecture at Harvard University.42 This was, indeed, one

» Engin Akytirek, “Byzantine Art History in Modern Turkey”, in Perceptions of the Past in the
Turkish Republic: Classical and Byzantine Periods, ed. Scott Redford and Nina Ergin, Ancient Near
Eastern Studies Supplement 31, (Peeters, Leuven-Paris-Walpole, MA, 2010), 205-224.; Semavi
Eyice was the first to provide a bibliographic survey of Byzantine scholarship in Turkey from the
late 19th century to the 1970’s. See Semavi Eyice, “Tiirkiye’de Bizans Sanati1 Arastirmalar1 ve
Istanbul Universitesinde Bizans Sanati” in Cumbhuriyet’in 50. Yilina Armagan, (Istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 1973), 375-428. In his “Tiirkiye’de Bizans Mimarisi Hakkindaki
Yabanci Arastirmalarin Kisa Tarihcesi”, he again provided a bibliography of archaeological studies
carried out by foreign archaeologists from the late nineteenth century to the 1940’s. “Tiirkiye’de
Bizans Mimarisi Hakkindaki Yabanci Aragtirmalarin Kisa Tarihgesi (ikinci Diinya Savasina
Kadar)”, Sanat Tarihi Yilligi, (Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 1976), 453-469.;
Similarly, Melek Delilbas1 provides a summary of studies in Byzantine history by Turkish scholars
from the late nineteenth century to today, in her paper “The Present and Future of Byzantine Studies
in Turkey”, in Memory of Nikos Oikonomides, ed. Florentina Evangelatou-Notara, (Athens-
Thessaloniki, 2005), 63-72. For a review of Byzantine Studies in Turkey with an emphasis on
methodological approaches in writing Byzantine architectural history, see Sule Kilic Yildiz,
“Byzantine Studies and Byzantine Architectural Historiography in Turkey”, METU Journal of
Faculty of Architecture, 2011/2, (28:2) 63-80.

* Murat Ergin, “Archaeology and the Perception of Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Eras in Early
Republican Turkey”, in Perceptions of the Past in the Turkish Republic: Classical and Byzantine
Periods, ed. S. Redford and N. Ergin, (Peters, 2010), 13-33.

*1'S. Redford, N. Ergin, eds., “Introduction”, in Perceptions of the Past in the Turkish Republic:
Classical and Byzantine Periods, eds. S. Redford and N. Ergin, (Peters, 2010), 2.

** The conference papers were published in Mugarnas edited by Giilru Necipoglu and Sibel
Bozdogan (2007) with the title of Historiography and Ideology: Architectural Heritage in the
“Lands of Rum.” Muqarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World, Vol. 24,
(Leiden-Boston, 2007).
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of the first endeavors to explore the role of art and architectural history in the
process of nation building of the Turkish Republic. As noted above, its focus was
Islamic art and architecture in the late Ottoman and Turkish Republican periods.

The other conference focused more widely on Byzantium was organized
jointly by Kadir Has University and Ko¢ University Research Center for Anatolian
Civilizations, Contemporary Perceptions of Byzantium on 19-21 November, 2009 in
Istanbul where international participants delivered papers on the contemporary
representation of Byzantium in letters, novels, high school text-books, cinema, and
even Turkish consciousness.*

The journal Toplumsal Tarih devoted its 112" issue to “Bizans Diinyas1” in
2003. Nevra Neciopoglu’s article in this issue “Tiirkiye’de Bizans Tarihciliginin
Diinii, Bugiinii ve Sorunlar” provides a brief overview on the development of the
study of Byzantine history in Turkey.** As for the scarcity of Byzantine studies in
Turkey, Necipoglu singles out three obstacles to studying Byzantine history in
Turkey. These are the difficulty of teaching Greek language, the lack of library
facilities, and the ideological barrier - the rejection of the Byzantine cultural legacy.
Yildiz Otiiken in her “Byzantine Art History in Turkey” briefly describes some of
the excavations in Byzantine archaeology and mentions current art history
departments teaching Byzantine art history in Turkey. Ten years later in 2013,
Toplumsal Tarih again reserved a special issue for perceptions of the Byzantine
heritage in Turkey in its 229" issue with the title of “Bizans’tan Tiirkiye’ye Kalan
Miras: Tamidik Yabancr” P

In addition, internationally collaborated projects related to the Byzantine
heritage are also on the rise. Among them, Ufuk Serin’s “Making Byzantium
Understood: Re-Interpretation and Representation of Byzantine Cultural Heritage in

Turkey” a paper published as part of Euromed Heritage Project of Byzantium-Early

* See http://rcac.ku.edu.tr/events/archives/contemporary-perceptions (accessed 05.02.2013).

* Nevra Necipoglu, “Tiirkiye’de Bizans Tarihgiliginin Diinii, Bugiinii ve Sorunlari”, Toplumsal
Tarih, 112, (2003), 72-77.

45 Toplumsal Tarih, 229, (2012), ed. Koray Durak ve Anestis Vasilakeris.

18



Islam Cultural Heritage Management: shared experience beyond boundaries™
provides valuable insights on general approaches towards Byzantine cultural
heritage in Turkey with an emphasis on the protection and valorization of late
antique and Byzantine archaeological remains. Ufuk Serin also explores aesthetic,
archeological, ideological and practical reasons behind approaches for a better
understanding of Byzantium and the place of Byzantine archaeology in Turkey.

Yet, only a few scholars have commented on the representation of
Byzantium in late Ottoman history writing. During the late 1980’s Michael Ursinus
studied the ways in which late Ottoman historians approached Byzantine history
and culture in his trilogy: “Byzantine History in Late Ottoman Turkish
Historiography (1986)”,“Der Schlechteste Staat”: Ahmed Mithat Efendi (1844-
1913) on Byzantine Institutions” (1987) and “From Siileyman Pasha to Mehmet
Fuat Kopriili: Roman and Byzantine history in late Ottoman historiography”
(1988)." Although these articles were preliminary parts of an intended larger
project,48 they still remain the only source of reference for understanding the late
Ottoman historiography of Byzantine history. Ilber Ortayli is another Turkish
scholar providing informative overviews regarding the Byzantine representation in
Ottoman and Turkish thought.*

All these works mentioned above have contributed to this thesis. However,

this thesis differs from them in terms of its focus on the late Ottoman period and

46 Serin, “Making Byzantium Understood”, 209-239.

* Michael Ursinus, “Byzantine History in late Ottoman Turkish Historiography, Byzantine and
Modern Grek Studies, 10/1 (1986), 211-222; “Der schlechteste staat: Ahmed Midhat Efendi (1844-
1913) on Byzantine Institutions” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 11/1, (1987), 237-244.;
“From Siileyman Pasha to Mehmet Fuat Kopriilii: Roman and Byzantine History in Late Ottoman
Historiography”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 12/1, (1988), 305-314.

* In the first article, Ursinus states that these short papers are only preliminary part of a future
project intended to be explore the written texts between 1870 and 1930 on the “Greek (ancient,
Byzantine, and modern) as well as Roman history and culture”. Ursinus, “Byzantine History”, 211.
However, as of my knowledge, he has not published yet.

* flber Ortayli, “Byzantium in Turkish Thought”, paper _presented in the symposium of
Contemporary Perceptions of Byzantium on 19-21 November in Istanbul, 2009.
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writings related to the architectural history of Byzantium.”® As noted above, recent
scholarship in western European countries has often overlooked Turkey, although
the development of Byzantine studies in Europe is reviewed. On the other hand,
studies in architectural historiography are latecomers to the academic scene as
architectural history as an autonomous discipline itself is relatively new in Turkey.51
Such studies, however, are usually focused on the Republican period and the current

situation of the Byzantine scholarship in Turkey.

1.4. Outline of the Thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. Following this Introduction, the
second chapter entitled “Early Encounters with Byzantium: Changing
Perceptions of Byzantium in Europe and the Ottoman Empire” aims to trace
the background of nineteenth century transformations regarding the perceptions and
historiography of Byzantium in Western Europe and the Ottoman world. Therefore,
this chapter, which covers the time period roughly from the fifteenth to the
nineteenth centuries, introduces how perceptions of Byzantium and the
appropriation of its legacy have undergone significant transformations over the
course of centuries depending on the circumstances of the time period. The chapter

is divided into two main sections devoted to Western Europe and the Ottoman

%% There are also some studies on recent developments in the study and historiography of Byzantine
architecture in Europe and America. W. Eugenia Kleinbauer’s “Prolegomena to a Historiography of
Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture” in his book Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture,
an Annotated Bibliography and Historiography, (Boston, MA: G. K. Hall, 1992) provides the
development of scholarship, the establishment of the important research institutions and some of the
significant scholarly controversies. Cyril Mango’s “Approaches to Byzantine Architecture” has
identified four different approaches used sometimes in isolation or in combination, in studying
Byzantine architecture in Europe and America. See Mugarnas, 8, K. A. C. Creswell and His Legacy,
(1991), 40-44.; L. Striker, in “The Findings at Kalenderhane and Problems of Method in the History
of Byzantine Architecture” displays the shortcomings of the typological approach, which has been
the most common approach in studying Byzantine architecture, by showing the necessity of the
archaeological investigation of the physical evidence. L. Striker, “The Findings at Kalenderhane and
Problems of Method in the History of Byzantine Architecture” in Byzantine Constantinople:
Monuments, Topgraphy and Everday Life, ed. Nevra Necipoglu, (Leiden: Brill, 2001) 107-117.

>! For the current state of the discipline of the architectural history with an emphasis on its broad

methodological, theoretical and geographical boundaries, see Elvan Altan Ergut, Dana Arnold,
Belgin Turan Ozkaya, eds. Rethinking Architectural History, (London and New York, 2006).
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Empire respectively. Accordingly, while the first section provides the beginning of
scholarly studies regarding Byzantium with a special focus on Constantinople
mainly derived from an interest in its classical heritage, the second section deals
with the Ottoman engagement and the appropriation of the Byzantine past in
physical and symbolic meanings after the conquest of Constantinople in 1453.

After this background chapter, the next four chapters explore the
aforementioned arguments regarding the perceptions and (architectural)
historiography of Byzantium in Europe and the Ottoman Empire during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth century.

Accordingly, Chapter 3 “Between ‘“East” And “West”’: Byzantium and
the West in the 19™ Century” is completely devoted to the nineteenth century
Western Europe and explores the place of Byzantium and the Byzantine heritage in
mainstream western architectural historiography. This chapter is also divided into
two main sections. The first section examines the rediscovery of Byzantium with
the rising tide of nationalism and a renewed interest in the medieval age and the
development of Byzantine studies as an academic discipline in various European
countries. The second section of this chapter, on the other hand, focuses on the
historiography of Byzantine architecture and aims to examine how Byzantine
architecture was posited within the mainstream architectural historiography of the
West by analyzing selected architectural history survey books in Western Europe
and the United States during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

Chapter 4, “Modernity, Nationalism, and Historical Imagination: 19"
Century Transformations and the “Rediscovery” of Byzantium in the Wider
Ottoman World” focuses on the perceptions and historiography of the Byzantine
heritage within the wider Ottoman world including the Balkan region of the
Ottoman Empire where a series of nation states began to emerge from the ruins of
the former. This chapter is divided into three sections. After providing a brief
overview of the nineteenth century historical and political context with an emphasis
on the transformation of the historiography in the first section; the second section
specifically explores how late Ottoman historians perceived and wrote Byzantine

history.
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The third section of this chapter examines the rediscovery of Byzantium by
the newly emerged Balkan nation- states. This section focuses on the ways in which
these nation states’ historical imagination portrayed the Byzantine heritage in the
nation-building processes. In total, this chapter highlights the ways in which
historians in this period shared and were influenced by similar concerns regarding
the Byzantine heritage within the processes of constructing a continuous and
progressive national history. It will also examine the use of the Byzantine heritage
as an important device to connect them to their ancient history and modern nation
state and thus the territory they established.

Chapter 5, “The Former Shape of Constantinople”: Byzantium,
Constantinople, Istanbul and Writing Byzantine Architectural History (1860-
1920)” focuses on Istanbul, writings related to its urban and architectural history,
the role of individuals in its production and the dissemination of knowledge
regarding the Byzantine past of Istanbul. It explores local Ottoman scholarship on
the Byzantine urban and architectural legacy by focusing on three intellectuals well
acquainted with Byzantine Constantinople through study and research: Mehmed
Ziya (1865-1930), Celal Esad [Arseven] (1876-1971), and Ahmet Refik [Altinay]
(1880-1937). All three wrote early accounts and architectural history of Byzantine
Constantinople, intended to enlighten their compatriots.

This chapter is also divided into three major sections. The first two sections
constitute a background to the third section, in which I examine the seminal works
of these authors. Hence, the first section provides a brief overview of broader
historical and cultural developments such as the establishment of modern state
institutions and legal regulations concerning the cultural legacy after the mid-
nineteenth century. The second section presents forerunning studies on the
topography and monuments of Byzantine Constantinople by European scholars as
the works of these Ottoman authors should be considered in relation to them.

Chapter 6, “From Empire to Nation State: The “Fall” of Byzantium
further explores issues and developments set in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. The first
section of this chapter explores the transformation of the discourse regarding the
Byzantine heritage due to three new interrelated historical phenomena which

emerged during the transition from empire to nation state: the rise of Turkish
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nationalist discourse in history writing, the rediscovery and embracing of the
Byzantine heritage by the Balkan states particularly Greece and the orientalist views
and counterclaims concerning the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman Empire. The
second section, on the other hand, examines the Republican legacy of this shift by
tracing the intellectual life and works of the authors (Celal Esad, Mehmed Ziya and
Ahmed Refik) examined in Chapter 5.

Finally, the Conclusion critically assesses the entire study and presents the
contributions of this thesis by re-evaluating the issues discussed in the earlier
chapters with reference to their impact on the current standing of Byzantine studies

and architectural historiography in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 2

EARLY ENCOUNTERS WITH BYZANTIUM: CHANGING PERCEPTIONS
OF BYZANTIUM IN EUROPE AND THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE (PRE- 19™
CENTURY)

From its construction as “storehouse” of antiquities to a “despotic empire”
with its “oriental features”, western perceptions of Byzantium and its cultural and
architectural legacy have undergone significant transformations over the course of
centuries. Depending on the political and cultural contexts, the place of Byzantium
in European history posed a unique challenge leading to selective appropriation of
its legacy in different historical periods. It was simultaneously defined as part of the
European past and also as “the other.” It was Christian, but Orthodox rather than
Catholic or Protestant. While its Greco-Roman tradition was selectively
appropriated, its “oriental” and “Islamic” features made it different. Western
Europe’s shifting and often ambivalent attitude toward Byzantium and its selective
appropriation of the Byzantine legacy became particularly pronounced in the 19"
century with the rise of nationalism and renewed interests in the classical and the
medieval past.

This chapter examines European and Ottoman perceptions of Byzantium
focusing on the ways in which the Europeans and Ottomans appropriated the
Byzantine heritage. It describes how contemporary historical and political context
affected European and Ottoman perceptions of Byzantium and the study of

Byzantine history and architecture up until the early nineteenth century.

2.1. European Encounters with Byzantium
2.1.1. In Search of Antiquities

The initial western European interest in Byzantium arose in the late 15" and
early 16™ centuries in the context of two interrelated historical developments. One

was the “Renaissance” and the related humanist interest in classical antiquity and
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the other was the rise of western European monarchies and their relationship with
the Ottoman Empire which had by now firmly established itself in former Byzantine
territories with its capital in Constantinople.

It has long been acknowledged that the arrival of Byzantine scholars in Italy
in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries led to spreading the knowledge of not
only classical Greek language, but also Byzantine literary traditions that had
preserved and commented on the traditions of classical Greece.>? Thus, initial
interest in Byzantium was a result of the interest in classical antiquity and Greek
philology among humanist circles across Europe during the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. In this context, Italy was the first center to produce the earliest editions
and Latin translations of Byzantine historical texts in the fifteenth centulry.53 In the
sixteenth century, Augsburg, a southern German city and an active trade center
between the Ottoman and Habsburg empires also became one of the important
centers of editorial activity of Byzantine historiographical texts. Hieronymus Wolf
(1516-1580), a German historian and humanist, who was then working as the
private secretary and librarian of the Augsburgian commercial firm, was one of the
first to consider the idea of Corpus byzantinae historiae by collecting, editing and
publishing chronicles of Byzantine authors.>® He is also credited for replacing the

name of the empire “Basileia ton Rhomaion” with the word “Byzantium” from the

>* For the contribution of Byzantine scholars to the Renaissance movement see Deno J. Geanakoplos,
Byzantine East and Latin West: Two worlds of Christendom in Middle Ages and Renaissance (New
York: the Academy Library Harper & Row Publishers, 1966); John Monfasani, Byzantine Scholars
in Renaissance Italy: Cardinal Bessarion and Other Emigrés: Selected Essays, (Aldershot,
Hampshire: Variorum, 1995).

> Procopius was one of the first Byzantine authors studied by Italian scholars whose Wars was
translated into Latin as early as 1441. According to D.R. Reinsch, Italian humanists showed great
interest in Procopius, especially for acquiring information about Goths, who were considered as part
of Italian history. Another important factor behind the interest in Byzantine historical texts,
particularly editions of Church historians was related to the dispute between the Catholic and the
Protestant Churches. The works of late Byzantine historians, on the other hand, were also important
sources to learn more about the Ottoman Turks posing a threat to Europe. See Diether Roderich
Reinsch, “The History of Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, in the Byzantine World, ed.
Paul Stephenson, (London and New York: Routledge, 2010), 435-444.

>* Hieronymus Wolf published the Chronicle of John Zonaras, the History of Niketas Choniates and
part of Nicephorus Gregoras’ History. Financed by Anton Fuger, member of merchant family of
Augsburg, it was first published in Basle in 1557. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, 1-2.;
Reinsch, “Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, 438-439.
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term “Byzantion”, the name of the ancient Greek town founded near Constantinople
in the eighth century BCE.”

Charles Dufresne Du Cange (1610-88), the great French historian,
lexicographer, and numismatist, was another important scholar on this topic and
often considered as the founder of Byzantine historical studies in France. He was
also one of the first scholars to use the word “Byzantium”. He first employed the
term in 1680 in his Latin work Historia Byzantina. He employed the terms of
“empire de Constantinople”, “bas-empire”, empire-oriental”’, and “empire-grec”
interchangeably to refer to the Byzantine Empire. His works covered topics such as
Byzantine genealogy, topography, and numismatics. Although he had never been to
Constantinople, he produced an important study on the topography of the city
through the study and compilation of important Byzantine textual sources in his
Constantinopolis Christiana: Seu Descriptio Urbis Constantinopolitanae (Paris,
1680).

Thus, the growing interest in the major collections of Greek manuscripts
copied during the Byzantine period provided the initial stimulus for the study of
Constantinople and the Byzantine legacy. Moreover, the study of Byzantine texts
led to growing interest in the ancient marvels of the Byzantine capital, particularly
its legendary collections of ancient statues situated around the public spaces of the
city.57 It was Emperor Constantine the Great who had first set them up by
transporting sculptures from various cities of the Roman Empire to Constantinople.
This practice continued until the reign of Emperor Justinian in the sixth century.
Although many of the antiquities were destroyed by the end of the fifteenth century,

they continued to receive interest particularly among artistic circles in Florence and

> Helen C. Evans (ed.), Byzantium: Faith and Power (1261-1557), (New York: Metropolitan
Museum of Art, 2004), 11-12.

%% Jean-Michel Spieser, “Du Cange and Byzantium” in Through the Looking Glass: Byzantium
through British Eyes, Papers from the Twenty-ninth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies,
London, March 1995, ed. Robin Cormack and Elizabeth Jeffreys, (Ashgate, Variorum, 2000), 209.

>7 For a comprehensive analysis and catalogue of ancient sculpture of Constantinople from the fourth
to sixth centuries drawing on medieval literary sources, see Sarah Basset, The Urban Image of Late
Antique Constantinople, (Cambridge University Press, 2005).
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the French imperial court for various reasons.”® Nevertheless, general interest was
mainly limited to antiquities and collections of Greek manuscripts not the Byzantine
Empire itself. As Ostrogorsky has noted, “Byzantium was regarded as the store-
house in which the treasures of the classical world were to be found, while there
was little interest in the schismatic Byzantine Empire itself o

While there was perhaps little interest in the Byzantine Empire itself, the
Empire’s past and what it represented, especially its capital Constantinople as the
seat of the Roman Empire had symbolic political significance for emerging empires
with universal claims in the 16th century. In other words, political and ideological
rivalries among emerging European monarchies including the Ottoman Empire also
formed an important political backdrop for the interest in Constantinople in this
period.

The Habsburgs, the French monarchy, and the Ottoman Empire were
particularly active in this competition. The political rivalry in these empires over the
“idea of universal empire” was particularly significant in shaping the appropriation
of the Roman past and its imperial legacy. In her article, Giilru Necipoglu clearly
demonstrates such rivalry. In his Hungarian campaign against the Habsburgs in
1526, a portrait depicts Suleiman the Magnificent with a helmet decorated with
precious jewelry and in the shape of crown. Suleiman wore this helmet in a
ceremony in which the Habsburg ambassadors were received. According to
Necipoglu, this was a conscious attempt to demonstrate the supremacy of the
Ottomans over the Habsburgs and more importantly, the Ottomans’ claim for
universal empire as a similar crown was worn by Charles V in his coronation as the

Holy Roman Emperor.60 Therefore, the fall of Constantinople to the Ottomans in

38 For example, Demetrios Chrysoloras, who lived in Florence, compared the ancient monuments of
the Old Rome with the New Rome. Two Italian merchants, Ciriaco d’Ancona and Christorofo
Buondelmonti recorded ancient inscriptions in several cities including Constantinople. Magdalino,
“Constantinople=Byzantium”, 47.

> Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, 1-2.

% Giilru Necipoglu, “Suleyman the Magnificent and Representation of Power”, Art Bulletin, 71/3,
(1989), 401-27; Giinsel Renda, “The Ottoman Empire and Europe: Cultural Encounters”, Foundation
for Science Technology and Civilization, 6-7.
www.muslimheritage.com/uploads/The_Ottoman_Empire_and_Europel. pdf (accessed 22.02.2012).
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1453 was of symbolic importance for both Europeans and Ottomans. The
establishment of the Ottoman Empire in the former Byzantine territories and its
ideological and visual appropriation of the Roman imperial legacy as part of its
claim for universal empire created new dynamics for European cultural politics and
ideologies. Mehmed II’s projection of himself as the inheritor of the Roman Empire
and his cultural and architectural projects following the conquest of the city
certainly reveal the first Ottoman conscious attempt to appropriate the Byzantine
past, often in cultural and political dialogue with Europe. Similar to European
emperors, Mehmet II was also interested in the ancient monuments and the glorious
past of Constantinople. He also commissioned the collection and translation of
historical and topographical works on Constantinople.61

European monarchs had also patronized such artistic and intellectual works
on Byzantine Constantinople both for domestic and international politics. One of the
important examples of such an attitude can be seen in the court of the French King
Francis I (reign 1515-47). He sent the French humanist Pierre Gilles (Petrus Gyllius,
1490-1555) to Constantinople in the context of his political alliance with the
Ottoman sultan, Suleiman the Magnificent (reign 1520-66), for the mission of
studying the city of Constantinople and gathering ancient Greek manuscripts for the
King’s new Fontainebleau Library. Pierre Gilles had stayed in Istanbul for three
years (1544-1547) and visited the city again in 1550. He produced two important

works on the city after his visits.”> His best known work; De Topographia is the

%' Speros Vryonis., “Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul: Evolution in a Millennial
Imperial Iconography,” in The Ottoman City and Its Parts: Urban Structure and Social Order, ed. 1.
Bierman, R. Abou el-Haj, and D. Preziosi (New Rochelle, NY, 1991), 13-52; Cigdem Kafescioglu,
“The Ottoman Capital in the Making: The Reconstruction of Constantinople in the Fifteenth
Century” (Dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, 1996); Julian Raby, "Mehmed the
Conqueror's Greek Scriptorium," DOP, 37 (1983), 15-34.

62 petrus Gyllius, De Bosporo Thracio libri Tres (Lyon, 1561; Leiden, 1632, 1635); De topographia
Constantinopoleos et de illius anitquitatibus libri quatuor (Lyon, 1561; Leiden, 1661); Pierre Gilles
(1490-1555) The Antiquities of Istanbul, trans. John Ball, (New York: Ithaca, 1988). For a Turkish
translation see Erendiz Ozbayoglu (trans.), Istanbul'un Tarihi Eserleri, (Istanbul: Eren, 1997). ;
Kimberly Byrd, “Pierre Gilles and the Topography of Constantinople”, in Myth to Modernity
Istanbul, ed. N. Baggelen and B. Johnson, (Istanbul, Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayinlari, 2002), 1-16.; Paul
Magdalino, “Byzantium-Constantinople”, 47.
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first comprehensive topographical study of the city that utilizes ancient textual
sources along with the physical evidence of the city.®

French interest and courtly patronage for the collection of Byzantine works
continued during the reigns of Louis XIII (reign 1610-43) and Louis XIV (reign
1643-1715).%* A large number of Byzantine texts and histories were edited and
published under the auspices of Louis XIV. These Parisian editions of large scale
Byzantine historical texts, the so-called Byzantine du Louvre or Paris Corpus, had
been important sources about Byzantine history and culture until replaced by the
Bonn editions in the nineteenth century. 6>

European monarchs’ interests in Byzantium in this period were partially
connected to their imperial aspirations. Through the investigation of Byzantine
textual sources for information regarding antiquities and the acquisition of objects
and manuscripts from Constantinople, they tried to establish themselves as the
legitimate heir to the Roman Empire. Some scholars and humanists also emphasized
this idea in their works. Du Cange, for example, suggested a connection between the
Roman Empire and the medieval French history.66 Indeed, this was one of most

important aspects of the appropriation of Byzantium in French scholarship.

2.1.2. “Decline” and “Corruption”: 18" Century Responses to Byzantium

The eighteenth century sees a significant shift in European perceptions of
Byzantium. It was in fact during this period that the term “Byzantine” acquired

negative connotation in major European languages meaning “corrupt”, “bizarre”, or

%3 Basset, the Urban Image of Late Antique Constantinople, 5.

% During this period, several manuscripts preserved in the library of Ottoman palace flowed into the
Royal Library in Paris. In 1687, for example, the French ambassador, M. Girardin accessed to the
library of the Ottoman palace and fifteen Greek manuscripts were sent to Paris for the French royal
collection. See J. Rabby, “Mehmed the Conqueror's Greek Scriptorium”, 16.

% Reinsch, “Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, 440; Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine
States, 3; Jeffreys, et al., “Byzantine Studies as an Academic Discipline”, 5.

% By focusing on Du Cange, Spieser demonstrates how a specific kind of historical interest in
Byzantium was initiated in order to support France’s historical relation to that of the Roman Empire
or “Empire Constantinople”. See Spieser, “Du Cange and Byzantium”, 199-220.
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“intricate”.®” Furthermore, the view of the Byzantine Empire as the “decadence of
the Roman Empire” became a dominant theme in historical and political writings in
this century.68 Both historical and literary writings produced during this period
played a significant role in the construction of Byzantine history as a despotic and a
decadent empire because of its “oriental features”. The eighteenth century view of
Byzantium and the historical theme of decline or decadence is found most evidently
in the works of Edward Gibbon (1776-89) whose Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire (1776-88) had an important impact on the British construction of
Byzantium. For Gibbon, Byzantium represented “‘oriental despotism”.69

Similar views were expressed in the writings of other enlightenment political
thinkers such as Montesquieu and Voltaire. For example, Montesquieu (1689-1755),
who was credited as one of the first authors to establish the pejorative connotation

of the word Byzantine, reflects this view very clearly:"

Justinian’s misconduct, his prodigality, harassment and plundering, his
passion for building, changing and reforming, his inconstancy in his design,
his severity and weakness in a reign made more disagreeable by a protracted
old age-all these were real misfortunes, mixed with useless successes and
fruitless glory” ...“Greek history is full of such features. Once small-
mindedness succeeded in forming the nation’s character, wisdom took leave
of its enterprises, and disorders without cause, as well as revolutions without
motive, appeared. A universal bigotry numbed the spirit and enervated the
whole empire. Properly speaking, Constantinople is the only Eastern land
where the Christian religion has been dominant. Now the faintheartedness,

7 In Oxford Dictionary of English, the word Byzantine (of an idea, a system, etc.) refers to
complicated, secret and difficult to change: e.g. an organization of byzantine complexity. Cited in
Robert S. Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 1850-1950: Holy Wisdom Modern Monument (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 2004), 24, n.73.

% Although the idea of “decadence” already appeared in the seventeenth century writings as Du
Cange wrote a text entitled “De la Grandeur et de la Décadence de ' Empire de Constantinople”
which was never published, this theme did not dominate the historiography of this period. See,
Spieser, “Du Cange and Byzantium”, 208-9.

% Haarer, “Writing Histories of Byzantium”, 10.

70 Steven Runciman, “Gibbon and Byzantium” in Edward Gibbon and the Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire, ed. G. W. Bowersock et al. (Cambridge, Mass., 1977), 56.
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laziness, and indolocence of the nations of Asia blended into religious
devotion itself.”!

Voltaire was another author who contributed to the negative view of the
Byzantine Empire. He described Byzantine history as a “worthless collection
contains nothing but declamations and miracles. It is a disgrace to the human
mind.””

As seen above that the “autocratic” and “despotic” features of Byzantium
were emphasized in the eighteenth century political literature. Once defined as the
“storehouse of antiquities” embodying glorious Greek and Roman pasts, Byzantium
now became the ambiguous “other”. It was now a corrupted empire because of its
location and more importantly its long association with “eastern” and “Asiatic”
cultures.” Interestingly enough, it was also during this period that the European
representations of the Ottoman Empire gradually changed. Unlike the earlier 15"
and 16™ century European writings such as those by Machiavelli and Jean Bodin
which had portrayed the Ottoman Empire as the legitimate heir of the Roman
Empire and had praised the Ottoman empire, especially certain aspects of its
institutional and political traditions’*, the 18™ century political writings now began
to describe the Ottoman empire in negative and most often in orientalist terms.
Interestingly, this was also the period in which the Ottoman and the European

cultural and economic contacts increased.

m Montesquieu, Considerations on the causes of the greatness of the Romans and their decline,
trans.and ed. David Lowenthal, (Cambridge: Hackett Pub., 1999), 188, 203.

2 Quoted in Haarer, “Writing Histories of Byzantium”, 11.

7 Cameron states that the 18" century authors, particularly Montesquieu and Gibbon laid the
foundations of the idea of “oriental despotism” for the Byzantine Empire. Cameron, “the Use &
Abuse of Byzantium”, 9.

7 Machivelli and Jean Bodin regard the Ottoman Empire as the heir of the Roman Empire. Jean
Bodin writes ““... It would be far more just to regard the Osmanli sultan as the inheritor of the Roman
Empire, for it was he who, after capturing the imperial capital of Byzantium from the Christians,
went on to conquer from the Persians that region of Babylonia which is spoken of in the Book of
Daniel, adding to the ancient provinces of Rome all the land across the Danube until the banks of the
Borystheness, which now constitutes the greatest part of his territory". Jean Bodin, Method for the
Easy Comprehension of History, trans. Beatrice Reynols (New York, 1945), 292-293; See also
Lucette Valensi, The Birth of Despot: Venice and the Sublime Port, trans. Arthur Denner, (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1993), 64-65.
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Nevertheless, such a shift in European thinking and writings about the
Ottoman Empire and about Byzantium was perhaps related to the larger political,
social and economic changes often described as the beginning of modernity as a
result of the so-called scientific revolution, the French Revolution, etc. While the
discussion of such issues and the historical debate about the nature and sources of
such changes is beyond the scope of this thesis, this was a period of significant
transformation with regard to the conception of Europe and the development of
Eurocentrism. It is also this period that sees the beginning of an orientalist system of
thinking which Edward Said so brilliantly demonstrated in his book Orientalism.
Although orientalism developed in full fledged mode in the 19" century in the
context of European colonial domination, it was in the 18™ century that the binary
categorizations of the “West” and “East” was created where the West defined itself
as superior. It is within this world-view that Byzantium was conceived.

While the portrayal of Byzantium was negative in literary and political
writings, travel and art history literature demonstrated very little if any interest or
appreciation of the Byzantine monuments or historical sites. For the west, in
contrast to the beauty and the symmetry of classical antiquity, medieval Byzantine
churches, monasteries and castles were “stylistically decadent, vaguely Islamic and
hence uncivilized.” ™ Thus, the orientalist mode of thinking also shaped the way in
which Byzantine architecture was defined and categorized. There was nothing in the
Byzantine world that would appeal to the Neo-classism of this period. For example,
Gibbon describes Hagia Sophia, which would be later regarded as the masterpiece
of Byzantine architecture as follows:

The eye of the spectator is disappointed by an irregular prospect of half
domes and shelving-roofs [...] the western front, the principal approach, is
destitute of simplicity and magnificence; and the scale of dimensions had
been much surpassed by several of the Latin cathedrals. 7

5 Kostis Kourelis, “Early Travellers in Greece and the Invention of Medieval Architectural History”,
in Architecture and Tourism: Perception, Performance, and Place, ed. Medina Lasansky and Brian
McLaren, (Oxford and New York: Berg, 2004), 41.

7% Gibbon, Decline and Fall, Vol-4, 262-264; Also cited in Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 26.
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Gibbon did not travel to Constantinople. As Averil Cameron has noted,
Gibbon’s perception of Hagia Sophia was mainly based on early Byzantine
historians’ narratives as well as travellers’ descriptions.77 In fact, some of the
descriptions of Byzantine sites were not based on direct observation but fabricated
on the basis of written texts or reconstructed by western imagination.

However, the descriptions of Byzantine architecture generated by scholars
and travellers alike who visited the Byzantine monuments and sites differed very
little from Gibbon’s or others. For example, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, the wife
of the British ambassador to the Ottoman Empire between the years 1716 and 1718
visited Hagia Sophia and some other Byzantine buildings. Her impressions were
also negative.78 In the same vein, Gibbon shows the same dislike for the Byzantine
monuments in Italy when he visited them as part of Grand Tour. He says:

Of all the towns in Italy, I am the least satisfied with Venice, [...] with its
ill-built houses, ruined pictures, and stinking ditches dignified with the
pompous denomination of Canals [... ] and a large square decorated with the
worst Architecture I ever yet saw.”’

As J. B. Bullen notes, Byzantine architecture, even Hagia Sophia failed to
meet up the eighteenth century aesthetic criteria.®® Part of the reason for the lack of
interest and appreciation of Byzantine art and architecture was the development of
antiquarianism and Neo-classism which involved recovering the collections of
antiquity. The interest in recovering the collections of antiquity increased in the
eighteenth century when Europe discovered “its own” past. During this period,
Antiquarianism became a common practice among scholars and elites who wanted
to acquire artworks. Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717-1768), the German

scholar who has often been considered as the founder of the discipline of art history,

77 Cameron argues that Gibbon’s negative assessments of emperor Justinian were completely derived
from Procopius’s Secret History. See Averil Cameron, “Gibbon and Justinian” in Edward Gibbon
and Empire, ed. Rosamond McKitterick and Roland Quinault, (New York, 1997), 50-51.

8 Robert Halsband, ed., the Complete Letters of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1965), Vol. 1, 389-99.

7 Cited in Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 26, n.87.

8 J B.Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, (London, New York: Phaidon, 2003), 110.
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was also part of this antiquarian culture in the eighteenth century. According to him,
the classical period from the 5™ century BCE was the zenith of artistic achievement
in terms of representation of beauty.81 Thus, the invention of ancient Greece as the
high point of human civilization remained an essential element in the western
tradition of writing art history for long years. In addition, the birth of the
neoclassical movement and the study of Greek antiquities took place in the
geographical confines of the Grand Tour of the Continent. Throughout the
eighteenth century, states and private institutions such as the French Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres and the British Society of Dilettanti organized major
expeditions to ancient sites. These tours resulted in the growth of publications on
the places and objects that had been seen. Their publications focused mainly on
classical antiquity.®® Byzantine sites and monuments were not yet included in their
route. These institutions and their publications had an important impact on the
formation of the canonical principals of writing art and architectural history in

Eulrope.83

2.2. Ottoman Encounters and the Appropriation of Byzantium

It is significant that the initial Muslim interest in Constantinople had also
begun with an interest in the antiquities of Constantinople. A great number of

Arabic Muslim travellers who visited Constantinople between the tenth and

81 Eric Fernie, Art History and its Methods: A Critical Anthology, (London: Phaidon Press, 1995),
70.

%2 For example, Johann Bernhard Fischer von Erlach published the first survey of European
architectural history. Other works are James Stuart and Nicholas Revett’s, The Antiquities of Athens
(1762-94), Robert Wood’s The Ruins of Palmyra (1753) and The Ruins of Balbec (1757), Richard
Chandler’s Ionian Antiquities (1797-1821). See George Tolias, “An Inconsiderate Love of Arts: the
Spoils of Greek Antiquities, 1780-1820”, in Scramble for the Past: A Story of Archaeology in the
Ottoman Empire, 1753-1914, ed. Zainab Bahrani, Zeynep Celik, Edhem Eldem, (Istanbul: SALT,
2011), 75-76; See also Zainab Bahrani, Zeynep Celik, Edhem FEldem, eds. “Introduction:
Archaeology and Empire”, in Scramble for the Past: A Story of Archaeology in the Ottoman Empire,
1753-1914, (Istanbul: SALT, 2011), 17-20.

% For the relationships between the printed images of monuments and writing architectural histories,

see Dana Arnold and Stephen Bending, eds., “Introduction”, Tracing Architecture: The Aesthetics Of
Antiquarianism”, (Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 1-10.
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fourteenth centuries, such as el-Mesudi, el-Herevi and Ibn Battuta described the
magnificent qualities of the city of Constantinople and its legendary wonders.®
However, unlike western European interest which was formed in the context of the
Renaissance discovery of antiquity, Muslim interest in these antiquities was quite
similar to that of the Byzantines themselves. The original meanings of the public
statuary of Constantinople rooted in imperial victory, civic virtue, and adoration of
the city had long been forgotten after the ninth and tenth centuries, and they came to
be regarded as talismans or sources of magic for the Byzantine beholder as well.*
The Byzantines believed that while some of these sculptures were inhabited by
demons, others fulfilled useful purposes. These reinterpretations of antique statues
were also continued by Muslim travellers. After the conquest of Istanbul, the
marvels of the city were so awe-inspiring for the new settlers that continual
reference is made to them in the legendary histories of Constantinople and repeated
throughout the centuries even by the official Ottoman historians.*®

The early Ottoman sources which mainly consist of royal calendars, deeds,
epics, and oral traditions do not show significant interest in the pre-Ottoman or non-

Muslim cultures in the region and references to Byzantium or Constantinople are

% For example, in the 10" century, one of the most important Muslim geographers Ibn Rusteh
provided a detailed description of the city including the Great Palace, the Hippodrome, and
Justinian’s Column. Interestingly, Hagia Sophia was not at the center of this Islamic lore of
Konstantiniyye in the early travel writings. Ibn Riisteh mentioned it briefly as “the church.” In the
13" and 14" century, on the other hand, Arabic Muslim travellers appear to be interested in Hagia
Sophia and provided detailed descriptions of the building and rituals which took place inside the
church. Ibn Battuta was one of the travellers impressed at the “Great Cathedral” and other
monasteries in the city. Thereafter; Hagia Sophia became a source of wonder for Arabic visitors and
took a considerable space in their narratives. See N.M. El-Cheikh, Byzantium Viewed by the Arabs,
(Cambridge, Mass., 2004) 62-71; M.T. Mansouri, “Biiyiik Rakibin Bakisi: Miisliimanlarin Goziinde
Konstantinopolis”, Konstantinopolis 1054-1261: Huristiyanligin Bagi, Latinlerin  Avi, Yunan
Baskenti, ed. A. Ducellier and M. Balard (Istanbul, 2002), 159; Koray Durak, “Through an Eastern
Window: Muslims in Constantinople and Constantinople in Early Islamic Sources,” in From
Byzantion to Istanbul. 8000 Years of a Capital, June 5-September 4, 2010, (Sabanct University:
Sakip Sabanci Museum, Istanbul), 102-111.

8¢, Mango, “Ancient Statuary and the Byzantine Beholder”, DOP, 17 (1963), 58-60.

86 Cemal Kafadar points out in a different context, “Turkish encounter with Hellenic Asia Minor was
in some measure supplemented and filtered by the Turkish encounter with an earlier Arab reception
of the heritage of the lands of Rum”. See Cemal Kafadar, “A Rome of Its Own”, Mugarnas, 24
(2007), 10. This is also the case for the perception of the Byzantine legacy in Constantinople during
this early period.
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very limited in the fourteenth and fifteenth century Ottoman sources.”” However,
the emergence of the Ottoman state in the fourteenth century marked the beginning
of a period of cultural overlap as the Ottomans settled in the former Byzantine
territories and adopted the local administration of the region. During this period,
while Rum Seljuk art and architecture continued to flourish in the towns of central
and eastern Anatolia, the late Byzantine architectural tradition had continued
particularly in the borderlands of western Asia Minor.*®® As Robert Ousterhout
points out, there was a syncretism in early Ottoman architectural forms and
materials reflecting the nature of early Ottoman society in this period.gg In addition
to following local wall construction techniques, the Ottoman use of spolia in the
early buildings may also be considered another way of displaying Ottoman

appropriation of the Byzantine past.”

87 Halil Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, in Historians of the Middle East, ed. B.
Lewis and P. M. Holt, (London: Oxford University Press, New York-Toronto, 1962), 152-156; Baki
Tezcan, “Ottoman Historical Writing”, in The Oxford History of History Writing: 1400-1800, eds.
José Rabasa, Mayasuki Sato, Edoardo Tortarolo, and Daniel Woolf, (Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 2012), 196.

% Howard Crane, “Art and Architecture, 1300-1453”, in The Cambridge History of Turkey,
Byzantium to Turkey, 1071-1453, Vol. 1, ed. Kate Fleet (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2009), 266.

% Qusterhout argues that while plans and vaulting forms are similar to the architecture of the Seljuk
of Anatolia, the decorative detailing and the wall construction techniques follow local Byzantine
tradition. See Robert Ousterhout, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Appropriation in Early Ottoman
Architecture”, Mugarnas, XIII (1995), 48-62; Robert Ousterhout, “The East, the West, and the
Appropriation of the Past in Early Ottoman Architecture”, Gesta, Vol. 43, No. 2 (2004), 165-176.

% The system of spolia (devsirme) refers to the re-use of architectural materials taken from the
destroyed monuments for the construction of new buildings. In Anatolia, this method was used by
the Seljuk and Byzantines. Similar to Seljuk and Byzantine building traditions, early Ottoman
buildings also used spolia, containing architectural elements-columns, capitals from ancient and
Byzantine buildings. In many examples, architectural components were employed at the same places
and used for the same function in their original Byzantine context. See, Robert Ousterhout, Master
Builders of Byzantium, (Princeton-New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1999), 140-145; Robert
Ousterhout, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Appropriation”, 48-62. The re-use of materials belonging
to the previous civilizations has been considered as the first movements of display by some scholars
such as Wendy Shaw and Semavi Eyice. According to Wendy Shaw, who analyzed the meaning of
Devsirme method, the re-use of ancient relics in the construction of new structures are indicators of
Ottoman interest towards the old artifacts; and this interest was most probably related with the fact
that “the Ottomans attributed some symbolic, aesthetic and spiritual values to the old artifacts”. For
Shaw, the re-use of Byzantine sculptures, for instance, might have indicated “the imperial power of
the Ottoman Empire.” Emre Madran, on the other hand, argues that using the ancient archaeological
remains in other constructions is a kind of destruction caused by lack of interest. See Wendy Shaw,
Possessors and Possessed: Museums, Archaeology, and the Visualization of History in the Late
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2.2.1. Constantinople and the Making of a New Empire

The conquest of Constantinople by Mehmed II in 1453 was a turning point
both for Ottoman and world history. It had a symbolic importance for both the
Christendom and for the emerging power of the Ottoman sultanate. It signaled the
transformation of the Ottoman polity from a regional sultanate into an emp'ure.91 As
mentioned above, Mehmed II’s cultural and architectural projects display the first
conscious Ottoman attempt to appropriate the Byzantine past. Engaged with diverse
cultural and artistic interests, Mehmed II patronized the collection and translation of
important historical and topographical works on the city. He also attempted to
preserve some important Greek manuscripts. Moreover, there was a Greek
scriptorium in his court where sixteen Greek manuscripts were produced between
1460’s and 1480 including Anabasis, lliad, Testament of Solomon, Aichmalotes
Diegesis, and the Greek translation of Buondelmonti.”*

As has been mentioned elsewhere, there was a cultural and spatial continuity

between Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman istanbul.”® Similar activities of

Ottoman Empire, 2003, (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: Uniy¢rsity of California Press), 34-36;
Emre Madran, “Osmanli Devletinde “Eski Eser” ve “Onarim” Uzerine Gozlemler”, Belleten, 195,
(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1986), 505-546.

! Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State, (University of
California Press, 1995), 152.

%2 Julian Raby examines Greek manuscripts produced by the Greek scriptorium in Mehmed II’s court
in Constantinople between years of 1460-1480. Among them, there were two works giving detailed
information about the topography and history of Byzantine Constantinople and the history of the
construction of Hagia Sophia. Raby argues that the majority of the manuscripts, on the other hand,
were standard Byzantine educational texts with an emphasis on grammars and lexica which he
explains them as the sign of “intellectual assimilation of Byzantium” see Rabby, “Mehmed the
Conqueror's Greek Scriptorium”, 15-34.

% Vryonis, “Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul”, 13-52. ; Giilru Necipoglu, “From
Byzantine Constantinople to Ottoman Konstantiniyye: Creation of a Cosmopolitan Capital and
Visual Culture under Sultan Mehmed II.” From Byzantion to Istanbul: 8000 years of a Capital: June
5-September 4, 2010, (Istanbul: Sabanct University, Sakip Sabanct Museum, 2010), 262-277.; Halil
Inalcik, The Survey of Istanbul 1455, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas:1 Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2012); Halil
Inalcik, “The Ottoman Survey of Istanbul, 1455”, 1453 Journal of Istanbul’s Culture and Art, 3,
2008, 18-27. While recent studies tend to emphasize the appropriation of Mehmed II's Byzantine
imperial tradition and continuities between Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul, some
authors point out discontinuities. For example, in terms of spatial and architectural organization of
the city, Paul Magdalino reminds that there were also breakpoints such as the construction of the
New Palace on the acropolis of ancient city of Byzantion, while leaving the Constantine’s Great
Palace in a ruinous situation. He also states that “it is almost impossible to find a direct continuation
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Constantine I and Mehmed II in their new capital to create an imperial iconography
reflect their selective appropriation of the past.”* Similar to Constantine the Great,
who had collected antique sculptures from all over the empire and decorated the
city’s public areas, Mehmed II also made a rich collection of Byzantine sculpture
which he gathered within the precincts of his palace, including many imperial
porphyry sarcophagi from the Church of the Holy Apostles, and Byzantine relics.”
Although the motive behind his acts is not very clear, his collection of antiques and
a considerable amount of Byzantine statuary and Christian relics provides an insight
into his attitude towards the Byzantine legacy.%

Mehmed II’s imperial project for restoring Constantinople is described by

the contemporary historian Kritovoulos.”’ Accordingly, he was impressed with

between Byzantine and Ottoman institutions”. See Paul Magdalino, Ortagagda Istanbul: Altinct ve
On Ugiincii Yiizyilar Arasinda Konstantinopolis’in Kentsel Gelisimi, trans. Baris Cezar, (Istanbul:
Kog¢ University, 2010), 13-17. Dogan Kuban states that while there were continuities in terms of
material culture such as weaving, farming, and cuisines and customs, the architectural and spatial
organization of “the eastern Roman empire came to an end when Istanbul began to build, considering
the monumentality, large scale, urban spatial design which was central to the Roman architectural
tradition.” Dogan Kuban, “The Legendary History of Constantinople-istanbul”, in From Byzantion
to Istanbul: 8000 years of a Capital: June 5-September 4, 2010, (Istanbul: Sabanct University, Sakip
Sabanct Museum, 2010), 18-29. See also Wolfgang Miiller-Wiener, Istanbul'un Tarihsel
Topografyasi: 17. Yiizyll Baslarina Kadar Byzantion-Konstaninopolis-Istanbul, trans. Ulker Sayin,
(fstanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 2001).

% Vryonis states that Constantine the Great had to contend with the late ancient pagan world and
newly emerged Christianity. In the same vein, Mehmed II was in-between Christianity and Islam.
Both emperors’ attitudes towards the past were very similar in terms of cultural contradictions. See
Vryonis, “Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul”, 13-52.

% C. Mango, “Three Imperial Byzantine Sarcophagi Discovered in 1750, DOP, 16 (1962), 397-402.

% After the conquest of the city, while many antique public monuments displayed throughout the
streets of Constantinople such as the Serpent Column and the Egyptian obelisks were left intact, the
colossal bronze equestrian statue of a Byzantine emperor, identified as Justinian at the entrance of
the Great Palace was removed. As Raby points out that this was related to the different meanings
attributed to this sculpture. While the Serpent Column was believed to safeguard the City from
snakes, the copper horse was considered a potential threat for Turkish eyes. This is described in the
legendary history of Constantinople as follows “Story-mongers gossiped about it and on their word
Sultan Mehmed Han Gazi had it pulled down; and from the copper of those statues he had splendid
cannons made, but the column is still standing as it had been opposite Ayasofya.” Julian Raby,
“Mehmed the Conqueror and the Equestrian Statue of the Augustaion”, 305-313.
(https://www.ideals.uiuc.edu/bitstream/handle/2142/12271/illinoisclassical21987RABY .pdf?sequen

ce=2) (accessed 01.09.2012); See also Al-Harawi, A Lonely Wayfarer’s Guide to Pilgrimage, trans.
J. W. Meri, (Princeton, N.J., 2004), 146; Koray Durak, “Doguya Acilan Pencere”, 109-110.

%7 Kritobulos of Imbros is the author of the historical work covering the period from 1451 to 1467
describing the deeds of the Ottoman Sultan Mehmed Fatih particularly the capture of the capital,
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ancient monuments and the glorious past of the city and began to revive the ruinous
city’s ancient status. The later activities of Mehmed II show his conscious attempt at

the reconstruction and re-population of Constantinople.g8

2.2.2. Hagia Sophia as an Iconic Monument and Enduring Myth

The first monument which Sultan Mehmed II claimed was the great church
of Hagia Sophia which was repaired and turned into the royal mosque. This action
not only contributed to the preservation of Hagia Sophia, but also led to the use of
this Byzantine monument as an important tool within the dialogue of the Byzantine
and classical past.gg Mehmed II’s awareness of the imperial iconography and
symbolic significance of Hagia Sophia is also evident in the fact that Hagia
Sophia’s name remained unchanged. Moreover, the conversion of Hagia Sophia into
a mosque did not involve radical changes in its architectural and decorative

program.'®

Constantinople. C.Riggs (trans.), History of Mehmed the Conqueror by Kritouvolos (1451-1467),
(Princeton, N.J, 1954), 104-5, 140-1. According to Kritobulos, Mehmed II was the natural successor
to the Byzantine Emperor. Reinsch argues that Kritobulos regarded himself as a subject of the
Sultan, just as before he had been a subject of the Byzantine Emperor. But at the same time “he was
a patriot in the sense that he expressed solidarity with the unfortunate inhabitants of Constantinople
and the victims of the war”. See Diether Roderich Reinsch, “Kritobulos of Imbros: Learned
Historian, Ottoman Reaya and Byzantine Patriot”, Recueil des travaux de [’Institut d’études
byzantines, 2003, 297-311. http://tr.scribd.com/doc/44536427 (accessed 10.12.2012)

% Before leaving the city for Edirne in 21 June 1453, Mehmed II ordered the repair of the city walls,
building of a citadel in Yedikule and construction of a palace for himself at the Forum Tauri. See
Halil Inalcik, “The Policy of Mehmed II toward the Greek Population of Istanbul and the Byzantine
Buildings of the City” DOP, 23-24 (1969-70), 244-245. Mehmed II had also ordered a register of the
population and the domestic and religious buildings of the city of Istanbul in 1455. See Halil Tnalcik,
“The Ottoman Survey of Istanbul, 1455, 1453 Journal of Istanbul’s Culture and Art, 3, 2008, 18-
27; Halil inalcik, The Survey of Istanbul 1455, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2012).

% Giilru Necipoglu, “The Life an Imperial Monument: Hagia Sophia after Byzantium” in Hagia
Sophia from the Ages of Justinian to the Present, ed. R. Mark and A. Cakmak (Cambridge, 1992),
195-197; Vryonis, “Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul”, 29.

' While some of the figural mosaics were plastered over, most of them remained untouched
including the Virgin Mary and Child in the conch of the apse and the Christ Pantokrator at the peak
of the dome. See Necipoglu, “The Life of an Imperial Monument”, 203-213; Kafescioglu,
Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 20. For an examination of the ideological and physical approaches to
Hagia Sophia within the context of transformations of the official attitudes towards preserving
antiquities during the transition period from the Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic, see Umran
Keskin,“Afterlives of Hagia Sophia: the Change in the Official Attitudes Towards Preserving
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Giilru Necipoglu argues that Mehmet II's architectural commissions
selectively appropriated Byzantine, Italian Renaissance, and Timurid-Turkmen
artistic traditions as part of his imperial project. Accordingly, important
architectural projects such as the Fatih Mosque complex and Topkap1 Palace clearly
display Mehmed’s ‘“ecumenical imperial imagination” as they incorporated the
Roman-Byzantine heritage into an Ottoman context.'”  On the other hand, the
destruction of the Byzantine dynastic church of the Holy Apostles in 1463 and its
replacement with the Fatih complex poses important questions in terms of
evaluating the attitude of Mehmed II toward the Byzantine architectural legacy.m2
Scholars often point out the choice of the place where the tombs of the founders of
the city, Constantine I and Justinian were built reflecting a strong awareness of the
sense of the place.'” The Fatih complex’s architectural design with its square
domed bay expanded by an axial half-dome is also stated to have strong references

to that of Hagia Sophia. This was also recognized by contemporaries as reported by

Tursun Bey who states that the great mosque was built on the model of Hagia

Antiquities in the Late Ottoman and Early Republican Periods”, (Unpublished MA Thesis, METU,
Graduate School of Social Sciences, History of Architecture, 2011) For the current ideological and
physical approaches to Byzantine ecclesiastical monuments in Istanbul, see Ayse Dilsiz, “The
Byzantine Heritage of Istanbul: Resource or Burden?: A Study on the Surviving Ecclesiatical
Architecture of the Historical Peninsula Within the Framework of Perception, Preservation and
Research in the Turkish Republican Period”, (Unpublished MA Thesis, Ko¢ University, Graduate
Sschool of Social Sciences, Anatolian Civilizations and Cultural Heritage Management, 2006).

"' Necipoglu, “From Byzantine Constantinople to Ottoman Konstantiniyye”, 265-66.

"9 According to the book written by Constantios (1770-1859), who became the Patriarch of
Constantinople in 1836; the Church of the Holy Apostles was first transformed into the Patriarchal
palace for two year. After a while, however, since the majority of the Greek population chose to
settle on the Golden Horn and the surroundings of that church was mainly inhabited by Muslims, the
patriarch Gennadios asked the Sultan’s permission to remove the patriarchal residence to the Church
of St. Mary Pammakaristos. After a short period, the church of Holy Apostles was destroyed and the
Fatih Mosque as well as the Imaret was built at the same area by using its materials. See John P.
Brown (trans.) Ancient and Modern Constantinople, (London, 1868), 69-70.

19 Qusterhout argues that this could be a conscious attempt with its symbolic meanings embodying
Mehmed II's imperial project and the recognition of the Ottoman Sultans as the successors of
Byzantine emperors and the triumph of Islam over Christianity. See Ousterhout, “The East, the West,
and the Appropriation of the Past”, 171.
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104

Sophia (Ayasofya karnamesi resminde ") but also bears new ideas and features

(nev’i sive-i taze).'”

Although the conversion of Hagia Sophia into a mosque did not require
much effort structurally, the legitimization of Hagia Sophia as an Islamic monument
took longer time. The reception of Hagia Sophia by Ottoman culture has been
documented in a series of Ottoman narratives reproducing and inventing myths and
texts in the course of time.'®

The Ottoman interest in the built environment was mainly limited to an
understanding of the production of technique and craftsmanship. Similarly,
architectural knowledge remained as practical techniques passed from master to

107

apprentice rather than through written texts.”  Therefore, an examination of

Ottoman historical works reveals that the Ottoman court historians showed limited
interest in the physical environment and provide very little information about even
the most outstanding Ottoman monuments. They generally mentioned names of

8

important buildings constructed by the sultans and viziers.' Hagia Sophia,

'% Necipoglu points out that in the terminology of Ottoman architectural treatises while the “resm”
refers to “ground plan” or sometimes three dimensional models, the word “karname” was used
synonymously to refer to architectural drawings containing ground plans and sketchy elevations. See
Giilru Necipoglu, “Plans and Models in 15th- and 16th-Century Ottoman Architectural Practice”,
JSAH, Vol. 45, No. 3 (Sep., 1986), 224-243.

1% Tursun Beg, The History of Mehmed the Conqueror, by Tursun Beg, facsimile and introduction by
H. Inalcik and R. Murphy (Minneapolis, 1978), cited in G. Necipoglu, “The Life of An Imperial
Monument”, 198.; G. Necipoglu, “From Byzantine Constantinople to Ottoman Konstantiniyye”,
266-268; Giilru Necipoglu “Challenging the Past: Sinan and the Competitive Discourse of Early
Modern Islamic Architecture” Mugarnas, 10, (1993), 171.

'%After the conquest of Constantinople, Ottoman historical writings witnessed an increase. A new
cultural and political milieu created by Mehmed II led to an emergence of Ottoman historical
consciousness which resulted in important works in Greek, Persian and Turkish produced between
the 1470’s and 1480’s among which were the chronicles of Kritouvoulos of Imbros, Mu’ali, and
Tursun Beg. Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”; Victor Ménage, “Beginnings of
Ottoman Historiography”, in Historians of the Middle East, Bernard Lewis and P.M. Holt, (Oxford
University Press, 1962), 168-179.

107

Dogan Kuban, Ottoman Architecture, translated by Adair Mill, (Woodbridge: Antique Collectors'
Club, 2010), 18-24.

'% For example, Asikpasazade, one of the first Ottoman historians to describe contemporary building
activities, only lists buildings-mescids, medreses, imarets and zaviyes- erected by the Sultans. The
names of local churches were mentioned only in the context of their conversions into mosques.
Agikpasaoglu Tarihi, ed. Hiiseyin Nihal Atsiz, (Istanbul: Otiiken Nesriyat, 2011) cited in Kuban,
Ottoman Architecture, 18-24.
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however, is an exception. The 15™ and 16™ century Ottoman authors devoted some
space to Hagia Sophia either in their histories of pre-conquest Istanbul or in the
context of the rivalry for later Ottoman monumental mosques.

Mehmed II’s centralizing policies created tensions between those at the
center of this new organization and those who were marginalized by this political
process. Stephanos Yerasimos® detailed study of the myths and traditions of
Constantinople and Hagia Sophia shows that written narratives produced during this
period reflect this political tension.'® It is striking that Hagia Sophia always
remained at the center of these debates in contemporaneous literature.

The creation of an Ottoman literary tradition on Constantinople and Hagia
Sophia began with Mehmed II's commission of a group of Greek scholars for
writing the history of Constantinople, its rulers and particularly the history of Hagia
Sophia. Among a number of texts on Hagia Sophia, a ninth century anonymous
narrative, Diegesis peri tes Hagias Sofias, [Narrative Concerning Hagia Sophia] that
had been incorporated into the Patria’’ of Constantinople was selected. Firstly, a
Greek copy of Diegesis was prepared by Michael Achmateles in 1474. Mehmed 11
ordered the translation of this Greek text into Turkish and Persian. It was translated
into Turkish in 1479 by Yusuf bin Musa and entitled Ayasofya Denilen Biiyiik
Kilisenin Ingaat Oykiisii [History of the Building of the Great Hagia Sophia]. A year
later, in 1480, Semsiiddin Karamani translated it into Persian. However, these were

not complete translations of the original text, but abridged translations that

19 Stefanos Yerasimos, Konstantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, trans. Sirin Tekeli, (Istanbul: iletisim,

1993).

" The Patria of Constantinople is the name used for a collection of texts concerning
Constantinople’s history, buildings and other monuments. They were edited and published by T.
Preger, Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum, 2 Vols, (Leipzing, 1901-1907). Patria was
translated into French and analyzed by Gilbert Dragon, Constantinople imaginaire Etudes sur le
recueil des Patria (Paris: Bibliotheque Byzantine, 1984). See also Jonas Nilsson, “Masters of the
Imperial City, Ideological Perspectives on the Byzantine Emperors of Patria Konstantinoupoleos”,
(Unpublished MA Thesis, Lund University Centre for Languages and Literature, 2008); Robert
Ousterhout examines these texts as an indicator reflecting the transformation of the Byzantine
society from the Antique period to the Middle Ages. See, Robert Ousterhout, “From History to
Myth: The Diegesis Concerning the Building of Hagia Sophia”, in Istanbul: Myth to Modernity,
Selected Themes, Annual Supplement of Arkeoloji ve Sanat Magazine, ed. N. Basgelen and Brian
Johnson, (Istanbul: 2002), 51-56.
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contained only a summary of the history of the foundation of Constantinople and
the construction of Hagia Sophia.'"!

For the next two centuries, these legends would exert an important influence
on the construction of an Ottoman-Islamic mythology of Hagia Sophia and the
foundation narrative of Constantinople. It is clear that these Ottoman versions
attempted to situate Hagia Sophia in an Ottoman context by interweaving history
and myth.'"?

One of the first Ottoman texts including the legendary history of
Constantinople and Hagia Sophia is Diirr-i Meknun written around 1460 by Ahmed
Bican Yalzlcloglu.113 According to Diirr-i Meknun, Constantinople was founded by
a mythical ruler called Yanko bin Madyanm, who also built Hagia Sophia. The text
narrates that from its beginnings, the city of Constantinople was cursed, the
founders of the city were unjust and their deeds and foundations were destroyed by

earthquakes.''” There are also Islamic allusions for the purpose of legitimizing the

" These two texts were translated by Felix Tauer, “Les Versions persanes de la legend sur la
construction d’Aya Sofya” Byzantinoslavica, 15, (1951), 1-20; Idem, “Notice sur les versions
persanes de la legend de 1’edification d’Aya Sofya”, in Fuat Kopriilii Armagan, (Istanbul, 1953),
487-94; See also Paul Wittek, “Tarih-i Ayasofya”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi, 14, 1964, 266-70.;
Kafesgioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 172-173.

"> The original Byzantine text had already contained some mythical features regarding the
construction of Hagia Sophia. According to the story, the name of architect was Ignatius and the plan
of the church was sent by God through an angel in the dream of the emperor Justinian. The narrative
gives also some detail about the collection of the second hand marbles from different regions of the
Empire, the number of workers, the size of the foundations, the amount of money used in the
construction, etc. See Gilbert Dragon, Constantinople imaginaire, 191-314; C. Mango, “Byzantine
Writers on the Fabric of Hagia Sophia”, in Hagia Sophia from the Age of Justinian to the Present,
ed. R. Mark and A. . Cakmak, (Cambridge University Press, 1992), 45-48.

"3 Diirr-i Meknun is a kind of encyclopedia including geography and cosmology imbued with
popular stories, the creation of the universe, mythology, etc. The story about the foundation of
Konstantiniyye/Rumiye is told in the chapter “Sehirler, mescidler ve deyirler ve iklimler
beyanindadir,” while the story of the construction of Hagia Sophia was narrated in “Mescidler ve
deyirler aciibin beyan edelim”. Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Meknun (Sakli Inciler) trans. and
ed. Necdet Sakaoglu, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 1999).

"% As the name of Yanko bin Madyan was not mentioned in the texts before the fifteenth century,
Yerasimos argues that this name must have been created by Ottoman writers by misreading the word
Nikomedya. He states that according to eastern Christian sources, before Byzas founded
Constantinople, Nikomedia had been there. Yerasimos, Konstantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 63-
67.

115Ya21010glu Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Meknun, 71-78.
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consecration of the church as the royal mosque of Mehmed II. For example, the
angel was replaced with Hizir (Elias) as the messenger of God who brought
Justinian the divinely inspired plan for a church. According to the story, the half
dome above the apse of Hagia Sophia had collapsed on the night of Prophet
Muhammad’s birth. Whenever they rebuilt it, the dome collapsed repeatedly. They
sent a messenger to Prophet Muhammad. He then gave them a handful of sand to
put into the lime of the construction. When people around asked him about the
reason for this act, he replied that the monument would someday serve Muslim
congregations. e

During the reign of Beyazid II, around 1489/90 Ahmed bin Ahmed al-Gilani
prepared another Persian version of this legend by adding new themes to the story
and making some changes. A later account of this version was incorporated into an
anonymous Ottoman chronicle written in 1491."7 Stefanos Yerasimos argues that

this new version of the legend was written to challenge the imperialist policies of

116 <

... Kubbeye gelince mimar kayboldu... Resulullah hazreti diinyaya gelinceye dek ol bina soyle
kaim durdu. Resulullah hazreti diinyaya geldigi gece meshur kilisenin kunnesi yikildi... Ne kadar
kasd ettiler, binalar yaptikca yikildi. Ahir nacar oldular. Resullah hazretlerine adem gonderdiler.
Resullulah Hazretleri bir avug toprak verdi, varin bunu kirecine katin dedi. Ya Resulalah ne hos,
kafire bu kadar inayet ettiniz. Res. Haz. Eyitti: An1 kafir icin vermedim. Bir zaman gele benim
timmetim namaz kilalar, tildvet edeler dedi.” Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Meknun, 78-80.

"7 Stefanos Yerasimos translated it into French and Turkish with a detailed analysis of its sources
and subsequent versions. This anonymous Ottoman chronicle which ends in 1491 records that
Mehmed II was so impressed by the city that he commissioned some priests and intellectual
Byzantines to write its history. However, there was a radical shift in the narrative compared to earlier
translations. Yerasimos argues this anonymous text demonstrates that Ottoman historians created
their own version of the history of Constantinople and the story of the construction of Hagia Sophia.
According to Yerasimos, these texts contain clear reactions to the conception of universal empire and
the imperialist project of Mehmed II, so they were probably fifteenth century inventions written by
those opposed to this imperial project. See Yerasimos, Konstantinyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri. 1993.,
Keith Hopwood, on the other hand, disagrees with Yerasimos in this topic. He argues that there was
continuity in myth-making traditions from the Byzantines to Ottomans as they shared a common
heritage. He states that “if Constantinople has been founded by Solomon, Yanko ibn Madyan,
Alexander the Great, Puzantin of Hungary, Heraclius of Rome and Constantine the Great, it cannot
be anything other than a seat of world power.” See Keith Hopwood, “A Shared Heritage: Byzantine
and Ottoman Views of the Classical Monuments of Istanbul”, 208, in Archaeology, Anthropology
and Heritage in the Balkans and Anatolia: The Life and Times of F. W. Hasluck, 1878-1920, ed.
David Shankland (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2004) Vol. IL, 201-214.
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Mehmed II, especially his attempt to transform the Ottoman state into a centralized
universal empire.'®

Although the later sixteenth century witnessed a gradual increase in the
number of written texts due to the bureaucratic expansion and the number of trained
scribes'"”®, the narrative of the history of Byzantium or Constantinople largely
remained limited to myths and legends of the earlier century. Sultan Beyazid
commissioned the two historians for writing a great history of the Ottoman dynasty
from its beginnings up to his time.'”® One of them was Idris Bidlisi whose Hest

21 The other one was Ibn-i

Behist [Eight Paradises] written in Persian in 1505.
Kemal’s Tevarih-i Ali- Osman written in Turkish, the largest compilation of this
period. Both historians recycled the earlier stories about the foundation of
Constantinople by Yanko bin Madyan.'*

Apart from the chroniclers of the Ottoman House, the other type of historical
account that contained very brief information about the history of

Constantinople/Byzantium in this period was “universal histories”.'> Mustafa Ali’s

"$According to Yerasimos, those texts supporting the imperial project often glorify Justinian and
display Christianity as a historical and esteemed monotheist religion before the rise of Islam. On the
other hand, those who argue against these imperial projects, glorify Hagia Sophia characterizing it as
heavenly blessed and belonging to God and diminish the role of the emperors. Christianity in this
case is described as pagan. The reign of Beyazid II marked a change in imperial policies and brought
a new era. Mehmed II's severe measures while pursuing his aim to build a centralized state began to
be criticized during Beyazid II's reign. Yerasimos states that the party opposing the imperial project
was probably close to the gazis, men of religion, seyhs, and the ulema, all feeling a loss of power
with the new configuration of the empire. Stefanos Yerasimos, Konstantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,
255-256.; Baki Tezcan, “Ottoman Historical Writing”, 197.

1 Suraiya Faroghi, Approaching Ottoman History: an Introduction to the Sources, (Cambridge
University Press, 1999), 149.

' Halil inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, 165-167.

121 fdris-i Bitlist 1452-1550, Hest Bihist, 2 Vols, ed. Mehmet Karatas, Selim Kaya, Yasar Bas,
(Ankara: Bitlis Egitim ve Tanitma Vakfi, 2008).

122 {bn Kemal, Tevarih-i Ali Osman, 1L Defter, ed. Serafettin Turan, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1983, 102-103); Tarih-i al-i Osman written by Yusuf bin Abdullah in 1506 was another example.
Yusuf bin Abdullah used a detailed version of the legend of the foundation of Constantinople and
Hagia Sophia elaborated in 1490. See, Erdal Sevingli, Bizans Soylenceleriyle Osmanli Tarihi: Yusuf
bin Abdullah, Tarih-i al-i Osman, (Izmir: Dokuz Eyliil Yayinlari, 1997).

' According to C. Fleischer, there were three historiographical strains in the sixteenth century
Ottoman Empire. The first was the type devoted to a single event or campaign or the reign of single
sultan (fethname, gazavatnamae, Selimname etc), the second were histories of the Ottoman house
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Kiihniil Ahbar [The Essence of History] is an important example of such histories.
Although Mustafa Ali drew upon a wide range of sources for his work, he continued
to use earlier popular legends when chronicling the history of pre-conquest
Constantinople and Hagia Sophia.124

Through the inclusion of legends in the above mentioned accounts of the
sixteenth century, these legends also became part of the official Ottoman history
during this period. It appears that throughout the sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, the Ottoman historians maintained the legendary accounts of the city
disseminating them in various official chronicles.

While contemporary historians tried to legitimize the conquest of
Constantinople and to situate the Byzantine monuments and Hagia Sophia into an
Islamic context through reproducing myths, similar concerns can be traced in the
architectural treatises and the building activities of this period. In the sixteenth
century, the chief architect Sinan’s autobiographical texts contained frequent
references to Hagia Sophia, displaying how it became a source of inspiration for
Ottoman architectural culture. The architectural treatises dictated by Sinan to his
poet and painter friend, Mustafa Sa’i, provide significant insights into not only
Sinan’s vision of architecture, but also his dialogue with the past, and particularly
with Hagia Sophia.'” Among these architectural treatises, Tuhfetii’l-Mi 'marin

contains memoirs attributed to Sinan and references to Sinan’s intention to compete

(Chronicles of the Ottoman House), which was a genre which emerged based on popular tales and
anonymous compilations. The third one was the “universal histories” including short accounts of
Ottoman rule, one of the earliest examples of which was written by Siikrullah Bahjat al-tavarikh
(Splendor of Histories) about 1458. See, C. Cornel H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the
Ottoman Empire: The Historian Musfata Ali, 1541-1600, (Princeton Univ. Press, 1986), 238-239.

124 Rleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual, 250.

' The narrative consists of five texts. These are Adsiz Risdle (Untitled Treatise), Risdletii’l-
Mi’'mdriye (Treatise on Architecture), Tuhfetii’l-Mi'mdrin (Choice Gist of the Architects),
Tezkiretii’l-Biinydn (The Record of Construction) and Tezkiretii’l-Ebniye (Record of Buildings).
While the first four texts are memoirs attributed to Sinan together with inventories of buildings he
had constructed, the last text Tezkiretii’l-Biinyan contains a complete narrative of Sinan’s life and
buildings. See, Sai Mustafa Celebi, Yapilar kitabi: tezkiretii'l-biinyan ve tezkiretii'l-ebniye: Mimar
Sinan'ianilari, facsimile and ed. Hayati Develi, (Istanbul: Kogbank, 2002); Howard Crane, Esra Akin
and Giilru Necipoglu eds. Sinan’s Autobiographies: A Critical Edition of Five Sixteenth Century
Texts, ed., Sinan's autobiographies: five sixteenth-century texts, Muqarnas Supplements 11 (Leiden,
Boston: Brill, 2006).
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with Hagia Sophia, especially to his vision of Hagia Sophia as the epitome of
architectural refinement.'?® Tezkiretii ’[-Biinyan, on the other hand, provides
important information regarding Sinan’s own recollections and perceptions of his
life and major works. In both texts, there are some references to Hagia Sophia,
particularly its unique dome. The narrative states that the dome of the Selimiye
Mosque surpassed the dimension of Hagia Sophia by 6 cubits (zira) in height and 4
cubits in circumference.'?’

Thus, we see that during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the Byzantine
Hagia Sophia stood as both an iconic monument representing the glory of the past
and a challenge for subsequent Ottoman architects who tried to surpass it in terms of
architectural design and size of dome. It is evident that Hagia Sophia remained a
benchmark in the architectural culture of the Ottomans and exerted great influence
on the large scale mosques built during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.'*® Yet,
Hagia Sophia, as a text and as an enduring myth, was also highly engaged by
Ottoman historians who tried to situate it an Islamic context by reproducing themes

that included various Islamic metaphors.

126 Here, Sinan also made references to the architect Agnados, [Ignatius] and to the founder of
Constantinople as Yanko bin Madyan and mentioned the collapse of the dome. This indicates that
Sinan knew the legend. S&i Mustafa Celebi, Yapilar Kitabi, Necipoglu, “Challenging the Past”, 173-
175.

127 Selen Morkog, A Study of Ottoman Narratives on Architecture: text, context, and hermeneutics,
(Bethesda: Academia, 2010), 59.

' It is known that in addition to Mehmed II’s Fatih Mosque, the Sheikh Vefa Convent-Mosque and
Rum Mehmed Pasa Mosque also featured aspects of Hagia Sophia’s superstructure. This trend would
continue into the mid-sixteenth century with Beyazid II's mosque and some vizier mosques such as
the Atik Ali Pasha and the Koca Mustafa Pasha Mosques. For the influence of Hagia Sophia on
Ottoman Sultanic mosques see Dogan Kuban, “The Style of Sinan’s Domed Structure”, Mugarnas,
4, 1987, 72-97. ; Kafes¢ioglu, Constantinopolis, 229-230. As the competition with Hagia Sophia
focused on the unprecedented size of its dome, it was Sinan’s starting point in designing the Selimiye
Mosque a centrally planned octagonal baldachin. G. Necipoglu argues that Sinan created a new
synthesis like his counterparts the Renaissance architects who were inspired by the Parthenon. See
G. Necipoglu, “Challenging the Past: Sinan and the Competitive Discourse of Early Modern Islamic
Architecture”, Mugarnas: An Annual on Islamic Art and Architecture, 10, (1993), 173-175.
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2.2.3. Approaches toward Byzantium: 17" Century

The seventeenth century witnessed a gradual transformation of the Ottoman
attitude towards the history of past cultures. As a result of growing access to
European sources, the seventeenth century Ottoman historians began to produce
historical works that dealt with non-Muslim histories. It was during this period that
the two Ottoman intellectuals, Katib Celebi and Hiiseyin Hezarfen, wrote an
account of the history of the Byzantine Empire for the first time. Although their
works made no original contribution as they consisted of abridged translations
and/or compilations of European works, they created a gradual break from the
earlier Ottoman historical traditions. In fact, what makes them significant is their
use of written sources for the history of the Byzantine Empire. Rather than using
popular Ottoman legends about the history of Konstantiniyye and Hagia Sophia,
they turned to the European works and Latin translations of original Byzantine
sources and sought to provide more accurate information regarding their topic.

This shift in the Ottoman historiography of Byzantine history took place in
the context of increased relationships between the Ottomans and the western
Europeans. As mentioned above, this was also the period when the French courtly
interest in Byzantium increased due to the imperial aspirations of Louis XIII (reign
1610-43) and Louis XIV (reign 1643-1715). Throughout the 17" century, the
French court systematically sent many scholars to Constantinople to investigate
Greek textual sources. The growing cultural and diplomatic relationships between
the Ottomans, the French and Venice led to the emergence of certain kinds of
“intellectual networks” in Istanbul. Through these intellectual circles, some
Ottoman intellectuals maintained regular contacts with several influential European
scholars and had access to European works.'*’

With a wide range of interests in geography and history, Hiiseyin Hezarfen
(d.1691) was a member of the intellectual circle gathered around the Grand Vizier
Fazil Ahmed Kopriili. Known as Haci Kalfa in European accounts, Katib Celebi

(1609-1657) was also a man of wide interests--a geographer, bibliographer and a

' Gottfried Hagen, “Afterword: Ottoman Understandings of the World in the Seventeenth Century”
in Robert Dankoff, the World of Evliya Celebi, (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2004), 215-256.
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chronicler of his period. Although Katip Celebi has been known primarily for his
impressive work Cihanniima, he also prepared a bibliography, a chronicle of the
Empire, and a history of Constantinople by using translations of Byzantine
chronicles. Hiiseyin Hezarfen and Katib Celebi had close relationships with various
western European scholars including Galland (d. 1715), Ferdinando Marsili (d.
1730), Levinus Warner (d. 1665), and Pétis de la Croix, some of whom came to
Constantinople accompanying ambassadors. They exchanged information and
books and commissioned translations of Greek and Latin works in collaboration
with those scholars. '’

Besides growing contacts between western European and the Ottoman
scholars, the rise of the Phanariot family was also an important factor in this shift.
The Phanariots were Orthodox Christian elites who grew out of the social and
political fabric of the Ottoman administration, rising to power in the late
seventeenth century. Members of the Phanariot aristocracy such as Panayotis
Nikusios and Alexandros Mavrokordatos were also affiliated with the Kopriili
family of viziers and were instrumental in some of the translation efforts of
scientific literature. Indeed, Phanariotes formed the majority of the dragomans to
the Ottoman government and to foreign embassies in Istanbul due to their high level
of education and knowledge of languages."’! Ottoman intellectuals were certainly in
collaboration with them also for accessing Latin and Greek sources and for the
translation of these works.

Hiiseyin Hezarfen was probably the first Ottoman historian to write Greek,
Roman and Byzantine history by using western sources in his Tarih-i Diivel-i

132

Rumiyye [History of the Empire of the Rum]. ”“ Apparently, this was an abbreviated

translation of an original Byzantine source which Hiiseyin Hezarfen claimed to have

130 B, Lewis, ‘The Use by Muslim Historians of Non-Muslim Sources”, in Historians of the Middle
East, ed. B. Lewis and P. M. Holt, (London: Oxford University Press, Ney York-Toronto, 1962),
186; Gottfried Hagen, “Katib Celebi”, in Historians of the Ottoman Empire,
http://www.ottomanhistorians.com/database/pdf/katibcelebi_en.pdf eds. C. Kafadar H. Karateke C.
Fleischer, (accessed 07.10.2012).

! Nikos Svoronos, “The Ideology of the Organization and of the Survival of the Nation”, The Greek
Nation, (Polis, 2004), 89-91.

"2 Hiiseyin Cafer Hazerfen, Tarih-i Diivel-i Rumiyye, Tenkih lif-tevarih, 1960 (Mf 1994 A 1860).
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found in the library of Panayiotis Nikusios, the head dragoman in the Ottoman
court. Hiiseyin Hezarfen selected part of the books from the foundation of the city
of Constantinople by Constantine the Great, (diverting from earlier traditions of
Yanko bin Madyan), briefly mentioned other Byzantine emperors and some events
that took place throughout the history of Byzantine Empire. He also provides a short

133 Tn his other work, Telhisu’l-

account of the construction of the Hagia Sophia.
Beydn fi Kavanin-i Al-i Osman, Hazerfen provides a very short account of the
history of Konstantiniyye including the foundation of the city, the reign of
Byzantine emperors such as “Leondinyanus, Teodosyus, Arkadyus and Justinianus”
until the conquest of the city by Mehmed the I1."** He also mentions monumental
buildings and sculptures brought or constructed during the reign of these emperors
such as the Serpentine Column, the Egyptian Obelisk and Constantine Column, and
finally the construction of the Hagia Sophia by the emperor Justinian.'*

Katip Celebi also prepared several translations of Latin works. For the
purpose of this thesis, one of the most impressing works produced by Katib Celebi
is Tarih-i Konstantiniyye ve Kayasira [History of Constantinople and Kayselrs].136
As stated by the author himself in the Introduction, this is a translation of selected
parts from a Latin compilation published in Frankfurt in 1587."% It contains four

Byzantine chroniclers’ accounts including Zonaras, Niketas Choniates, Nikeforos

Gregoras and Laonikos Chalkokondyles respectively with an appendix of short

133 Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi, Telhisu’l-Beyan fi Kavanin-i Al-i Osman, ed. Sevim Hgijrel, (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1998), 10-11.

'3 The author also provides the original meanings of the name of the city: “Sehr-i Konstantiniyye’ye
vaz’1 esas eyleyiip tahtgih eden Konstantin Kayser’dir. ... Milad-1 Isa’nin {i¢ yirmi dort sene... ve
namin1 Konstantiniyye kodu. Ba’dehu Roma’dan ve sair vilayetlerden ekabir ve tiiccar getiiriip,
ma’mir eyledi. ..Asil ismi Konstantinopoli’dir. Poli deyii sehre derler. Ya’ni “Konstantin’in sehri”
demektir. ...mesala Istanbuli demek istanbul’da demektir.” Hezérfen Hiiseyin Efendi, Telhisu’l-
Beyan fi Kavanin-i Al-i Osman, 45-47.

135 Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi, Telhisu’l-Beydn fi Kavanin-i Al-i Osman, 47.

136 Katib Celebi, Tarih-i Konstantiniyye ve Kaydsire, facsimile and trans. ibrahim Solak, (Konya:
Genglik Kitabevi, 2009).

137 Katib Celebi’s translation starts with an explanation of the content of the book. It states that this is
a selected translation of an old book about the history of the Orient from the beginnings up until the
year 1579. Katip Celebi, Tdrih-i Kostantiniyye ve Kaydsire, 13.
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Ottoman history. Originally, this compilation was started by Hieronymus Wolf
(1516-1580), a German historian and humanist, as part of his attempt to compose
Corpus byzantinae historiae by collecting, editing and publishing chronicles of
Byzantine authors.””® As mentioned in the previous section (2.1.1), Hieronymus
Wolf was often considered the “father of Byzantine history studies,” who has credit
for replacing the name of the empire “Basileia ton Rhomaion” with the word
“Byzantium” for the first time. Interestingly, as Katib Celebi translated his work, he
also used the word “Bizansiyum” and “Konstantiniyye” interchangeably for
referring to what came to be called the Byzantine Empire in later periods. The
events narrated in the book start with the reign of the Byzantine emperor
Nikephoros in the ninth century. The building activities of various Byzantine

emperors are also briefly mentioned."”” After the chapter of Laonikos

¥ The story behind the compilation and translation of Byzantine chronicles first into Latin in the
16" century and then Ottoman Turkish in the 17" century is worth mentioning as it displays active
cultural and trade relationships between the Ottoman and Habsburg Empire during this period. The
first two of these Byzantine chronicles in this book (the works of Zonaras and Niketas Choniates)
had been brought from Constantinople by Hans Dernschwam, who participated in an embassy sent
by the Habsburg emperor Ferdinand to Sultan Suleiman the Magnificent in Constantinople in 1553.
They were translated into Latin by Hieronymus Wolf, who was then the private secretary and
librarian of the one of the members of the commercial family firm, the Fugger in Augsburg.
Interestingly, Augsburg, a southern German city, was an active trade center between the Ottoman
and Habsburg Empire also became the first center of editorial activity of Byzantine historiographical
texts. Financed by Anton Fugger, the manager of the commercial firm, this first edition was
published in Basle in 1557. After the editions of Zonaras and Choniates, Hieronymus Wolf
completed a “historiae quoddam quasi corpus” (something like a corpus of history) with his own
words, since these manuscripts cover the period from ninth to twelfth century- part of chronological
history of the Byzantine empire, as Choniates started when Zonaras finished. At a later time, in order
to create a complete corpus of Byzantine history, Wolf’s patrons decided to cover the remaining
period from 1204 to the end of the Byzantine Empire 1453. For this purpose, Nikephopras Gregoras’
Roman History covering the years 1204-1351 and Laonikos Chalkokondyles for the remaining
century was selected. This was published in Basle in 1562. Probably after the death of H. Wolf, the
compilation of chroniclers was published with the title of Historia rerum in Oriente gestarum ab
exordio mundi et orbe condito ad nostra haec usque tempora [History of Oriental Empires from the
beginnings up until now] by a book seller called Sigmund Feyerabend in Frankfurt in 1587. See,
Reinsch, “Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, 435-444. Although it is not clear how Katib
Celebi accessed this book and how he decided to translate into Turkish, this may have been part of
his individual relationships with European scholars arriving to Constantinople. See Katib Celebi,
Tarih-i Konstantiyye and Kayastre, 10-13.

"% For example, it is stated that during the reign of the Emperor Alexsios, in addition to the
construction of several buildings and the reinforcement of the city walls of Constantinople, the
emperor also built a great monastery near the Black Sea side of the Bosporus. “Aleksiyos
Konstantiniyye’de nice binalar etti, ciimleden derya ortasinda olan Damalis dimekle ma’rGf kaleyi
bina etti, ...Pilakirniya’ya dek olan liman mesddd ola ve iki sarayda yaptirdugu azim kaalar anin
‘azametine delalet eder, altun sahifeler ile bunlar1 kaplatd: ve ettigi cenkleri ve imaretinin ahvalini
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Chalkokondyles (1423-1490), the Byzantine author who wrote extensively on the
Ottomans'*’, the book ends with an account of Ottoman history as an appendix
narrating the events until 1579."

The fact that Katib Celebi’s translations are mostly preserved in unique
manuscripts suggests that they were not intended to be published as separate works
but produced as the basis for Katib Celebi’s encyclopedic-chronological works.'*?
However, they are still important for understanding the approaches of the
seventeenth century Ottoman historians toward the history of Byzantium.

There also emerges a tradition of world histories arranged by dynasties
which began in the late sixteenth century and continued throughout the seventeenth

143

century. ~ Byzantine history was also incorporated in these chronological world

anda naks ve tasvir ettirdi ve Karadeniz Bogazi’'nda vafir miikellef binalar yaptirdi...Karadeniz
Bogazi’nda Katasekpe dimekle ma’ruf yerde bir mu’azzam manastir yapti...” Katip Celebi, Tarih-i
Kostantiniyye ve Kaydsire, 35-36.

140 Steven Runciman, “Byzantine Historians and the Ottoman Turks”, in Historians of the Middle
East, ed. Bernard Lewis and P. M. Holt (London, 1964) 273-276.

“'H. Wolf, Historia rerum in Oriente gestarum ab exordio mundi et orbe condito ad nostra haec
usque tempora (Frankfurt, 1587). http://books.google.com.tr/books (accessed 10.10.2012). As the
title and the coverage of the book suggests, this edition was part of a greater project including the
history of “Oriental” empires not only the Byzantine but also the Persians, Macedonians, and the
Ottoman Empire. According to Reinsch, these kinds of editions and translations in Europe were also
stimulated by the threat in 1529 posed by the Ottomans who laid siege to Vienna for the first time. In
this context, Byzantine historians’ texts were considered important provided great deal about the
Turks. Reinsch, “Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, 437-438.

"2 This manuscript was found together with another manuscript called Ta’rih-i Frengi which was a
translation of Johann Carion’s Chronicon (Paris, 1548) into Turkish, completed in 1065/1655. 1t is
possible that both works together served as a basis for Katib Celebi’s book on the history of Europe
Irsadiil-hayara ila tarih’il Yunan ve’r Rum ve’n-Nasara [Guide of the Perplexed History of Greeks,
the Byzantines, and the Christians] in 1655. This is a short treatise providing basic information on
the European countries from ancient Greek and Roman histories to France, Spain, Venice, etc. with a
special notes their relationships with the Ottoman Empire. Katip Celebi explained the reason why he
attempted to write such a history as the fact that there was no reliable information available to the
Ottoman reader on the European states. Gottfried Hagen, “Katib Celebi”, in Historians of the
Ottoman Empire, http://www.ottomanhistorians.com/database/pdf/katibcelebi_en.pdf ed. C. Kafadar
H. Karateke C. Fleischer (accessed 07.10.2012) ; Mehmet Aydin, “Katip Celebi’nin frsadu’l-Hayara
Adli Eseri”, Besinci Milletlerarast Tiirkoloji Kongresi istanbul 23-28 September 1985, (Istanbul:
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, 1985), 95-100; Hasim Kog, “XVIL Yiizyilin Ortasinda Osmanli Cografyasi’ndan
Antik Donemlere Bir Bakis: Katip Celebi’nin Eserlerinden Se¢meler”, Dogu Bati Diistince Dergisi,
40 (April 2007), 271.

'3 Although the first short account of “universal history” covering a wide range of periods starting
with the creation of the world was produced during the late fifteenth century, it was in the late
seventeenth century, that a tradition of “universal/world history” began to flourish. It can be said that
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histories. For example, Takvimii’t-tevdrih, a chronological table of world history
beginning from the creation of the world until Katip Celebi’s own time includes the
foundation of Constantinople and the construction of the Hagia Sophia. 14

Hezarfen also composed a kind of world history, known as of Tenkihu’t-
Tevarih-i Miilik [Selections from the Histories of Empires] consisting of nine
chapters.145 After the first five parts which were devoted to the history of Islam,
chapter 6 deals with Greek and Roman history, and chapter 7 the Byzantine period.
This part includes information on the foundation of the city, Byzantine emperors,
the story of Cemberlitas [Constantine’s Column] and Dikilitag [Obelisks of
Theodosius] the construction of Hagia Sophia, and the Latin conquest of

Constantinople. 146

In the preface of the book, Hiizeyin Hezarfen states that for the
history of Christian states, he made use of Greek and Latin sources with the help of
Panayot Efendi and Ali Efendi, who were the dragomans in the Ottoman
government.

Evliya Celebi was another man of the pen in the seventeenth century. His
Seyahatname is an extensive description of the Ottoman Empire providing a
historical and geographical survey of cities with particular attention to their
fortifications, houses, together with the dress, manners and customs of the populace.

After the opening section, Evliya Celebi’s Seyahatname begins with the history of

Istanbul in which he provides a list of the founders of the city and the major

an alternative view of history began to emerge in which the Ottomans were no longer posited in the
center of the cosmos, like the new empirical geography, Cihannuma. Although they were still
Islamic centered, they also include non-Islamic civilizations including the Chinese, Indians and
Greeks. One of the first accounts of non-Muslim history was Ibrahim Miilhemi’s (d.1650) Tarih-i
Miiluk-i Rum ve Efrenc [A history of Romans and Franks]. F. Babinger, Osmanl: Tarih Yazarlari ve
Eserleri, trans. Coskun Ugok, (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig Yayinlari, 1992), 187-188.

L4 Katip Celebi, Takvimii't-Tevarih, facsimile edition, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2009).
' Cited in Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi, Telhisu’l-Beydn fi Kavanin-i Al-i Osman, 8.

146 The rest of the book is devoted to Asia, China, the Philippines, India and America. Hezarfen
finished this book in 1673 and dedicated it to Sultan Mehmed IV. Hezarfen Hiiseyin Efendi,
Telhisu’l-Beydn fi Kavdnin-i Al-i Osman, 8.; Franz Babinger, Osmanli Tarih Yazarlar: ve Eserleri,
trans. Coskun Ugok, (Ankara: Kiiltir Bakanligt Yayinlari), 251-255; B. Lewis, “The Use by Muslim
Historians”, 186-187.
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monuments built by them.'*” He lists the founders of the city as “Siileyman, Melic
Rac’im, Yanko bin Madyan, Iskender-i Ziilkarneyn, Pozantin, Kayser-i Rum,
Vezendon, Kral Yagfur, and Konstantin”® respectively. According to Evliya,
Vezondon, the seventh founder of the city, was responsible for the construction of
Hagia Sophia and the city walls,"*® while other churches of Istanbul were built by
Konstantin, the ninth founder of the city.m As expected, Hagia Sophia took
considerable space in the narratives of Evliya Celebi. He provides a detailed version
of mythical stories and legends of earlier centuries regarding the construction of
Hagia Sophia including the collection of marble from different places, loss of
Architect Ignados, the story of the collapse of the dome on the night of the prophet
Muhammad’s birth, etc. His narration of Hagia Sophia is full of stories of talismanic
features, marvels and wonders of the buildings.lso However, he also devotes a
special section entitled “Eski mabet Biiyiik Ayasofya’min seklini, tarz ve bicimini,
sanat yapiuarmi, uzunluk ve genisligini bildirir’ for describing physical and
aesthetic qualities of the building as well as descriptions of frescoes and mosaics.”!

Other Byzantine churches, (though he never calls them Byzantine, but “the churches

47 Evliya Celebi employs the words “Konstantiniyye, Islambol, istanbul and Belde-i Tayyibe”,
interchangeably.

'S Giiniimiiz Tiirkgesiyle Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi: Istanbul, eds. S.A. Kahraman and Y. Dagli,

(Istanbul: YKY, 2003) Vol.1/1, 6-21. For the history of city, Evliya claimed that he had consulted
the “Yanevan Tarihi”, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Vol.1/1, 23. “Yanevan Tarihi” was probably the
10™ century Arabic work known as Kitab al-'Unwan written by Agapios, a bishop in Mesopotamia.
This book was very well known by Arab writers in the 10" century and Evliya either directly
consulted this book or through Arab writers such as his contemporary Mas’udi. It was one of the
primary sources citing Nikomedya as an earlier city founded in the place of Constantinople.
“Nikomedia, namely Constantinopolis was founded by Nikomedes, but later as this city was
destroyed, King Byzas founded the city again and gave it his name. In later times, Constantine
ascended to throne and gave his name to the city.” cited in Yerasimos, Konstantiniyye ve Ayasofya
Efsaneleri, 64. According to Yerasimos, the name of Yanko Bin Madyan was derived from a
misreading of Nikomedya, mentioned in this book. Yazicioglu’s Diirr-i Meknun was the first source
to mention this legendary founder of Constantinople. Yerasimos, Konstantiniyye ve Ayasofya
Efsaneleri, 63-67.

' Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Vol.1/1, 13-19.

' This is not surprising considering that the whole Seyahatname is full of such legends. It is known
that the aim of Seyahatname was as much to entertain as to inform. Evliya Celebi’s patron and
audience consisted of court officials and artists, military leaders and statesmen, other administrators.
Robert Dankoff, The World of Evliya Celebi, (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2004), 52, 185-214.

5! Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Vol.1/1, 87-88.
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and monasteries built by Konstantin”) he briefly mentions are “Erzayil Kilisesi”
[Church of the Holy Apostles], “Zeyrekbas1 Camii”, [Pantokrator Monastery] “a
monastery with 360 domes, having strong walls like a castle” and “Biiyiik Kubbe
attached to Hagia Sophia” [Sergios and Bachos Church]."?

Evliya Celebi tends to give accurate information only for the Islamic
monuments. When it comes to the monuments of non-Islamic civilizations, he either
omits them or gives very little information. In addition, when he makes some
comparisons, he tends to exaggerate the number and “value” of Islamic monuments
compared to the non-Islamic ones.'” Evliya Celebi’s lack of interest in non-Islamic
monuments has to do with his own sense of identity as a Muslim Ottoman traveller.
It is also possible that he had little or no knowledge of the Byzantine monuments.'*
Yet, he was aware of the Christian use of those buildings. When he provides a
description of converted churches in Anatolia, for example, he briefly mentions its
earlier function as a church. Another point is that Evliya Celebi sometimes
mislabels buildings or gives inaccurate information about them. But this tendency to

assign wrong labels to non-Muslim buildings was not unique to Evliya Celebi and

may be seen among European travellers as well. 199

32 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Vol.1/1, 13-19.

'33 For example, Ayasuluk (i.e., Ephesus): “It is clearly evident from the present remains of ancient
building, how this city was great center in former times. It had: 300 hamam 200 medrese 7 bedestan
(covered market) 70 imarat (public kitchen) 700 stone han, 3000 cesme, 20,000 mescid, 1500
mekteb, 800 cami, also several hundred thousand palaces and several hundred thousand private
houses.” cited in Dankoff, The World of Evliya Celebi, 157-158. See also Muzaffer Ozbay, “Evliya
Celebi’nin Seyahatnamesinde Anadolu Cografyasindaki Gayri Miislim Mabetler”, (Unpublished MA
Thesis, Sakarya Univ. Graduate School of Social Sciences, 2010.)

'** Suraiya Faroghi points out that although Evliya had had some training in religious scholarship
and made use of geographical literature, his primary purpose was not to give an accurate report. His
travelogue constitutes part of imaginative literature. Faroqhi, Approaching Ottoman History, 160-
161.

155 As mentioned in the above section, traveling in the mid-sixteenth century, Pierre Gilles did not
include major medieval Byzantine churches in his work due to his fascination with the heritage of
Greco-Roman antiquity of Istanbul. In fact, he sometimes wrongly designates some Ottoman
buildings such as covered markets (bedesten) as Roman basilicas. Pierre Gilles, The Antiquities of
Istanbul, 30-31.; Faroghi, Approaching Ottoman History, 160-161.
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2.2.4. The Revival of Interest in Byzantine Culture: 18" Century

Although it is often portrayed as the beginning of a period of decline in
Ottoman historiography due to a series of Ottoman military defeats, the 18" century
is in fact a period of significant transformations in the Ottoman Empire.156 This
century was marked by the increased economic and diplomatic ties with Europe. In
addition to the European ambassadors who frequently visited Istanbul, the Ottomans
began to send ambassadors to Europe for temporary missions. The famous Yirmi
Sekiz Mehmed Sa’id Efendi was sent as an ambassador to Paris. It was also in the
18™ century that Ibrahim Miiteferrika began to print books. These developments
resulted in the proliferation of printed seferatnames and translations of European
works which ultimately contributed to the transformation of Ottoman historical
writing. However, we do not see any individual works devoted solely to the history
of the Byzantine Empire, as in the previous century.

Writings on architecture, on the other hand, continued in the eighteenth
centulry.157 What is evident in these writings is that debates regarding the size of the
dome of Hagia Sophia still preoccupied the minds of the eighteenth century
Ottomans. This can be traced in Selimiye Risalesi, a unique historical monograph on
the Selimiye Mosque built by Sinan. The main concern for the author was to convey

the superiority of the Selimiye Mosque over Hagia Sophia by comparing the size of

' For discussions of the “decline” paradigm see Jane Hathaway, “Rewriting Eighteenth Century
Ottoman History”, Mediterranean Historical Review, 19:1 (June, 2004), 29-53.; Donald Quataert,
“Ottoman History Writing and Changing Attitudes Towards the Notion of “Decline”, History
Compass, 1, (2003) ME 038, 1-9, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1478-0542.038/pdf
(accessed 10.03.2012).

"7 Ayvansari Hiiseyin Efendi’s (d. 1786) Hadikat-iil Cevami [Garden of the Mosques] written in the
late eighteenth century (1768-96), was of utmost important for providing descriptive information on
the mosques and their vicinities. Its supplementary version written by Ali Sat1 Efendi republished in
two volumes in 1865. See Howard Crane (trans.), The Garden of the Mosques: Hafiz Hiiseyin al-
Ayvansarayi's Guide to the Muslim Monuments of Ottoman Istanbul, (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2000).
The treatise of Tarih-i Cami-i Serif-i Nur-i Osmani written by Bina Katibi Ahmed Efendi was one of
the most important architectural texts in the eighteenth century providing detailed information
regarding the construction of mosque. Ahmet Efendi, Tarih-i Cami-i Serif-i Nur-u Osmani,
Dersaadet (Istanbul) 1335-37. For an examination of the text within the social and political context
of the period leading to the construction of the mosque, see Ali Uzay Peker, “Return of the Sultan:
Nuruosméaniye Mosque and the Istanbul Bedestan”, in Constructing Cultural Identity, Representing
Social Power edited by Cana Bilsel, Kim Esmark, Niyazi Kizilyiirek, Olafur Rastrick (Pisa: Plus-
Pisa University Press, 2010) http://ehlee.humnet.unipi.it/books5/2/10.pdf (accessed 01.10.2012).
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their domes. It is evident, then, that Hagia Sophia was still perceived as the most
monumental building in the eyes of local people and the author wanted to remind
the reader that Sinan surpassed the dome of Hagia Sophia. 138

Although we cannot find any notable historical or architectural accounts
dealing with Byzantine history and its architecture, it seems that there emerged a
kind of revival of interest in Byzantine culture and architectural tradition,
particularly in istanbul during the 18" century. Furthermore, social and political
transformations concomitant with the urban and architectural developments changed
the built environment of the city and new building types emerged in this period. In
addition to European Baroque and Rococo forms mostly as ornamentation and
facade compositions of secular buildings; there were also Byzantine features in this
new hybrid architectural language."”® According to Maurice Cerasi, the revival of
Byzantine masonry and composition techniques was particularly visible in civic
buildings such as in the facade of the libraries built with consoles beneath the bay
windows, cornices, and alternating courses of brick and stones.'®® A century later,
when Celal Esad wrote about the Byzantine monuments of Istanbul in his
Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul, he would point out the houses built in the
eighteenth century in the Phanar/Fener region of Istanbul as examples of “Byzantine

houses.”'®!

158 Selen Morkog, A Study of Ottoman Narratives, 77-83.

15 Maurice Cerasi, “Historicism and Inventive Innovation in Ottoman Architecture (1720-1820)”, in
7 Centuries of Ottoman Architecture “A Supra-National Heritage”, (Istanbul: Yem Publications,
1999), 34-42.; Ali Uzay Peker, “Western Influences on the Ottoman Empire and Occidentalism in
the Architecture of Istanbul”, FEighteenth-Century Life, Vol. 6/3, (2002), 39-163.
http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/eighteenth-century_life/v026/26.3peker.html ~ (12.01.2009);  Shrine
Hamadeh, “Ottoman Expressions of Early Modernity and the ‘Inevitable’ Question of
Westernization” in JSAH, 63:1 (March, 2004), 32-51.

10 Maurice Cerasi, “Town and Architecture in the 18th Century,” Rassegna, Themes in Architecture:
Istanbul, Constantinople, Byzantium, no. 72 (1997), 37-51.

161 Celal Esad Arseven, Constantinople: De Byzance a Stambul (Paris: H. Laurens, 1909), 146; Eski
Istanbul Abidat ve Mebanisi, ed. Dilek Yelkenci (Istanbul: Celik Gulersoy Vakfi, Istanbul
Kiitiiphanesi, 1989), 191-192. Arseven states that although it is difficult to find any surviving
Byzantine house, the houses in the Phanar region must have been similar to of Byzantine houses.
“Istanbul’un fethinden sonra Rumlarin el-an bugiine kadar iskan etmekde devam ettikleri Fener
cihetinde dahi bazi1 eski evler goriiliir. Bunlarin sekillerine nazaran Bizans vaktinde degilse bile her
halde o tarz insaya pek miisabih olmagla ehemniyetleri asikardir”. Also cited in Peker, “Western
Influences on the Ottoman Empire”, 154.
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One of the questions that should be asked here is how far the patrons or
members of the Ottoman imperial family were aware of this style, or how much
they were involved in the production and the reception of this “re-invented
Byzantine tradition”. It is significant to note that not only civic architecture, but also
some imperial mosque architecture bear certain features that are reminiscent of the
Byzantine tradition particularly in their decorative masonry and architectural details.
The most important examples of such buildings are Zeyneb Sultan Mosque built in
1769 and Sebsefa Kadin Mosque in 1787.162 Therefore, it can be said that this trend,
which incorporated a certain degree of Byzantine and European influence, received
appreciation among the Muslim upper classes of the Empire as well.'®?

While it is not possible to ascribe these changes only to the impact of the
Phanariot families, their role in this “invention of the Byzantine tradition” is
significant.'® As mentioned above, the Phanariot family, who began to rise in the
late sixteenth and seventeenth century onwards, had exerted great influence in the
administration of the Ottoman Empire in the 18th century. Their appointment as
governors to the Danubian municipalities increased their status and they received

the honorary title of bey or plrince.165 The new Phanariot culture was based on their

te2 Tiilay Artan, “Arts and Architecture” in the Cambridge History of Turkey, Vol. 3: The Later
Ottoman Empire, 1603-1839, ed. S.Faroghi, (Cambridge University Press, 2006), 476-477.; Maurice
Cerasi, “The Problem of Specificity and Subordination to External Influences in Late Eighteenth
Century Ottoman Architecture in Four Istanbul Buildings in the Age of Hassa Mimar Mehmed
Tahir”, in Proceedings of the 11th International Congress of Turkish Art, Utrecht, 23-28 August
1999, ed. Machiel Kiel, Nico Landman and Hans Theunissen, Journal of Oriental Studies 4 (2001),
1-23.

163 peker, “Western Influences on the Ottoman Empire”, 147.

1% Stefanos Yerasimos claims that there was no Byzantine influence on the 18" century Ottoman
architecture, despite the fact that Simeon Kalfa and Konstantin Kalfa were from Rum Orthodox
community. Stefanos Yerasimos, “Tiirkiyeli Rumlar”, Goriis, (September, 2002), 16. Tiilay Artan,
on the other hand, points out similarities between architectural details and style of the Catholicon of
the Xeropotamou Monastery on Mount Athos built in (1762-4) and buildings in Constantinople
known as the “Ottoman Baroque”. It is important that it was the Phanariotes family who provided the
architectural details and the building materials as donations for the Catholicon of the Xeropotamou
Monastery. See Miltiades Polyviou, To Katholiko tis Monis Xiropotamou. Athens 1999. Cited in
Artan, “Arts and Architecture” 477.

165 See Christine Philliou, “Families of Empires and Nations: Phanariot Hanedans from the Ottoman
Empire to the World Around It (1669-1856)”, in Transregional And Transnational Families In
Europe And Beyond, eds. Christopher H. Johnson, David Warren Sabean, Simon Teuscher and
Francesca Trivellato, (New York: Berghahn Books, 2011), 177-200.
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self-proclaimed associations with the late Byzantine administrative elite. As they
considered themselves the heirs and custodians of Byzantine culture, they tried to
propagate their Byzantine ancestry by extending their family tree to the late
Byzantine period. They adhered to the Byzantine tradition particularly in the areas
of law, literature, education, and language.166

Considering the common negative connotations of the word “Byzantine” and
dominant perceptions of Byzantium as a despotic and a decadent empire in the
political and historical literature of the eighteenth century Western Europe, such
attempts to revive the Byzantine culture in the Ottoman lands is significant.
However, although the Phanar aristocratic circles had access to Western thought,
the source of their inspiration was initially Russia, as an Orthodox Christian state.
Russia’s rise to a major political power in the eighteenth century gave credibility to
the hopes for a revived Byzantine empire among some Phanariots who were
devoted Orthodox Christians considering the Orthodox Church as the preserver of
traditional religion, culture, and language. Therefore, their hope was the foundation
of a multinational Greek speaking Orthodox state under the leadership of Russia. It
was only after the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-1774 that Phanariots lost this hope
and turned their gaze to West, particularly to France. Thereafter, French rationalism
would exert great influence on the Ottoman Greeks and thus Phanariots culminating
with the Greek independence war of 1821 17

It is within the context of the above mentioned developments that we can
understand the scope of the Byzantine revival in the 18™ century. While there
appears a gradual revival of interest in Byzantine culture, this was limited to certain
areas and most probably related to the rise of the Phanariot family throughout the

eighteenth century. The Greek War of Independence in 1821, on the other hand,

166 A, Vacapoulos, “Byzantinism and Hellenism” Balkan Studies, 9, (1968), 101-126.; Panayotis
Alexandrou Papachristou, “The Three Faces of the Phanariots: an Inquiry into the Role and
Motivations of Greek Nationality under Ottoman Rule (1683-1821)”, (Unpublished Master Thesis,
Simon Fraser University, 1992), 8-11; 42-49.

7 George G. Arnakis, “The Role of Religion in the Development of Balkan Nationalism”, The
Balkans in Transition: essays on the development of Balkan life and politics since the eighteenth
century, ed. Charles Jelavich, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1963), 115-144.;
Papachristou, The Three Faces of the Phanariots, 124-130.
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constituted a breaking point in Ottoman attitudes towards the Phanariots and other
Greeks in the empire. After this period, the Ottomans began to exclude Greeks from
important positions in the bureaucratic and social structure of the empire.168

In sum, then, perceptions of the Byzantine legacy and its appropriation
underwent significant transformations over the course of centuries depending on the
circumstances of the time period. The next chapter will focus on the Western
European perceptions of the Byzantine legacy and its architectural/historiography in
the 19™ century respectively. It will demonstrate that the gradual reversal of these
negative views concerning Byzantium began only in the middle of the nineteenth

century.

1% According to Tlber Ortayli, some of the Phanariots during this era tried to ceate a confederate
administrative structure. One of them, André Coroméles, proposed a Turco-Greek empire and
suggested that the “Sultan should have the title of Sultan of the Turks and King of Greeks.” Another
Phanariot, Pitzipios Bey, suggested the adoption of Byzantine institutions, equality of two religions,
and the coronation of Sultan Abdulmejid as the Emperor of Byzantines. Pitzipios Bey, J.G. L’Orient-
Les Reformes de I’Empire Byzantine, (Paris, 1858) Cited in Ortayli, The Greek and Ottoman
Administration during the Tanzimat Period.
http://sam.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/IlberOrtaylil.pdf (accessed 01.10.2012).
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CHAPTER 3

BETWEEN “EAST” AND “WEST”: BYZANTIUM AND THE WEST IN
THE 19™ CENTURY

The previous chapter described how European and Ottoman perceptions of
Byzantium continually changed within the historical and political context in
previous centuries. This chapter will examine the nineteenth century
transformations in the Western perceptions of Byzantine legacy with an emphasis
on the historiography of Byzantine architecture in this period.

While the first section of this chapter will examine 19" century perceptions
within the political and historical context and the development of Byzantine studies
as an academic discipline, the second section will analyze the treatment of
Byzantine architecture in selected architectural history survey books in Western
Europe and the United States during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century
in order to understand how Byzantine architecture was placed and treated within the

mainstream architectural historiography of the West.

3.1. Rediscovery of Byzantium

The second quarter of the nineteenth century witnessed a gradual
transformation of attitudes towards Byzantium and its architecture. This was a
period of renewed interest in Byzantine history, art and architecture. More
importantly, it was during this period that we see the development of Byzantine
studies as an academic discipline particularly in Germany, Italy and France,
followed by Great Britain and Russia. How can we account for this transformation?

As in previous periods, there was a close connection between political
context and intellectual and academic interest in Byzantium during this period. The
rise of nationalism was certainly an important factor in Europe’s rediscovery of
Byzantium.

The professionalization and institutionalization of history as an autonomous

discipline began in the first half the nineteenth century in Germany. As it has been
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widely accepted, there were close connections between the rise of nationalism and
the rise of history as a science. During this period, the construction of national
identity through history was a main concern of historians. The invention of national
traditions was associated with Romanticism as a literary, philosophical, and artistic
movement directed against the rationalism of the Enlightenment. In the first half of
the nineteenth century, the reaction against the ideals of the French Revolution
came with the discovery of the nation as the key aspect in modern history and it
took the form of the idealization of the Middle Ages.'® Romanticism generated the
idea of the specificity and uniqueness of national identities. In response to the
universalism of the Enlightenment’, the aim of history was now to search for
national authenticities which in turn called for nation-states. Thus, the
Enlightenment notion of a universal civilization was replaced by the specificity of
national trajectories reflecting the nationalization of historiography.'”® European
Romantic historians concentrated on the Middle Ages as a foundational moment for
national histories. In turn, editions of medieval sources were published across
Europe. Medievalism became one of the most enduring characteristics of Romantic
national history writing.171 In other words, Nationalism motivated by desires to find
the origins of local cultures, led to a new interest in the Middle Ages which were
now perceived as a transitional period between ancient and modern in the

172 Thus, rehabilitation and

development of European identity and national history.
selective appropriation of Byzantium for the construction of national histories in
various European countries were in the making.

Germany played a leading role in this development. In German

historiography, the Middle Ages began to be perceived as a “high point” of German

169 Georg Iggers, and Q. Edward Wang, Global History of Modern Historiography, (Harlow,
England; New York : Pearson Longman, 2008), 70-71.

' Stefan Berger, “The Invention of European National Traditions in European Romanticism”, in
The Oxford History of Historical Writing, Vol. 4: 1800-1945, ed. Stuart Macintyre, Juan
Maiguashca, Attila Pk, (Oxford University Press, 2011), 19-26.

7! Stefan Berger, “The Invention of European National Traditions”, 31-33.

172 Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 8.
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history in establishing a connection between the modern and antiquity.'” In this
connection, the early Christian period played an important role as a transmitter. In
the area of architectural history, along with interests in the classical period, there
was also growing attention in the medieval period and an attempt to re-evaluate its
art and architecture. The Middle Ages were no longer seen as the period of decay.
Art historians began to re-evaluate Gothic art and architecture of the Middle Ages in
a different light. For example, French and German scholars began to emphasize the
inherent logic of the structure of Gothic buildings. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
(1749-1832) stated that Gothic was worthy of respect like the architecture of

classical pelriods.174

Thus, while Gothic continued to be seen as the high point of
medieval architecture, there also emerged a renewed interest in Byzantine
architecture. German scholars construed continuity between the churches of the
Rhine and the early Byzantine churches. In other words, traces of Hellenism found
in early Rhenish churches were assumed to come through Byzantium.'” Friedrich
Wilhelm IV of Prussia, who visited Ravenna and San Marco in Venice fifty years

h.'”® His views on the

after the visit of Gibbon, was impressed with the churc
Byzantine monuments were in stark contrast with those of Gibbon.

Yet what was behind Friedrich Wilhelm’s interest in Byzantine architecture?
According to Nelson, it was closely associated with the political and economic
backdrop that culminated with the revolutionary events of March 1848. Friedrich
Wilhelm was trying to reconstruct sacral monarchy. The medieval traditions were
considered as crucial for reconstructing “a conservative counter-movement”.

Similar to Napoleon in the 18™ century, his model was Emperor Constantine the

Great. By reforming the Prussian church and returning to early traditions, he wanted

173 Iggers, Global History of Modern Historiography, 70-73.

174 Fernie, Art History and its Methods, 12-13.

175 Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 17-18.

176« We were struck dumb by the majesty and luxury, nothing but gold and mosaic and marble.

Beholding this miracle is like reading the Apocalypse (book of Revelation). I cannot otherwise
express my feelings...” quoted in Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 37.
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to consolidate his political position.'”” Thus, it can be said that in addition to
nationalism, the politically motivated historicism of the period played the defining
role in changing attitudes towards the study of Byzantine architecture in Germany.

One could argue for a close connection between political aspirations and
cultural projects in Friedrich Wilhelm’s policies. For example, in 1847 he sent W.
Salzenberg to Constantinople to study Hagia Sophia. Salzenberg’s visits to
Constantinople coincided with the restoration works of Hagia Sophia by the Swiss
Fossati brothers. This enabled Salzenberg to see the inside of Hagia Sophia and
study it thoroughly. It was Sultan Abdiilmecid himself who commissioned the
Fossati brothers to undertake such an important work. This reveals that 19" century
interest to Byzantine architecture was not limited to Germany. After succeeding his
father in 1839, the Ottoman Sultan Abdiilmecid whose reign is often perceived as
the beginning of the Tanzimat [Restructuring] in Ottoman history, initiated a series
of reforms. He wanted Westerners rather than the official palace architect for the
mission of restoration of Hagia Sophia. He also ordered the non-figurative mosaics
to be revealed and restored. After this restoration, Fossati published a series of
lithographs in London with the title of Aya Sofia as Recently Restored by Order of
H. M. the Sultan Abdul Medjid in 1852."7® As Nelson noted, the appearance of the
Sultan’s name and fughra at the top of the album’s frontispiece displays the Sultan’s
role in this project and the book’s “quasi-official character”.'”’

A few years later, W. Salzenberg published his Alt-christliche Baudenkmale
von Constantinopel in 1854. Salzenberg’s work made significant contributions to
the production of the knowledge about the Byzantine monuments of Constantinople
in the West and signaled the beginning of the academic study of Byzantium. An
important development was the establishment of an Institute for Byzantine Studies

within the University of Munich and the foundation of the first journal focusing on

""" Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 40- 41.

178 Gaspare Fossati, Aya Sofia, Constantinople, as Recently Restored by Order of H. M. the Sultan
Abdul Medjid. From the original drawings by Chevalier Gaspard Fossati. Lithographed by Louis
Hache esq (London, 1852).

' Nelson, Hagia Sophia, 30-31.
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Byzantine studies, Byzantinische Zeitschrift by Karl Krumbacher (1856-1909), one
of the most important German scholars.'® His Geschichte der byzantinischen
Literatur von Justinian bis zum Ende des Ostroemischen Reiches [History of
Byzantine Literature from Justinian to the Fall of the Eastern Empire] was also
published in 1897. One of the other important historiographical works in this period
was the production of Corpus Scriptorium Historiae Byzantinae published between
1828 and 1897 in fifty volumes. Initiated by Barthold Georg Niebuhr (1776-1831),
it was edited by the classical philologist Immanuel Bekker (1785-1871) under the
auspices of the Prussian Academy of Sciences.'®!

French scholars also showed renewed appreciation toward the study of
Byzantium during this period. French architects were especially active in exploring
monuments in Turkey and Greece. Commissioned by the French government to
survey the monuments of Asia Minor and Greece as early as 1834, Charles Texier
and R. Popplewell Pullan’s L’architecture byzantine; ou, Recueil de monuments des
premiers temps du Christianisme en Orient was published in 1864. In contrast to
earlier works in which sources mainly consisted of the Byzantine monuments of
Italy, this study focused particularly on the Byzantine monuments in southeastern
Europe and Anatolia. As the authors themselves indicate, the aim of this
comprehensive study of the Byzantine monuments was to challenge earlier
assumptions about Byzantine architecture and re-examination through systematic
findings of aurchaeology.182 Texier and Pullan’s work, indeed, had significant impact
on the re-evaluation of Byzantine architecture in later periods. Albert Lenoir,
another French scholar who studied the Byzantine monuments in Turkey and
Greece, published several important works on Byzantine architecture including

Architecture monastigue in 1852 and several articles in Reuve générale de

"% Jeffreys et al., “Byzantine Studies as an Academic Discipline”, 5.

'8! CSHB (Bonn: 1828-97), was re-edition of Byzantine historiographical texts, first edited and
printed in the 16" and 17" centuries so called Parisien Corpus. All the texts are accompanied by
Latin translations. http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/byzantiuny/alltexts.asp (accessed 10.10.2012) See
Reinsch, “Editing Byzantine Historiographical Texts”, 441.

'8 Ahmet Ersoy, “Architecture and the Search for Ottoman Origins in the Tanzimat Period” in
Mugarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World, XXIV, (2007), 136, n.13.
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I’architecture. Charles Bayet’s L’Art byzantine, published in 1883 should be
mentioned as it provides the first comprehensive outline of Byzantine art defined as
the synthesis of antiquity, the Orient and Christianity. 183

The construction of French cultural and academic interest in Byzantium as
part of French national history and culture also took place during this period. As in
Germany, the French attributed special importance to the early middle ages in
defining the roots of modern France. For example, Augustin Thierry, in his
Narratives of the Merovingan Era (1840) provided an outline of historical roots of
modern France by focusing on the early middle ages. 184

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the great interest in medieval
architecture was reserved for Gothic architecture which was considered as the
pinnacle of the national achievement in France. Viollet-le-Duc was one of the
pioneers of this view among others. In later times, however, there emerged a
renewed interest in Byzantine architecture.'® For example, in the first edition of
Alexandre Laborde’s Le Monuments de la France published in 1836, while Gothic
architecture was paid special importance, Byzantine architecture had had little
space. In the second edition, twenty years later, however, Laborde identified some
of French monuments as Romanesque or Byzantine in style. Towards the middle of
the century, the works for searching the origin of Gothic architecture in the context
of the search for the past of French national history, led to the search for
Romanesque and Byzantine architecture. Prosper Merimée, the Inspector of

Historical Monuments, was one of the first scholars to suggest that “French Gothic

18 Mark Crinson, Empire Building: Orientalism and Victorian Architecture, (London and New

York: Routledge, 1996), 72-74.
134 Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 56-57.

'™ This gradual change was partially related to the territorial expansion of the Grand Tour which
now included Ottomans lands, particularly Greece and the Holy Lands. Kostis Kourelis who has
analyzed published accounts of nineteenth century travellers to Greece argues that “travel writings
display the invention of a visual and textual vocabulary to describe medieval sites that in turn laid the
groundwork for medieval architectural history”. He also points out that there were parallels between
European tourist’s discovery of Greece in the 19" century and the increase in the academic study of
medieval architecture in the West. Kourelis, “Early Travellers in Greece”, 41.
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was deeply indebted to Byzantine models”.'"*® Armand Mallays’s Essay on the
Romanesque and Romano-Byzantine Churches in the Department of Puy-de-Dome
(183 8)187 made reference to Byzantine elements of medieval French cathedrals. In
his L’architecture byzantine en France” in 1851, Félix Verneihl, historian and
archeologist, further developed the idea of Byzantine heritage of medieval French
architecture by comparing Byzantine and Romanesque buildings in Aquitaine,
France. In the field of art history, it was Adolphe-Napole‘on Didron, who suggested
a link between the iconography of Byzantine painting and that of medieval France

188 And, thus, as in the case

in his Iconoraphie chrétienne: historié de Dieu in 1843.
of Germany, the development of the idea of Byzantine heritage of France was
closely associated with nationalism, romanticism and politically motivated
historicism.

Unlike French and German scholars who claimed a kind of historical
continuity between their national histories and Byzantium, British scholars had to
find creative ways to appropriate Byzantium in the construction of the history of
Great Britain whose geographical position was far from ancient remains of the

. 189
Byzantine monuments.

This factor among others played an important role in
shaping the British attitude and appropriation of Byzantium. Indeed Byzantine
remained a little studied topic until the mid-nineteenth century. Unlike France and
Germany where governments actively supported the academic study of Byzantium
and funded several large scale projects, it was mainly individual scholars who
initiated Byzantine studies in Great Britain. Furthermore, in contrast to French

architects and theorists whose knowledge was based on extensive archeological

'% prosper Merimée, “Essai sur I’architecture religieuse du moyen age”, Annuaire historique pour
1838, (Paris, 1837) 383-327, Cited in Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 57.

187 Armand Mallays, Essai sur les églises romanes et Romano-Byzantines du départment de Puy-de-
Déme and Cours d’antiquités monumentales, 1828, Cited in Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 57-58.

138 This manuscript, Manuel d’iconographie chretienne grecque et latine (Paris, 1845; reprint, New
York, 1963) was a painter’s guide, later translated into German, Russian and English, constituted

major source about Byzantine painting throughout the nineteenth century. For more information see
Paul Hetherington, The Painter’s Manual of Dionysius of Fourna (London, 1974).

139 Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 107-108.
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work, British knowledge of Byzantium was mostly based on secondary textual
sources. However, this situation changed by the turn of the century when John
Ruskin, the British scholar, travelled to Venice. In many ways his works did what
Charles Texier had done in France a few decades earlier. Even though Ruskin’s
examinations were based solely on Venice, he constructed a more general view of
Byzantine architecture. His views on St. Mark and the Byzantine palaces of Venice
reveal that Ruskin’s method was based on close examination of the visual and
structural features of Byzantine architecture.!”® Ruskin’s two architectural studies,
The Seven Lamps of Architecture (1849) and Stones of Venice (1853) had an
important impact on the modern reception of Byzantine art and architecture in
Britain. W. R. Lethaby and Harold Swainson’s The Church of Sancta Sophia,
Constantinople: A Study of Byzantine Building (1894) was another important British
study on Byzantine monuments.'*!

Still, Gibbon’s interpretation of Byzantium and medieval Christianity in the
18™ century continued to influence the British construction of Byzantium in the 19"
century in certain ways. While in the nineteenth century another British historian,
E.A. Freeman’s construction of the history of architecture was different from that of
Gibbon and had a significant influence on the subsequent authors in Britain and
Western Europe, his approach was rather ambiguous and reflected the British
historical and geographic position. Freeman, on the one hand, located Byzantium in
a prominent position in the historical development of Western European
architecture; until that time, “Byzantium had been something of a curiosity in

e 55192
Britain.”

On the other hand, he described Byzantium as an alien culture to
Western Europe. This attitude had tremendous impact on the approaches of
subsequent authors to Byzantine architecture.

The turn of the nineteenth century also introduced significant changes in

Russia. Similar to Europe, Russian interest in Byzantium increased as part of the

' Crinson, Empire Building, 81-83.
1 Buyllen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 119-131.

192 Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 117.
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endeavor to search for cultural roots in the processes of building a national
identity.'”® However, unlike Western Europe where the focus was on classical
Greco-Roman heritage that Byzantium had preserved; Russian interests were
centered on searching the Slavic-Byzantine roots of Russian culture. The shared
heritage of Orthodox Christianity, of course, played an important role. 194

Although the capital of the Russian empire, Moscow was called the third
Rome by some Russian writers in the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries,w5
Russia’s cultural and political appropriation of the Byzantine legacy was rather
slow. In fact, during the reign of Peter the Great, there was a reaction against the
Byzantine influence and ideals, since the Byzantine Empire was defined as
“oriental” as in Europe in the 18" century and Russia turned her face to the Western
culture.'”® It was only in the early 19" century, when the national awakening began
as it did elsewhere in Europe that we see the development of Byzantine studies in
Russia.

Initially, Byzantine studies in Russia had begun through activities of 19"

century Russian travellers and collectors of Christian antiquities.197 It was V. G.

' The Byzantine Empire’s relations with Russia began in the first half the ninth century through the
spread of Christianity in its Greek Orthodox version from Constantinople, the adaptation of Roman
law among the Slavs, the influence of Byzantine literature, art and architecture. Thus, the emulation
of Byzantine cultural and political models created a cultural unity in the Balkan region and Russia.
See John Meyendorff, “Cultural Ties: Byzantium, Southern Slavs and Russia”, Byzantium and the
Rise of Russia (Cambridge University Press, 1981), 119-144.; Dimitri Obolensky, The Byzantine
Commonwealth: Eastern Europe 500-1453 (London, 1971).

"% Robert Ousterhout, “The Rediscovery of Constantinople and the Beginnings of Byzantine
Archaeology: A Historiographic Survey”, in Scramble for the Past: A Story of Archaeology in the
Ottoman Empire, 1753-1914, ed. Zainab Bahrani, Zeynep Celik, Edhem Eldem, (Istanbul: SALT,
2011), 198.

19 For more information, see John Meyendorff “Was there ever a ‘Third Rome’? Remarks on the
Byzantine Legacy in Russia,” The Byzantine Tradition after the fall of Constantinople, ed. J.
Yiannias (London: Charlottesville, 1991), 45-60; Dimiter G. Angelov, “The Making of
Byzantinism”, 10.  http://www.docshut.com/kmpwrp/49388939-the-making-of-byzantinism-by-
dimiter-g-angelov.html (accessed 13.02.2013).

19 Alexander A. Vasiliev, “B yzantine Studies in Russia, Past and Present”, The American Historical
Review, Vol. 32, No. 3 (1927), 539.

"7 Olga Etinhof, “Pyotr Ivanovich Sevastianov and His Activity in Collecting Byzantine Objects in
Russia”, Through the Looking Glass: Byzantium Through British Eyes, Papers from the Twenty-
ninth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, London, March 1995, ed. Robin Cormack and
Elizabeth Jeffreys, (Ashgate, Variorum, 2000), 211-220.

69



Vasilievski, professor in the University of Petrograd and member of the Academy
of Sciences (d. 1899), who established the systematic study of Byzantine history in
Russia. Baron V. Rosen and I. Lamanski who worked on Slavonic history were also
interested in Byzantine history as Slavonic history was considered directly related to
Byzantine history. At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth
century, many Russian professors of classics, such as V. Ernstedt, P. Nikitin, and V.
Latyshev began to study Byzantine texts. However, it was Kondakov (1844-1925),
who promoted Byzantine studies in Russia at the turn of the century. '*®

Institutional development of Byzantine studies in Russia emerged after the
Russian defeat in the Crimean War (1853-56) and was closely connected with
Russian political ambitions in the Ottoman territories. Even after the foundation of
the Greek Kingdom, the Ottoman Empire retained a great number of Orthodox
Christian subjects. Having thought that the demise of Ottoman Empire was
inevitable, the aim of Czar Nikolas I was first to gain control over these people as
the primary step of wider aspirations to develop Russian hegemony in the
Balkans."” The Russian Archaeological Institute which was established in
Constantinople in 1894 was part of Russian political agenda in the Ottoman lands.
The primary aim of the institute was not merely to acquire classical and Byzantine
art objects and manuscripts through archaeological excavations and purchasing. It
was closely connected with the construction of a Slavic identity. In this context,
some archaeological excavations were also carried out in Bulgaria, Macedonia and

200 Feodor

Serbia to legitimate their Slavonic history through Byzantine heritage.
Ivanovich Uspenski (1845-1928), a historian, archaeologist and epigraphist, was

appointed as the director of the institute. However, after Turkey had entered into the

19 Vasiliev, “Byzantine Studies in Russia”, 539.

' Suraiyya Faroghi and Fikret Adanir, eds. “Introduction”, the Ottomans and the Balkans: a
Discussion of Historiography, (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 33.

% Konstantinos Papoulidis, “The Russian Archaeological Institute of Constantinople (1894-1914):
From Its Establishment until Today” in Perceptions of the Past in the Turkish Republic: Classical
and Byzantine Periods, ed. Scott Redford and Nina Ergin, Ancient Near Eastern studies. Supplement
31. (Leuven; Walpole, Mass: Peeters, 2010), 187-92.
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WWI on the side of Germany, Uspenskii left Constantinople and went back to

Russia and the institution was closed. 2°!

3.2. Designation of Byzantine Architecture

Before dealing with the treatment of Byzantine architecture in architectural
history survey books, it may be useful to have a look at the development of the
nomenclature of “Byzantine architecture” as a distinct style in western architectural
historiography.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, although initial Byzantine studies date
as far back as the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries while focusing on the
philological and topographical studies, there was little knowledge of Byzantine
architecture as ““a distinct style”. In fact, until the middle of the nineteenth century,
there was no convention on the idea that what constitutes Byzantine architecture or
what is the suitable label for it. In Germany, the tenth and eleventh churches of the
Rhineland were described as Byzantine, while in Britain round arched churches of
Saxon or Norman origin were considered Byzantine. French scholars, on the other
hand, used the term Byzantine to describe what would be later called as
Romanesque buildings of the southwest. >

Until the mid-nineteenth century, there was no convention on the use of
terminology to distinguish different “styles of architecture” not only for Byzantine
but also for architecture labeled as Romanesque and Gothic today. At the beginning
of the nineteenth century, the interpretation of architecture particularly in France
was closely related to the rise of interest in Gothic as a model of rational
structure.’® Since Vasari, medieval architecture in the form of Gothic style had
been seen as the epitome of barbaric styles. The change in the interpretation of

Gothic as a logical manner of building was first proposed by Goethe. Moreover,

201 yasiliev, “Byzantine Studies in Russia”, 541.
202 Byllen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 8.

*% David Watkin, The Rise of Architectural History, (Chicago and London: University of Chicago
Press, 1980), 22-24.
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Goethe was also one of the first to construct a relationship between medieval
architecture in Germany and the “spirit of German nation.””** It was William
Morris, however, who placed Gothic style as one of the great achievement in human

history. 205

In an attempt to understand the origins of Gothic, European scholars
turned their attention to pre-Gothic monuments. The term Neugriechisch was
invented in Germany by the antiquarian Sulpiz Boisserée, who used the term for the
first time in his diary for 1811 to describe “Byzantine-influenced Romanesque
architecture” of Rhineland. Similarly, another German scholar, Friedrich Schegel,
identified the earlier period of German medieval architecture (now called
Romanesque) as grdzisierend on account of some similarity with “Constantinian-
Byzantine Christian” architecture.” According to Schegel, German medieval
architecture had borrowed from Byzantine architecture on account of the trade
relations and royal marriage between the Byzantine Empire and Ottonian Germany.
A more descriptive adjective used for the pre-Gothic architecture was round-arched
(rundbogig). Later, the word romanisch (Romanesque) began to be used on account
of the Roman provenance of this type of architecture. The term neugriechisch was
transferred to France through Ludovic Vitet, who was the Inspecteur générale des
Monuments historiques, when he toured Germany in 1829. In his first article, he
used the word neo-grec to describe Romanesque architecture which he thought “as a
bridge between the art of Byzantium and the Gothic”. In the second article

published in 1830, he used the term neo-grec as a synonym for Byzantine to

% Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, “German Architecture”, Literary Sources of Art History: An
Anthology of Texts from Theophilus to Goethe, ed. E.B.G. Holt, (Princeton University Press, 1947),
542-59. This attitude to medieval architecture was followed by others. In his writings on the “Génie
du Chritianisme” in 1804, Chateaubriand states when he enters a Gothic cathedral, he feel old days
of France.; F.A., Chateaubriand, Génie du Christianisme ou Beautés de la Religion Chrétienne, Le
Normant-Imprimeur Librairie, (Paris, 1816). http://archive.org/ details/ genieduchristiaO0chatgoog>
(accessed 22.10.2011).

205 Fernie, Art History and Its Methods, 92-93.

% David B. Brownlee, “Neugriechisch/Néo-Grec: The German Vocabulary of French Romantic
Architecture, JSAH, Vol. 50, No. 1 (Mar., 1991), 18-21. For the use of the term see also Neil Arthur
Levine, “The Romantic Idea of Architectural Legibility: Henri Labrousta and the Neo-Grec” in The
Architecture of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, ed. Arthur Drexler, (New York and Cambridge, 1977),
330-332.
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describe Italian architecture of Lombardian.’ Prosper Merimée also adopted neo-
grec as a synonym for Byzantine. Viollet-le-Duc, on the other hand, used
“Byzantin” as a synonym for “Roman” when he described the architecture of the
south of France.””

Another French scholar, Stephane Niquet in his essay on “Style byzantine,

2

style Lombard” describes “byzantine” as a name given to early Christian
architecture when Emperor Constantine founded the empire in the ancient
Byzantium.””” Similarly, F. de Verneilh in his L 'architecture byzantine en France
also employed the term “byzantine” to denote the round-arched style in the
architecture of southeast France.”'® Albert Lenoir was one of the forerunners of the
understanding of Byzantine architecture as a different style in France. In a series of
essays titled “Etudes d’architecture en France” published together with Léon
Vaudoyer in 1839 tried to differentiate these styles. Accordingly, while the “style
Latin” spanned the fifth to the late twelfth centuries, in the east, Christian
monuments of this period should be called “style Byzantine”; in the southern Italy
“Sarrazin”, in the north “Lombard”, and in England, “Norman or Saxon”.*!!

After the second half of the nineteenth century, it seems that the term
“Byzantine architecture” began to be used more conveniently. Belonging to after
this period, architectural survey books examined here employ the term of Byzantine

architecture with similar usage as today. Among them, Fergusson still complains

about the misuse of the term “Byzantine” particularly by French authors in

207 Vitet, “De I ’architecture lombarde” Revue frangais, XVI1, July 1830, 155, cited in Brownlee,
“Neugriechisch/Néo-Grec”, 20.

208 s . . .. R
Merimée, “Essai sur [D’architecture religieuse du moyen age”, 292.; Brownlee,
“Neugriechisch/Néo-Grec”, 21.

*® Stéphane Niquet, “Exposition et discussion générale des doctrines historiques. De L’architecture
en France au Moyen-Age. Premier article: Style Byzantine, Style Lombard”, Journal de I’Institute
historique, (1834), Vol.1, 67-68. He states: “...comme le siecle de 1’empire était alors a
Constantinople, I ’ancienne Byzance, on appela monuments chrétiens basiliques byzantines; de la
vient le nom de byzantine donné style d’architecture de la premiere époque de christianisme”.

HOF de Verneilh, L’architecture byzantine en France, (Paris, 1851)
https://archive.org/stream/larchitecturebyz0Overn#page/n5/mode/2up (10.11.2011).

2 1 éon Vaudoyer and Albert Lenoir, “Btudes d’architecture en France”, Magasin Pittoresque, 7
(1839), 334; Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 59.
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architecture, who, he argued, employed the term for any church having “round
arch” and “colored decoration” in Rhine and France. Instead, he proposed the
restriction of the term with the “architecture of Greek Church invented in
Constantinople under emperor Justinian, down to the 16™ or 17" century, and to be
practiced in all Christian countries of the East.”"

Considering discussions on the terminology used for defining Byzantine
architecture, it can be argued that the study of Byzantine architecture was developed
from the study of the Gothic and, then Romanesque architecture. During this period,
the terms “Neo-Grec” or “Romanesque” were not always distinguishable from the
term “Byzantine”. In addition, it was not until the mid-nineteenth century they

distinguished between the two. This use of architectural vocabulary was also closely

related to the view of Romantic history. 2"

3.3.  Architectural History Survey Books: A Selection

History has always been an important part of the architectural education.*"
Architectural history textbooks are an essential part of survey courses that introduce

students of architecture to the canonical premises of the discipline.215 In the

12 James Fergusson, The illustrated handbook of architecture: being a concise and popular account

of the different styles of architecture prevailing in all ages and all countries, (London: J. Murray,
second edition 1859, (the first edition 1835), 943. Also cited in Crinson, Empire Building, 75.

13 As Mango points outs, architectural historians are still preoccuppied with the question as to
whether the term Byzantine defines “the architecture linked to a political identity, (the eastern
Roman Empire), the architecture of a religion (eastern Christianity) or a certain style.” See Cyril
Mango, “Approaches to Byzantine Architecture”, Mugarnas, 8 (1991), K. A. C. Creswell and His
Legacy, 40.

2% For a review of teaching history in Schools of Architecture in the West, see Stanford Anderson,
“Architectural History in Schools of Architecture”, The Journal of the Society of Architectural
Historians, Vol. 58, No. 3, 1999/2000. (Sep.1999), 282-290.

*!3 For an evaluation of architectural history education in the universities in Turkey and Greece with
an emphasis on the “national architectural histories” see, Giilsiim Baydar, “Teaching Architectural
History in Turkey and Greece: The Burden of the Mosque and the Temple”, The Journal of the
Society of Architectural Historians, Vol. 62, No. 1, (March 1999), 84-91. For an analysis of
architectural history textbooks published since 1985 focusing on the inclusion of the contributions of
women in the grand narrative of architecture, see Meltem O. Giirel and Kathryn H. Anthony, “The
Canon and the Void: Gender, Race, and Architectural History Texts”, Journal of Architectural
Education, Volume 59, Issue 3, (2006), 66-76.
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nineteenth century, there was a need for students of architecture to know history as
part of their professional training. In this context, survey books were produced to
provide them with the historical background. In the twentieth century, on the other
hand, the audience of the architectural survey books expanded because of growing
interest in architecture in a wider community. This has been partly the result of the
increase in the number of travellers and the interest in architectural conservation
after the destruction of the wars. Subsequently, through architectural exhibitions and
popular media, the interest in history of architecture also increased.”'® In this
context, it is clear that architectural history survey books not only address the
students but also a wider public by providing a “conventional” and
“straightforward” presentation of the development of the architecture through the
ages.

Architectural history survey books examined here were produced in a time
period from the mid-nineteenth to early twentieth century. This means that they
constitute the first examples of architectural history survey books in the form as we

understand today.217

The selection of the survey books was also made by
considering their respective roles in art and architectural history education and by
virtue of being the most referenced texts in writing history of architecture. In this

context, eight architectural survey books from Great Britain, the United States,

*1% Christy Anderson, “Writing the Architectural Survey: Collective Authorities and Competing
Approaches”, Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, Vol. 58, No. 3, 1999/2000.
(Sep.1999), 350-355. Throughout the twentieth century, new survey books were produced due to the
proliferation of the knowledge and the changing parameters of the scholarship. As architectural
history has profoundly changed during the course of the last decades, new survey books have been
produced to cover all these changes in the discipline that incorporate new approaches and
perspectives accordingly.

*'7 David Watkin notes that the first examples of survey of architecture can be seen in the
seventeenth century France. These were also the first accounts of the history of French architecture.
Austrian architect Johann Bernard Fischer von Erlach’s (1656-1723) Entwurf einer historischen
Architektur (Vienna, 1723) is sometimes considered as the first survey of architectural history. A
second edition of 1725 was reprinted in 1730 with an English translation by Thomas Lediard with a
title “A Plan of Civil and Historical Architecture, in the representation of the most noted buildings of
foreign nations, both ancient and modern”. Watkin, The Rise of Architectural History, 1. The first art
history survey texts that can be called “global” were written during the mid-nineteenth century. In
this regard, Franz Theodor Kugler’s Handbook of Art History (1842) is often considered as the first
comprehensive survey of art history. See, Mitchell Schwarzer, “Origins of the Art History Survey
Text”, Art Journal 54, no. 3, (autumn, 1995), 24-29.
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Germany and France were chosen to cover wider geographical space as much as
possible. Special attention was paid to the diversity of the scholar’s backgrounds; a
historian, a practicing architect, an artist, a professor of architecture teaching in the
university. These survey books include;
1. Thomas Hope, An Historical Essay on Architecture, 1835218 (fig. 1)
2. Edward A. Freeman, A History of Architecture, 1849. *' (fig. 2)
3. James Fergusson, lllustrated Handbook of Architecture: Being a Concise
and Popular Account of the Different Styles of Architecture Prevailing in
All Ages and Countries (1855) (fig. 3); History of Architecture in All
Countries from the Earliest Times to the Present Day (1862-67).**° (fig. 4)

28 Thomas Hope, An Historical Essay on Architecture, (London: John Murray, 1835). I used its
digital copy downloaded from archive.org: http://archive.org/details/anhistoricalessOlhopegoog,
(accessed 01.11.2011). Thomas Hope (1769-1831) (the book published posthumously by his family)
was a merchant banker, but also an author, art collector and one of the pioneers of Neo-Classical
revival in England. His book is one of the first architectural history survey books. See, David Watkin
and Jill Lever, “A Sketch-book by Thomas Hope”, Architectural History, Vol. 23 (1980).

2 Edward A. Freeman, A History of Architecture, (London: Joseph Masters, 1849). I used its digital
copy downloaded from archive.org: http:// archive.org/streamahistoryarchitecture/page/n14/mode/2
(accessed 26.10.2011). This book was one of the first examples of the universal histories of
architecture. Edward A. Freeman (1823-1892) is often known for his historical works particularly
History of the Norman Conquest of England. He extensively wrote on classical Greece, Rome and
Byzantine history. Freeman’s constitution of the history of architecture has exerted important
influence on subsequent authors in Britain and Western Europe. For this reason, his treatment of the
history of Byzantine architecture is important. See Frederic Harrison, Historical Method of Professor
Freeman, (New York-London: the Macmillan Company, 1898); See also Paul Stephenson, ‘“Pioneers
of Popular Byzantine History”, in The Byzantine World, ed. Paul Stephenson, (London and New
York: Routledge, 2010) 462-477.

0 James Fergusson (1808-86) was one of the most influential and widely read architectural

historians of the Victorian period of Britain. His first book on the survey of architectural history was
illustrated Handbook of Architecture: being a concise and popular account of the Different Styles of
Architecture prevailing in all Ages and Countries published in 1855 in 2 volumes. Because of the
public and academic interests of the book, it was published several times with extensive editions and
renamed History of Architecture in All Countries from the Earliest Times to the Present Day (1862-
1867) in four volumes. I used both works’ digital copies downloaded from archive.org: James
Fergusson [llustrated Handbook of Architecture: being a concise and popular account of the
Different Styles of Architecture prevailing in all Ages and Countries, second edition, 1859.
http://archive.org/details/illustratedhandO1ferggoog (accessed 01.11.2011); History of Architecture
in All Countries from the Earliest Times to the Present Day, Vol.2 (1887)
http://archive.org/details/historyofarchite002ferg, (accessed 10.10.2011). The importance of
Fergusson lies in his approach to the study of architecture which is compatible with the ideas of the
nineteenth century historiography in Western Europe. For the purpose of this thesis, his books are
also important for their extensive sections on Byzantine architecture. Moreover, his books are also
credited for being one of the first architectural survey devoted extensive chapters on the “Eastern”
architecture.
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4. Daniel Ramee, Histoire Générale de L’architecture, 1860.7' (fig. 5)

5. Afred Dwight Foster Hamlin, A Text-book of the History of Architecture,
1896.%* (fig. 6)

6. Albert Rosengarten, Die architektonischen Stylarten, 1869 (A Handbook
of Architectural Styles, 1898)*% (fig. 7)

7. Banister Fletcher and Sir Banister Fletcher, A history of Architecture for
the Student, Craftsman, and Amateur: Being a Comparative View of the
Historical Styles from the Earliest Period, 1896.%** (fig. 8)

8. F.M. Simpson, A History of Architectural Development, 1913.%% (fig. 9)

2! Daniel Ramee, Histoire Genérale de L’architecture, 2 Vols. (Paris: Amyot, 1860). I used its
digital copy downloaded from archive.org: http://archive.org/details/histoiregnraledOOramgoog,
(accessed, 11.3.2011). Daniel Ramee was a French architect with an interest in history. Before
writing a world history of architecture, he wrote extensively on the architecture of France seuch as
Monographie de l'église Notre-Dame de Noyon. Plans, coupes, élévations et détails (1845); Histoire
de L'Architecture En France (1846).

22 Alfred Dwight Foster Hamlin (1855-1926) was an American architect, born at Istanbul. A Text-
book of the History of Architecture, (New York: Longmans, Green, 1896). I used its digital copy
downloaded from archive.org: http://archive.org/details/atextbookhistor0lhamlgoog (accessed
10.11.2011).

3 Albert Rosengarten (1809-1893) was a German artist trained in classical traditions. I used English
translation and digital copy downloaded from archive.org: Albert Rosengarten A Handbook of
Architectural Styles, trans. W. Collett-Sandars, (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1898).
http://archive.org/details/ahandbookarchitOOrosegoog (accessed 10.10.2011).

24 Banister Flight Fletcher (1866-1953) was a British architect and architectural historian, as was his
father, also named Banister Fletcher (18333-1899). With his father, he co-authored the first edition
of A History of Architecture on the Comparative Method, (1896) After Fergusson; Fletcher’s book
was the first comprehensive survey of architecture to include regions outside the Western Europe.
What makes more special this book is it has continuously been edited until recent years in order to
“update” the books according to recent developments in architectural history. Banister Fletcher and
Sir Banister Fletcher, A history of Architecture for the Student, Craftsman, and Amateur: Being a
Comparative View of the Historical Styles from the Earliest Period, (London: B.T. Batsford; New
York, C. Scribner's Sons, 1896) http://archive.org/details/historyofarcocad0Ofletuoft (accessed
10.12.2011). Fletcher’s book is by far one of the most studied survey books in the context of post-
colonial studies and architectural historiography. See John Mckean, “Sir Banister Fletcher: pillar to
post-colonial readings”, The Journal of Architecture, 11:2, (2006), 197-204; Paul Walker, “The
Invisible East: Fletcher and the Unseen Ho-o-den”, Proceedings, 2009, ACSA International
Conference (June 15-19, 2001) Istanbul; Giilsiim Baydar,“The Cultural Burden of Architecture”,
Journal of Architectural Education, 57, No. 4 (May 2004), 19-27; Giilsiim Baydar Nalbantoglu,
“Toward Postcolonial Openings: Rereading Sir Banister’s History of Architecture”, Assemblage, No:
35(1998), 6-17.

** F. M. Simpson (1855-1928) was a professor of architecture at the University College, London,
fellow of the Royal Institute of British Architects, and professor of Architecture in the University of
Liverpool, Royal Academy Travelling Student when he wrote on the survey of architectural
developments in history. He made several tours to visit Italy, Sicily, Greece, Turkey, and Asia
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In my analysis of these survey books, I mainly focused on structural
organization of the books (periodization of history of architecture and the place of
Byzantine architecture within this periodization), methodological and

historiographical approaches.

3.3.1. Periodizing History of Architecture: Where to Put Byzantine
Architecture?

Considering their formative role in constructing the canonical premises of
the discipline, survey books provide an invaluable area for tracing the development
of different methods of groupings and divisions of histories of architecture and the
ideology behind this practice. In what follows, I would like to explore the place of
Byzantine architecture within the period classifications of the architectural survey
books. Although this section does not intend to analyze the European architectural
historiography as a whole, a brief overview of general approaches towards
periodization will be helpful for a better understanding of the place of the history of
Byzantine architecture within this framework. Such an examination can also give us
some useful insights for understanding the agenda of the historians concerned with
the establishing boundaries and divisions within the general architectural
historiography.226

With regard to the periodization of history of European art, Meyer Schapiro
states that “period names have been of three kinds: political-dynastic, cultural, and
aesthetic. Examples of the first are Carolingian, Ottonian, and Tudor; of the second,

Medieval, Gothic, and Renaissance; of the third, Romanesque, Classic, Mannerist,

Minor. The book is said to have particularly designed to the students of architectures. Simpson,
Frederick Moore, A History of Architectural Development, (3 Vols.), Vol. 1 (London and New York:
Longmans, Green, 1913)  http://archive.org/details/ahistoryarchite0Osimpgoog  (accessed,
26.10.2011).

% One can trace the impact of this methodological shift in architectural history through survey
courses and textbooks on architectural history. Recently, traditional survey text-books have received
increasing criticism for their Eurocentric approaches and for their exclusion of “others” such as non-
western societies, minorities, woman, and vernacular architecture. There is now a growing attempt to
rethink and re-structure survey books and courses in order to incorporate recent developments in the
field.
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and Baroque.””*” As Stephen Nichols points out, periodization is essentially based
on the concept of comparison and “the terms of comparison inevitably privilege one
art or the other, either word or image”. In the case of the middle ages, the problem
has been further complicated, “as medieval culture has been defined by the
ideological agendas in order to legitimize the modern from the eighteenth century
onwards.” ***

The division of history into three broad epochs had been established by the
Italian humanists in the fifteenth century.””® It was also during this period that
Petrarch developed a cyclical model for the history of Europe, which consisted of
periods of rise; decline and revival coincided with Antiquity, the Middle Ages and
the Renaissance. Art historians adopted this model as well. Lorenzo Ghiberti of the
15" century applied this model to the history of art.**" Giorgio Vasari (1511-74)
who is considered as the first art historian laid out the main methodological
approach for the study of art history adopting the cyclical model mentioned
above.”" Although books on architecture produced throughout the ages from
Vitruvius to Palladio, the history of architecture only became a subject of study in
the eighteenth century evolving out of the antiquarianism. It was Johann Joachim
Winckelmann in the eighteenth century, who was one of the first historians to put
art in its context. According to Winckelmann the classical period was the zenith of
artistic achievement in terms of representation of beauty. He introduced a
systematic, chronological study of the study of art history. The invention of ancient

Greece as the “high point in human civilization” remained an essential element in

227 Meyer Schapiro, H. W. Janson, E.H. Gomrich, “Criteria of Periodization in the History of
European Art”, New Literary History, Vol. 1, No. 2, A Symposium on Periods (winter, 1970), 113.

8 Stephen G. Nichols, “Periodization and the Politics of Perception: A Romanesque Example”,
Poetics Today, Vol.10, No. 1, Art and Literature I (spring, 1989), 128.

2 Iggers and Wang, Global History of Modern Historiography, 28.
0B, Fernie, Art History and its Methods, 10-11.

! For the development of art history form antiquity to present with an extracts from art historians
whose significance is highlighted by brief commentaries see Fernie Art History and Its Methods; For
a presentation of art historical methods from connoisseurship and formalism to iconography and
social history of art, see Michael Hatt and Charlotte Klonk, Art History: A Critical Introduction to its
Methods, (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2006).
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the western tradition of history of art for long years. This idea of development and
decline in the art of the ancient world has remained the standard chronology for art
history. Great stylistic epochs stand out from others in the history of art, for
example the Renaissance, Baroque. In the 19" century G.W. F. Hegel, one of the
most influential philosophers proposed that history was one of the ways in which
this spirit manifested itself. 232

When we look at one of the first examples of the survey of European
architectural history published in 1835, An Historical Essay on Architecture by the
late Thomas Hope (1769-1831), we see that the author employs both political-
dynastic and cultural appellations such as “Egyptian”, “Roman”, “Byzantine”; and
aesthetic-stylistic definitions such as “pointed style”. One of the interesting aspects
of Hope’s periodization is that although the period groupings such as ancient,
medieval, and modern were not in use yet, he constructs a very chronological line of
development beginning from the Egyptian architecture, continued with “Grecian”
and “Roman” architecture, and, then “Byzantine” architecture, ‘“Pointed Style” and
completing his survey with “Cinquecento style”.

In his A History of Architecture (1849), which was one of the first examples
of the universal histories of architecture, Edward A. Freeman used two types of
construction for dividing architectural history into general sections; “The
Architecture of the Entablature” and “The Architecture of the Arch”. This second
section, “The Architecture of the Arch”, is further classified as “The Round Arch or
Roman Arch” and “The Pointed Arch, or Gothic Arch”. Within this categorization,
Byzantine architecture is placed under “The Round Arch or Roman Arch”.
Following Freeman, Fergusson also employed a two-fold division of architectural
history in his lllustrated Handbook of Architectural History. In contrast to Freeman
whose periodization is based on architectural typology, Fergusson divides
architectural history along religious lines: “Christian” and “non-Christian”. The first
part (non-Christian) covers the Buddhist and Jaina, Hindu, Chinese and America,

Western Asia, Egyptian, Grecian, Roman, Sasanian, and Sarajenic architecture

232 Fernie, Art History and its Methods, 10-17.
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respectively. As one would expect, Byzantine architecture is examined in the
Christian section.

After the second half of the nineteenth century, on the other hand, the survey
books began to employ more chronological periods, with ancient, medieval, and
modern periods. Interestingly, Byzantine architecture was envisaged as an “ancient”
rather than “medieval” architecture. One example is Simpson’s A History of
Architectural Development. It consists of three volumes, each of which is devoted to
three separate historical periods; Ancient, Medieval and the Renaissance. The place
of Byzantine Architecture in the volume of Ancient Architecture is a clear example
of this approach. The division of the volumes reveals that Simpson considers
Byzantine architecture as ancient, not medieval. In the same way, Rossengarten’s A
Handbook of Architectural Styles is also composed of three volumes divided
according to the three periods: Ancient, Romanesque and Modern. (Instead of
Medieval he used Romanesque and the Renaissance was used interchangeably with
the Modern). Although Byzantine architecture is covered in the volume of
Romanesque, it is placed under the section of “Early Christian Architecture”,
together with “Roman Christian Basilicas” and “Mahometan Architecture”. The
grouping of Byzantine architecture with Mahometian Architecture under the title of
“early Christian Architecture” shows that Rossengarten paired Byzantium with
Islam and separated it both from the medieval Western European architecture. His
next section on “Christian Architecture in the Middle Ages” is devoted to Gothic
architecture only.

As a matter of fact, whether classed as ancient or medieval, many of the
examples of buildings given in the surveys belong to the early period of Byzantine
architecture. This may be another way of presenting Byzantine architecture as
ancient. The survey books examined here often divide Byzantine architecture into
two or three stages. Accordingly, the first period is defined explicitly from
Constantine to Justinian’s reign. The second stage is not so clear-cut and often

described as “a rigid imitation of the settled system, with and addition of Oriental
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domes, and is finally, at least in some localities, subjected to the influence of
Western art”>** The third stage, on the other hand, is often omitted.**

After analyzing the treatment of Byzantine art in American textbooks and
surveys of art history in current use, Robert Nelson reached similar conclusions. He
points out that in the survey of art history; Byzantine art and architecture are not
presented as co-eval with the Western architecture. He also demonstrates that
Byzantine art has been disassociated from Western Europe explicitly through the
chapter organization in which Byzantine architecture is usually followed with a
chapter on Islamic architecture.””

In his A History of Architecture, Fletcher divides the book into two parts: the
first part containing all the material from earlier editions, was designated as the
“Historical Style” and he added a new part, called “The Non-Historical Style”
including Indian, Chinese, Japanese, and Saracen architecture. Accordingly,
Fletcher divided architectural history into Historical and Non-historical, assuming
that Non-Western architecture is not part of the evolution of Western Architecture
and lacking an evolutionary character like Western Architecture. In the fourth
edition of 1901, Byzantine architecture is covered in the part called “Historical
Style” following the Greek, Roman and Early Christian architecture. The famous
drawing of the “tree of architecture” in the frontispiece of Sir Bannister Fletcher’s A
History of Architecture is the most evident expression of Fletcher’s conception of

236 .
Here, while Greek, Roman, and

the history of architecture mentioned above.
Romanesque architecture constituted the trunk of the tree, Byzantine architecture is

illustrated right across the Sarajenic architecture branching out of the trunk.

23 Rossengarten, A Handbook of Architectural Styles, 178.

2% When we examine their sources, we see that almost all of the authors made use of André
Couchaud’s Choix d’églises byzantines en Grece in 1842. It was one of the first books solely on
Byzantine architecture. In this book, Couchaud described Byzantine architecture by dividing into
three periods.

% Robert Nelson, “Living on the Byzantine Borders of Western Art”, Gesta, Vol.35, No.1, (1996) 3-
11.

2% For an examination of Fletcher’s “Tree of Architecture”, see Mckean, “Sir Banister Fletcher”;
Walker, “The Invisible East”; Nalbantoglu, “Toward Postcolonial Openings”.

82



Similar to Simpson and Rossengarten, Daniel Ramée also divides the history
of architecture into three epochs: Antique, Medieval, and Renaissance-Modern.
Different from them, he covers Byzantine architecture in the section on medieval
architecture. Although Romanesque, Gothic and Renaissance architecture were
presented according to countries such as Italy, Germany, France, Italy, etc,
however, Byzantine and the “Mahometan” architectures are categorized as a

whole.?’

3.3.2. Methodological Issues: How to Study Byzantine Architecture?

With some exceptions, early nineteenth century works rely heavily upon
primary textual sources for their information. Later works, however, along with
textual sources, make use of plans, photographs and descriptions of the buildings
based on field visits to the actual sites. Most of these sites were in Venice, Ravenna
and Sicily. Even though the Ottoman territories included much of the former
Byzantine Empire and its major architectural sites, European scholars who studied
Byzantine architecture often visited sites outside the Ottoman Empire. During this
period, Greece and Anatolia were considered to be difficult places to visit. The
disintegration of the Ottoman Empire during the nineteenth century and the unstable
political conditions within the empire in the late 19™ century may have further
complicated travels. The perception of the Ottoman Empire as the mysterious
“Orient” may have also played a role in this. Whether the experience of European
scholars was based on visiting actual sites or not, it is worth recalling that their view
of the Near East could not be set apart from the various lenses of orientalism.

Thomas Hope visited only Italy and Germany and Salzenberg’s seminal
study for Hagia Sophia, based on first-hand access to Hagia Sophia had not

238

appeared yet.”" Thus, his remarks on Byzantine architecture in Constantinople are

27 Ramée, Histoire Genérale de L’architecture, Vol.1 and 2, table of contents page.

> Watkin and Lever, “A Sketch-book by Thomas Hope”, 52-59. Although James Dallaway, an
English topographer and writer, published Constantinople, Ancient and Modern, with Excursions to
the Shores and Islands of the Archipelago and to the Troad, T. Bensley, London 1797. Thomas Hope
did not give a reference to it.
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based on textual sources. Similarly, Edward Freeman never visited the “east”. In the
preface of the book, he states that while he visited buildings in his own country,
those in other lands were only known by recently published travel accounts.”’
Fergusson, on the other hand, made use of the works of Salzenberg and Texier.
Since many of the authors had never traveled outside Europe, they were dependent
on the sketches and reports of travellers to the Near East.

With regard to center and periphery issue, metropolitan and provincial, these
scholars mostly give examples of buildings from Italy and Constantinople. The
close identification of the Byzantine world with Constantinople led many scholars
to concentrate on the latter. In this context, the survey books examined here also pay
attention to buildings in Constantinople, as may be expected.

The survey books often covered only single buildings rather than the urban
fabric. Many of these buildings were religious buildings. However, this is not
particular to Byzantine architecture only. One reason for the focus on religious
buildings was the assumption of the dominance of ecclesiastical architecture in the
medieval period. For example, Rosengarten states:

In accordance with the tendency of the age, ecclesiastical architecture, which
had assumed such prominence during the prevalence of the Byzantine,
Romanesque, and Gothic styles, was now thrown into background, whilst
the style of the Renaissance was brought to the front in the construction of
castles and palaces.240

Similarly, Simpson who provides examples of domestic architecture for
Greek and Roman periods focuses solely on churches in his Byzantine section.*"!
As noted by Mango, survey books held the assumption that Byzantine architecture

consists of churches and monasteries only.>*?

> Freeman, A History of Architecture, preface page.
240 Rosengarten, A Handbook of Architectural Styles, 375.
2l Simpson, A History of Architectural Development, Vol.1, 213-253.

2 Mango, “Approaches to Byzantine Architecture”, 40.
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3.3.3. Defining Byzantine Architecture

The survey books examined here adopt two discernible historical methods in
their evaluation of Byzantine architecture. The first is one which focused more on
ethnicity and religion as the determining factor, while the other is one of the main
approaches of art history—the typological analysis of building components such as

the arch, vault, columns etc.

3.3.3.1. Characteristics of Byzantine Architecture: ‘“Eastern, Slavonic and
Orthodox”

One of the most remarkable points that come out of the examination of
survey books is that survey books use some basic criteria to evaluate and categorize
the whole history of architecture. These are ethnicity/nation, religion, and
geography. These categories are closely interrelated to each other and considered
very important not only in classifying and grouping world history of architecture,
but also for evaluating and defining the “essential” characters of architectural
history of each period.

According to Thomas Hope, for example, geography (together with climate)

243
For

is the most important factor in the emergence of the built environment.
Simpson, in addition to geography and climate, “religion, the material available, the
condition of the labour market, the wealth or poverty of a people, their life,
character and requirements” are the factors that shape the distinctive characters of
architecture in each countlry.244 Similarly, Fergusson sees religion as the most
important determining factor in architecture. In fact, he divides the history of
architecture into two groups as Christian and non-Christian architecture. The
evaluation of architectural style according to ethnicity/race is particularly evident in

architectural histories of Freeman and Fergusson who were the leading figures in

the Victorian architectural theory and history.

43 Hope, An Historical Essay on Architecture, 3-6.

M Simpson, A History of Architectural Development, Vol.1, preface.
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The three authors, Freeman, Fergusson and Ramée use ethnic/racial
categories for not only classifying and organizing architectural history but also
defining the “quality” of architecture of any given nation. Indeed, they use such a
classification to justify and argue for the superiority of architecture of Aryan
nations. Freeman, for example, states:

In a survey of the world's history some periods, some nations stand forth
conspicuous above others for their intrinsic splendour, and their influence in
moulding the minds and institutions of other lands and peoples [...] What is
the whole history of the East, the countless dynasties of China, India, and
Egypt, with all their vast dominions, their early civilization, their fixed and
ancient institutions, but a barren catalogue of kings, and priests, and
conquerors, when it is viewed side by side with one living and stirring page
of Greece, or Rome, or mediaeval Europe ? [....] And thus too with their
architecture; all styles are not of the same merit, all do not equally contain a
principle of life, all are not equally the expression of an idea; partly from
these inherent differences, partly from external causes, all have not the same
historical importance in influencing the arts of future ages.245

Such an explicitly racist attitude is not limited to Fergusson. By the same
token, Daniel Ramé states that “in three epochs of history of architecture, we need
to distinguish architecture of Aryan race from architecture conceived by Arab races
which was incomplete, unattractive, and imitative of Aryan race.” 246

These attitudes are, of course, not particular to architectural history survey
books that are examined here. They were part of the 19" century European mindset
and mentality. In the nineteenth century, nation, ethnicity and religion, together with
geography played a critical role in the construction national past and European
identity. This approach giving a central role to race and nation in historiography was
also the reflection of the nineteenth century German idealism. From Winckelmann

onwards, histories of art had interpreted culture as representative of the spirit of the

people. In his Geschicte der Kunst des Alterhums (1763), Winckelmann argued that

25 Freeman, A History of Architecture, 17- 18.

26 «“Dans 1'Architecture de ces trois époques historiques il faut donc distinguer celle qui a été congue
par la race ariane d'avec celle qui a été élaborée péniblement et lentement par les races arabes. Ces
dernieres n'ont produit que l'incomplet, l'imparfait, le plus souvent méme le laid, soit en inventant
elles-mémes, soit en imitant les autres.” Ramé, Histoire Generale de L’architecture, Vol. 1, 19.

86



climate, culture, and politics all shaped the art of period.**’ By doing this,
Winckelmann established the notion of cultural history in which the art is seen as
reflecting the spirit of the age.

In the 19" century, G.W.F. Hegel (1770-1831), one of the most influential
philosophers, proposed that history was one of the ways in which this spirit
manifested itself. Hegel further developed Winckelmann’s ideas and established a
direct relationship between art and Zeitgeist (the spirit of the age) and the Volkgeist
(the spirit of the nation). He believed that history was the result of the workings of a
“world spirit” and that the art was one of the ways in which this spirit manifested
itself. In conjunction with this view of history, Freeman also states that “every
architectural work, both in its general conception and in its remotest detail, bears on
it the stamp of its own age and country. *** When William Jones first used the term
of “Aryan” to denote a family of languages in the late eighteenth century, many
philologists and ethnologists diverted their focus from language to race. The
German historian Barthold Niebuhr, on the other hand, developed the Hegelian
dialectic of progress to explain the separation of Aryan ethnic groups that inhabited
the western and central Europe from those of the oriental group inhabited in the
eastern Mediterranean. In this milieu, Freeman was one of the leaders in Britain to
accept these ideas prevalent among German historians in the 1840’s, and applied
them into his studies. He argued that Aryan nations unified by language, habits and
institutions had a struggle with the nations of the Orient.**

The use of racial categories as primary tools in constructing the self and the
other contributed to the development of the conception of “Islamic” or “Eastern”
architecture as “the other”. According to western European assumptions, Islamic
architecture belongs to a different ethnicity-nation, different geography and
different religion. However, when it comes to Byzantine architecture, these criteria

themselves posed some problems for architectural historians who attempted to

7 Cited in William Whyte, “How Do Buildings Mean? Some Issues of Interpretation in the History
of Architecture”, History and Theory, Vol. 45, No. 2 (May, 2006), 160.

28 Freeman, A History of Architecture, 12

2% Bullen, Byzantium Rediscovered, 115; Crinson, Empire Building, 79.
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define the nature of Byzantine architecture clearly and to situate it within the
categories of ethnicity, religion and geography. Byzantine architecture challenged
such a narrative in several ways.

If we begin with ethnicity, we see that some surveys differentiated
Byzantine architecture from the western architecture by using an ethnic
categorization. Fergusson for example, divides “the true Christian art” into three by
race: Accordingly,

The Romanesque, or Christianized Roman (which is Aryan), the Gothic or
that style which was practiced by Teutonic and Celtic races, and thirdly, the
Byzantine, or the style by all the Slavonic races of Europe as distinguished
from Teutonic and general all nations professing the Greek form of the
Christian religion.?

Therefore, it is clear that the two British authors (Fergusson and Freeman)
differentiated Byzantine architecture from the western European architectural
tradition by using ethnicity and the nation as an analytical tool. Accordingly, while
Greek and Roman architecture belong to the Aryan race, and thus Teutonic,
Byzantine architecture belongs to a different tradition.

The Christian styles are easily divided into two great groups by a line drawn
from the head of the Adriatic to near the entrance of the Gulf of Finland. All
too eastward of this line belongs to the Slavonic races and the Byzantine
school of art; all to west ward to the Teutonic and Celtic races and Gothic
school. These are so distinct from one another, and so easily defined, that
either might be taken up first, and treated independently of the other; but as
the Gothic is certainly derived most directly from Rome, and is by far the
most important style of the two, it seems natural to give it the precedence,
and the Byzantine, which is half European, half an Asiatic style of art, thus
assumeszistls proper place as a supplement to great Christian style of Western
Europe.

These words belonging to Fergusson constitute a clear example of how
ethnicity, religion and geography were used closely to relate to each other.

The survey authors used “religion” as another important tool for describing
differences in the history of architecture. This is much resonated in Fergusson’s

division of whole history of architecture into two parts: Christian and non-Christian.

230 Fergusson, lllustrated Handbook, 944.

! Fergusson Illustrated Handbook, preface page.
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Here, the place of Byzantine architecture raises interesting issues. As a Christian
architecture, Byzantine presented acute problems for Fergusson. Although he placed
it in the category of Christian architecture, he considers it “as a supplement to great

Christian style of Western Eulrope.”252

Religion was an inseparable part of the
nation for authors of surveys and the classification was made accordingly. Despite
their shared Christian backgrounds, they saw the Orthodox Christianity and its
religious buildings something different than from their own religious traditions. In
the context of the nineteenth century western European travellers’ attitudes to
Greece, Kostis Kourelis argues that “an Orthodox church seemed more akin to a
Muslim mosque than its Catholic or Protestant counterpaurt”.253 Although this may
be somewhat overstated, the practices of Orthodox Christianity were perceived as
alien to European culture and more related to non-European traditions.

This complex and ambiguous attitude toward Byzantine architecture is also
exemplified in the geographic categorization. The Eastern location of Byzantium is
given as reference in many survey books. In this context, Byzantium belongs more
to the East than the West. The use of geography and climate as determening factors
for the character of architecture was an essential feature of the leading British
scholar John Ruskin’s methodology. Ruskin believed that nations were deeply
shaped by the landscape in which they lived. He used the division of North-South
rather than East-West. This configuration was explicit in his description of the terms
“north-savage” and “south-savage”. He states:

All north-savage I call NORMAN, all south-savage I call BYZANTINE; this
latter including dead native Greek primarily-then dead foreign Greek, in
Rome; -the Arabian, Persian-Phoenician-Indian-all you can think of, in art of
hot countries up to this year 1200, I rank under one term Byzantine.?*

Following Ruskin and other scholars from this period, architectural history

survey books examined here, geography and climate played an important role in

2 Fergusson, Illustrated Handbook, preface page.
23 Kourelis, “Early Travellers in Greece”, 43.

»* Cited in Crinson, Empire Building, 50.
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both classifying history of architecture and defining essential characters of
architecture of a given period.

The assumption of Byzantine society’s rigidity derives from the Western
European biases due to evaluating Byzantine history in comparison with medieval
Europe. Byzantine architecture was treated with reference only to Orthodox
Christianity. This has again been grows from Western European preconceptions.255

It is a character fixed, static, and immutable; it is not Persian or Arabian, not
even Caucasian or Mongolian; it is not ancient, modern, or medieval; but, a
term of all ages and races, it is Oriental [...] At last Byzantium stood by
itself Christian indeed, and locally European, but hardly a member of the
system of the European and Christian states; esteemed heretical in faith, and
alien in language, government, and general feeling.>*®

These characterizations which belong to Freeman can be considered as a
summary of a common view of Byzantium in the late nineteenth century Victorian
historical scholarship. Byzantium was placed in an eccentric position. It does not
belong to Western European nor does it fit in any of the historical periods conceived
by the Europeans. Its “oriental character” was the most emphasized aspect of
Byzantium.

This view of Byzantine history is closely related to what Edward Said has
defined as orientalism. It is crucial to understand that orientalist approaches had and
continued to have an important impact on the ways the western Europeans
perceived not only the Ottoman Empire but also Byzantium. Edward Said redefined
the term “orientalism” to refer to a constellation of assumptions underlying Western
attitudes toward the Middle East. He argued that a long tradition of romanticized
images of Asia and the Middle East in Western culture had served as an implicit
justification for European and American colonial and imperial ambitions. A central

idea of orientalism is that Western knowledge about the East is not generated from

255 For example, in the different editions of Fletcher’s A History of Architecture, it states “Byzantine
architecture, devoid of statutes, has always been remains of the official style of the Orthodox church
of Eastern Europe which has conserved unchanged its doctrines and ritual. Therefore architecture
also became stereotyped in form through all periods, in sharp contrast with the changes and additions
which characterize the developments of medieval architecture to suit it to the varying requirements
of church economy and ritual in Western Europe.” Sir Fletcher Banister, A History of Architecture,
(edition 17, 1961), 272.

2% Freeman, A History of Architecture, 164-165; also cited in Crinson, Empire Building, 40.
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facts, but from preconceived ideas. Accordingly “Eastern” societies are similar to

one another and different from “Western” societies. 2’

3.3.3.2 Byzar;gne Style: Domes, Vaults and Cupolas “Small, Stagnant, and
Dull”

The typological approach is most commonly characterized by reliance on
formal comparisons and the study of origins of constructive processes in
architecture (i.e. the vault and the cupola). In the early stages of the architectural
history discipline, the primary purpose was to collect as many materials as possible,
and then to classify and describe them according to formal criteria. The typological
approach in which buildings are classified according to the ground plan, definition
of space and other formal criteria sometimes in isolation and sometimes with
combination of other methodological approaches was dominant. The typological
approach has often been hand in hand with the establishment of geographical
schools or ecoles, and the style analysis of the buildings. Winckelmann not only
introduced a systematic and a chronological study of art history, but put a new
emphasis on the concept of “style”.zsg

While the impact of cultural history and the Hegelian view of history is more
visible in Fergusson, Freeman, and Ramée’s approaches to writing architectural
history,260 Hope, Hamlin, Simpson and Rosengarten, on the other hand, follow a
more formalist approach. For example, Hamlin begins with the definition of the key
concepts in his book. He also organizes his text-books based on these definitions.
Accordingly, “style” is the most important tool in defining different periods. He
states: “Style is character expressive of definite conceptions, as of grandeur, gaiety,

or solemnity. An historic style is the particular phase, the characteristic manner of

»7 See Edward W. Said, Sarkiyatcilik: Bati'min Sark Anlayislan, trans. Berna Ulner, (Istanbul:
Metis, 2010), 12-13.

¥ T borrowed this usage from Robert Ousterhout’, “Apologia for Byzantine Architecture”.
2 Watkin, the Rise of Architectural History, 2.

20 For Freeman, see Frederic Harrison, Historical Medhod of Professor Freeman, (New York-
London: the Macmillan Company, 1898.)
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design, which prevails at a given time and place”. The second term is “Structural
Principles”. He describes three fundamental structural principles; that of the “lintel,
of the arch or vault, and of the truss”. Finally, the last category is “Historic
Development” which he believed architecture has been evolved continually
beginning from its first appearance in Nile valley “through various channels” of
adoption, inheritance and transformation to Greek and Romans in turn.”¢!

Similarly, Simpson states that “it is not detail that makes a style but the
methods of construction which are employed, and the different ways in which those
methods are applied.” He also considers two important methods of construction: the
lintel and arched and sees the transformation of the lintel into arch as the most
important stage in the development of the history of architecture. Simpson also
examines history of architecture according to individual building components such
as columns, domes, vaults, pendentives, capitals, etc.”*> Thomas Hope, on the other
hand, seeks to demonstrate “the causes, the fundamental characteristic and the
successive developments of the (style of architecture) in different ages and
countries.*®

The result of typological and stylistic examination of architectural history by
survey authors is to highlight one or a few architectural proponents for each period.
Accordingly, Byzantine architecture is often reduced to an achievement in dome
construction together with vaults. According to Rosengarten, for example, “the
essential characteristic of Byzantine style is therefore, in short, that the vaulting, and
especially the dome, constitutes the main feature, to which all else is
subordinate”.*** Similarly, According to Freeman “the offspring of the arch is the
vault; of the vault the cupola; and this majestic ornament is the very life and soul of

Byzantine architecture, to which every other feature is subordinate.”**’

! Hamlin, A Text-book of the History of Architceture, preface xxiii.
262 Simpson, A History of Architectural Development, Vol.1, preface.
263 Hope, An Historical Essay in Architecture, 427.

264 Rosengarten, A Handbook of Architectural Styles, 187.

265 Freeman, A History of Architecture, 167.
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Such a total reliance on typological study of building components, led not
only to the ignorance of historical context but making comparisons and judgments
according to Western architectural typology and the evaluation of Byzantine
architecture with the criteria of Western models for medieval architecture. The
authors made comparisons with the monumentality of Gothic Cathedrals in the
West and this led to generalizations about Byzantine architecture as “small and
stagnant, and dull”.*®® There was a common assumption held by almost all of
authors of the survey books in this period. This is the fact that after Hagia Sophia
which was the highest point of the development, Byzantine architecture displayed
stagnance and decadence. Consequently, buildings from the later period of
Byzantium are either devalued for not having the structural achievements of Hagia
Sophia or simply ignored.

It is not surprising then; in almost all of survey books examined here, Hagia
Sophia is by far the most studied building, with its different plans and etchings, etc.
Fergusson, for example, held the idea that after Hagia Sophia which is the highest
point of the development, Byzantine architecture displayed stagnance and
decadence by stating that:

Santa Sophia at Constantinople was not only grandest and most perfect
creation of the old school of Byzantine art, but it was also the last. It seems
as if the creative power of the empire had exhausted itself in that great effort,
and for long after it the history is a blank.*"’

He devotes an extensive place to the examination of Hagia Sophia by
comparing it with the buildings of the Gothic and Renaissance and concludes that
the architectural features of Hagia Sophia surpassed both. The plans and sections of
Hagia Sophia are also provided in this section. Hamlin also held the view that after
Hagia Sophia, the architecture of the Byzantine Empire declined: “After the sixth

century no monuments were built at all rivaling in scale the creations of the former

*% Qusterhout, “An Apologia for Byzantine Architecture”, 20-21.

267 Fergusson, History of Architecture in all Countries, Vol. 2, 452.
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periods. The later churches were, with few exceptions, relatively small and
trivial”.>*®

As regards the number of pages devoted to Byzantine architecture in
comparison with other architectural styles, it may be said that Byzantine
architecture has been far less studied. Almost all of the survey books analyzed in
this study reserve by far the most extensive space to the examination of Gothic
architecture. For example, while Byzantine architecture is examined in less than 13
pages, Freeman devotes 75 pages to Romanesque architecture, 128 pages to Gothic

. 269
architecture.

In the History of Architecture, Fergusson states that he extended the
information on Byzantine architecture due to the proliferation of the information
about Byzantine architecture in a few years by the publication of these works, until
that time had been “almost entirely a blank”. However, he devotes the Byzantine
chapter almost thirty pages (together with “Russian architecture”) out of total 1107
pages of the book.?’’”® Albert Rosengartan, similarly, examines Byzantine
architecture in less than 12 pages, while he devotes 81 pages to Gothic, and 66
pages to the Renaissance period.271

One can assume that this is partly due to the scarcity of knowledge about the
Byzantine monuments especially those in Anatolia and the Eastern Mediterranean.
This is perhaps one of the reasons. However, recent editions of Fletcher’s A History
of Architecture (1956, 1971, and 1996) for example, show that the status of
Byzantine architecture seems to have changed little.

As Nelson has pointed out “Space is another device by which “self” and
“other” are constituted in the narrative”.”’> The space can be understood in two

ways in a narrative. The first one is the space that is devoted to the examination of

history of architecture of different cultures and periods. The other one is meant for

2% Hamlin, A Text-book of the History of Architecture, 132.
*® Freeman, A History of Architecture, “Byzantine Architecture” is examined in pages 161-174.
0 Fergusson, Illustrated Handbook, “Byzantine Architecture” is examined in pages 941-978.

m Rosengarten, A Handbook of Architectural Styles, “Byzantine Architecture” is examined in 177-
190.

272 Nelson, “Living on the Byzantine Borders”, 36.
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the position of author. In order words, it is important to understand how the author
has posited himself/herself in his/her narrative. The point of view and the ways of
seeing could be most explained by the use of language and the words that were used
to describe Byzantine architecture. Hence, the position of author is expressed more
directly in the use of language. Although Nelson points out that in traditional
histories, the author does not appear as a person and thus the first-person pronoun is
seldom used, in surveys examined here authors do not refrain from using the first-
person pronoun. In some cases, particularly Freeman and Fergusson, even express
their own taste, aesthetics or make value judgments. Freeman states that

Which style is the best is surely a matter of taste; I have myself a very strong
opinion that on the whole Perpendicular is the best. [...]*"" Gothic
architecture is beyond all comparison the noblest effort of the art, that it is
the only style to be adopted for modern structures in western Europe, the
present writer would never dream for a moment of calling in question; but
this surely does not preclude us from looking on the architecture of other
nations as being at least as curious and valuable a study as other researches
of the like kind.””*

In contrast, Byzantine architecture is defined mostly by such words as
“rigid”, “alien”, “oriental”, “fixed”, “static”, and ‘“immutable”. While Freeman
recognizes that architectures of other cultures are important in their own right, when
he says that “Byzantine architecture has an historical interest peculiar to itself, it
cannot claim a place equal to those of Western Europe.”275

Needless to say, the survey books examined here were written from the
vantage point of Western Europe and thus their assessments of Byzantine
architecture bear more than slight traces of orientalism and European nationalism.
The examination of survey books’ methods and assumptions reveal that both the
evaluation of Byzantine architecture and the placement of it within the global

architectural history are concomitant with Western European’s ambiguity and

selective appropriation of the Byzantine heritage as mentioned in the previous

23 Freeman, A History of Architecture, preface, xiv.
2 Freeman, A History of Architecture, 10.

5 Freeman, A History of Architecture, 164.
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sections. It can also be said that ethnicity, religion, and language became crucial
markers in defining the uniqueness of each nation in the late nineteenth century
western historiography. By using these categories, architectural history survey
books produced in this period defined and categorized Byzantine architecture as not

only Eastern, Slavonic and Orthodox, but also small, stagnant and dull.
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CHAPTER 4

MODERNITY, NATIONALISM, AND HISTORICAL IMAGINATION: 19™
CENTURY TRANSFORMATIONS AND “REDISCOVERY” OF
BYZANTIUM IN THE WIDER OTTOMAN WORLD

The previous chapter discussed how Western European renewed interest in
the Byzantine legacy began in the mid-nineteenth century was closely associated
with the emergence of nationalism, historicism, and orientalism. During this period,
various European countries began to search for the origins of their cultures leading
them to a renewed interest in the Middle Ages. Thus, we have seen how selective
appropriation of the Byzantine heritage served as a kind of device in constructing
national histories in the western European historiography. This new appreciation of
the Byzantine heritage enabled western European states to claim a kind of historical
continuity of national histories.

This chapter will look at the same period in the Ottoman world. After
providing a brief overview of the nineteenth century political context with an
emphasis on the transformation of the historiography, the first section of this
chapter will specifically explore how late Ottoman historians perceived and
described Byzantium and its history. Special attention will be paid to the analysis of
the main stereotypes concerning the Byzantine Empire, disseminated by western
writers and historians as well as an investigation of the ways in which Ottoman
historians began to conceive a novel approach regarding the appropriation of
Byzantine heritage.

The second section of this chapter, on the other hand, will examine the
rediscovery of Byzantium by the newly emerged Balkan states. It will focus on the
ways in which these nation states’ historical imagination portrayed the Byzantine
heritage. In total, this chapter will highlight the ways in which historians in this
period shared and were influenced by the same concerns regarding the
“intermediary” use of Byzantine history within the processes of constructing a

continuous and progressive national history.
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4.1. Nineteenth Century Ottoman Historical Context

The nineteenth century was a period of political, social, economic and
cultural transformations for the Ottoman Empire, as elsewhere in Europe. The
reform movements that began in the 18th century were implemented systematically
leading to new official organizational measures in the Empire throughout this
period. It was Sultan Mahmud II (1808-39) who initiated several reforms for
restructuring Ottoman institutions. In 1839, a series of institutional changes known
as Tanzimat accelerated the processes of centralization and modernization in the
Ottoman Empire. The reforms of this era are distinguished by the focus on judicial
renovation, the establishment of central and provincial councils and the attempt to
improve the position of non-Muslim communities. This period was also marked by
the shifting power from the palace to the civil bureaucratic headquarters at the
Sublime Porte (Bab-1 Ali).*"®

Starting from the late eighteenth century, the influence of German
romanticism and the new concept of ‘nation’ that was developed in Western Europe
began to spread throughout the Balkan region of the Ottoman Empire. The
nationalist uprisings of the Balkans began with the Serbian Revolt of 1804. Serbia
won autonomy in 1815; Greece gained its independence in 1830. Russia claimed the
protectorate of Orthodoxy resulting in the Crimean War (1853-56) with the
involvement of France and Britain. The revolt broke out in Herzegovina in 1874 and
spread to Bosnia, Montenegro and Bulgaria by 1876. 7

The second half of the nineteenth century witnessed significant attempts at
reforming the state, reorganizing the economy and modernizing institutions. The

modernization reforms were basically reactionary measures taken as a response to

2% The Tanzimat era begins with the declaration of Giilhane Charter (1839) and ends with the
declaration of Kanun-i Esasi, the First Constitution (1876). See Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey: a Modern
History, (London: 1. B. Tauris, 2004), 52-74; Carter Vaughn Findley, “The Tanzimat”, in the
Cambridge History of Turkey, Volume 4: Turkey in the Modern World, ed. Resat Kasaba,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 11-37.

77 Stanford S. Shaw & Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey,

Volume 2: Reform, Revolution and Republic. The Rise of Modern Turkey (1808-1975), (Cambridge
University Press, 2002 (First published in 1977), 29-35.
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the military and scientific developments in Western Europe and national uprisings
inside the Empire. They particularly aimed at preventing the state from demise and
preserving its integrity. A possible solution appeared in the form of westernization,
as Ottoman leaders sought to import military and administrative models from
Europe. The modernization efforts in this period were concomitant with the
endeavors of the imperial center to disseminate its values to the peripheries resulting
in the changing character of the relationships between the imperial center and its
peripheral regions.”’®

The official ideology of Ottomanism, which emerged from the Tanzimat
reforms (1839) promoting the equality among the millets, became the ideological
justification regarding the civilizing mission of the Ottoman reformers. In later
periods, particularly during the reign of Abdulhamid II (1876-1909), Ottomanism
imbued with an Islamic discourse and the ruling elite came to rely on Islam as an
ideology to hold together Turkish, Arabic, Albanian, and Kurdish peoples’ loyalty
to the Sultan.””

The Young Turk Revolution of 1908 inaugurated the Second Constitutional
Period, which lasted until the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in 1918. The new ruling
party, the Committee for Union and Progress (CUP) placed Mehmed Resat on the
throne as a sultan. This period was marked by new social and political
transformations. It introduced parliamentary rule changing social and political life,
but could not prevent losing territory. This period also coincided with the Balkan
Wars of 1912-13 and WWI. After a considerable amount of territory losses during
these wars, the project of the Young Turks was abandoned completely as the
ideology of Ottomanism came to be seen unworkable. Then, the policy of the

government shifted towards a Turkish nationalist discourse.”®

278 Findley, “The Tanzimat”, 18-23.

2 Hasan Kayali, Arabs and Young Turks: Ottomanism, Arabism and Islamisim in the Ottoman
Empire, 1908-1918, (University of California Press, 1997), 15-19; Cemal Kafadar and Hakan
Karateke, “Late Ottoman and Early Republican Turkish Historical Writing”, in The Oxford History
of Historical Writing, Volume 4: 1800-1945, ed. Stuart Macintyre, Juan Maiguashca, and Attila P6k
(Oxford- New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 570-71.

280 Kayali, Arabs and Young Turks, 15-19.
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In accordance with the great transformations in the military, economic,
social, administrative and educational system of the Ottoman Empire in the
nineteenth century, the practice of historical writing underwent significant
transformations. This period witnessed the emergence of new historiographical
methods and the novel concept of “objectivity”.281 The translation of European
works into Turkish was one of the most important ways in which new historical
methods were introduced. The Austrian Orientalist Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall’s
Geshichte des Osmanische Reiches [History of the Ottoman Empire] (1827-35)
exerted important influences on the subsequent Ottoman historians due to extensive
use of Ottoman sources. Many Ottoman historians such as Hayrullah Efendi (1817-
76) who composed his Tarih-i Devlet-i ‘Aliyye-i Osmani [History of the Ottoman
State] in 1854 relied heavily on the French translation of Hammer-Purgstall’s
history.***

During these years, Ottoman intellectuals began to show an interest in
defining the identity of Turks in relation to a Central Asian and Anatolian past.
Mustafa Celaleddin Pasa’s (1828-75) “Les Turcs Anciens et Modernes” (1869)
suggested that many early Anatolian tribes were Turks. This work had important
influences among Ottoman authors who wanted to promote patriotism among
Ottoman subjects by central Asian forebears and early Ottomans. Namik Kemal, for
example, moved away from Ottoman concepts of millet toward the notion of vatan,
often likened to the French concept of patrie, or motherland, which would be

defined by the borders of the Ottoman state.”*?

! Erciiment Kuran states that in conjunction with the “two-fold nature of the Tanzimad period”,
while traditional historiography continued to produce historical works, a new genre influenced by the
novel concepts of “objectivity” of European history writing of the nineteenth century was adopted by
a new generation of Ottoman authors. Ercliment Kuran, “Ottoman Historiography of the Tanzimat
Period” in Historians of the Middle East ed. Bernard Lewis and P. M.Holt, (London, 1962), 422-29.

282 Kafadar and Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish Historical Writing”, 565; Kuran, “Otoman
Historiography”, 424.

3 Halil Berktay, Cumhuriyet Ideolojisi ve Fuat Kopriilii, (Istanbul, Kaynak Yayinlari, 1983), 29-30;
Wendy K. Shaw, Possessors and Possessed: Museums, Archaeology, and the Visualization of
History in the Late Ottoman Empire, (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California
Press, 2003), 23.
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The establishment of two scholarly societies during the nineteenth century
played an important role in the transformation of historical writings. Enciimen-i
Danis [Council of Knowledge] founded by the Grand Vizier Mustafa Resid Pasa in
1851 was primarily concerned with undertaking scholarly research and writing
history textbooks for the Dariilfunun [University]. For this purpose, the historian
Ahmed Cevdet was commissioned to write the age of reforms of Ottoman history
covering the years 1774-1826 culminating in his seminal work Tarih-i Cevdet.”*

In 1909, Tarih-i Osmani Enciimeni [the Ottoman Historical Society) was
founded by a group of historians, art historians and statesmen under the patronage
of Mehmed V. The basic aim of the institute was to produce a comprehensive
Ottoman history in order to create a consciousness of a common past for the varied
ethno-religious population of the empire. Although a multi-volume Ottoman history
was planned by Tarihi-i Osmani Enciimeni, only one volume could be produced by
Necib Asim in 1917. %

These institutions were responsible for creating and disseminating the
historical knowledge that would enhance nationalist thought and create a new
Ottoman identity. The historiography was, then, considered as the most appropriate
tool in defining a specific identity for all of the Ottoman society as in the case of
Europe in this period. Therefore, the most important consequence of the
transformation of historical writing was the increase of nationalist ideology in

history writing and the works on the Ottoman dynastic history.

4.2. Byzantium and Byzantine History in Late Ottoman History Writing

As elsewhere in Europe, after the second half of the nineteenth century,
there was a gradual increase in the historical works dealing with Byzantine history
in the Ottoman historiography. Of course, one reason was related to the emergence

of new historiographical methods and a new interest in non-Muslim histories and

28 The institution was short-lived, dissolved in 1862. Kafadar and Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish
Historical Writing”, 563.

285 Kafadar and Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish Historical Writing”, 570-71.
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proliferation of “universal histories” in general. However, Byzantine history seems
to have been also useful for some specific purposes ranging from providing a
historical setting for Ottoman history or providing a comparison and political

legitimation tool for the Ottoman Empire through historiography.286

4.2.1. As a Historical Setting for Ottoman History

In the course of the nineteenth century, Ottoman historians also recognized
the potential of older traditions and the “glories of the ancient past” not only for
writing a linear dynastic/national history but also for providing a political
legitimacy to the empire. As discussed in the previous chapter, during this period,
European Romantic historians concentrated on the middle ages as a crucial moment
for writing national histories. In turn, editions of medieval sources were published
across Europe.”®’ Similarly, Ottoman historians also showed a new interest in the
medieval period by “re-discovering” the foundation period of the Ottoman state as a
historiographical topic. During this period, contemporary historiography of the early
Ottoman history promoted a new vision of the medieval era as a seedbed of modern
Ottoman identity.288 Interestingly, similar to Western Europe and new nation states
of the Balkan region, we see that Ottoman historians tended to use Byzantine
history in their attempt at constructing a historical and progressive Ottoman history.

Starting with the Abdulaziz era (1830-1876) and increasing during the reign
of Abdulhamid II (1842-1918) with the concern of the “political legitimacy”, there
began nostalgia for the founding years of the Ottoman Empire. In line with this

tendency, historical works on Ottoman history with an emphasis on the foundation

88 Michael Ursinus, “From Suleyman Pasha to Mehmed Fuat Kopriili”, Byzantine and Modern

Greek Studies, 12/1, (1988), 307.

%7 Stefan Berger, “The Invention of European National Traditions in European Romanticism”, in
The Oxford History of Historical Writing, Volume 4: 1800-1945, ed. Stuart Macintyre, Juan
Maiguashca, and Attila Pok (Oxford- New York : Oxford University Press, 2011), 31-33.

% Christoph Neumann, “Bad Times, Better Self: Definitions of Identitity and Strategies for
Development in Late Ottoman Historiography, 1850-1900”, in The Ottomans and the Balkans: A
Discussion of Historiography, ed. Fikret Adanir, Suraiya Faroghi, (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 61-66;
Ahmet Ersoy, “Architecture and the Search for Ottoman Origins in the Tanzimat Period” in
Mugqarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World, Volume: 24 (2007), 126-130.
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period increased considerably.”® As distinct from earlier periods, however, the
early history of the Ottoman dynasty began to be introduced along with the history
of pre-Islamic Turks, Seljuk and Byzantine history. It seems that while the history
of pre-Islamic Turks in Central Asia provides a historical origin; Seljuk and
Byzantine history presents the idea of continued history implying the imperial
traditions of the Ottoman Empire that had inherited from the Byzantine and thus the
Roman Empire.

The Ottoman emphasis on the early Ottoman periods for creating a rooted
and continued history was not only reflected in historical writings but also through
other media that would display the image of a glorious past with reference to the
Islamic background. During the Abdiilaziz era, for example, late medieval
monuments of Bursa, including the mausoleum of the founders of the state, Osman
and Orhan, were restored. Then, Abdiilhamid commissioned the rebuilding of the
tomb of Ertugrul Gazi in S6giit, the birthplace of the Ottoman dynasty.*”® In the
same vein, the first exhibition mosque built in 1867 by the Ottoman Empire for the
universal exhibition in Paris was modeled on the fourteenth and fifteenth century
Ottoman mosque architecture developed in Bursa - often identified with the Green
Mosque - rather than classical mosques such as Siileymaniye or Sultan Ahmed.*"

All these were part of greater political and cultural pursuits of legitimation
of the late Ottoman Empire through not only public ceremonies, the iconography of

architecture, etc., but also historiography, an empire that was struggling with the

28 Neumann, “Bad Times, Better Self”, 64-71.; Ersoy, “Architecture and the Search for Ottoman
Origins”, 126-130.

*% Selim Deringil, “The Ottoman Origins of Kemalism: Namik Kemal to Mustafa Kemal” in the
Ottomans, the Turks and World Power Politics, The Ottomans, the Turks and World Power Politics:
collected essays, Analecta Isisiana, 49, (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2000), 179-200. ; Selim Deringil,
Ikdidarin Sembolleri ve Ideoloji, II. Abdiilhamid dénemi (1876-1909), trans. Giil Cagali Giiven,
(Istanbul: YKY, 2002), 37-42.

*' One of the main projects undertaken during the reign of Abdiilaziz (1861-1876) was the
participation of the Ottoman Empire in the Paris Universal Exposition of 1867. Salaheddin Bey, the
head commissioner of the Ottoman Empire, presented Ottoman displays in his La Turquie a
l'Exposition universelle de 1867 (Paris, 1867). Salaheddin Bey's book, dedicated to Sultan Abdiilaziz
summarized Ottoman displays as well as the history of the Ottoman Empire and its participation in
modern civilization. See Zeynep Celik, Displaying the Orient, Displaying Orient. Architecture of
Islam at Nineteenth-century World's Fairs, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992), 96-102.
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challenge of modernity and survival.”®* Realizing that the Ottoman Empire was
weaker than European powers, Ottoman intellectuals attempted to define and
legitimize the empire through history writing. Within this context, invented
ideologies - Ottomanisim, and later Islamism and Turkism - forged the framework
of Ottoman historiography in this period. The main purpose of this new historical
narrative was to display a continuous and progressive Ottoman hist01ry.293

These attempts of Ottoman historians and re-discovery of the foundation of
the Ottoman state as a historiographical topic brought about a prominent role to
history of the Byzantine Empire. The first was placing it into Ottoman histories as a
historical background. Primary examples of this can be seen in the historical works
commissioned by the scholarly societies founded in this period. For example,
Hayrullah Efendi (1817-1866), a vice president of the Enciimen-i Danis, composed
his Tarih-i Devlet-i ‘Aliyye-i Osmani [History of the Ottoman State] in 1854 with
the encouragement of this academy. In this work, while Hayrullah Efendi puts back
the beginning of the Ottoman dynasty to earlier times and presents the genealogy of
Ottoman dynasty that went back to the Oghuz tribe*; he also included a short

account of the Byzantine history as a prolegomena to Ottoman hist01ry.295

Similarly,
Necib Asim and Mehmed Arif, commissioned by the Turkish Historical Society for
preparing a History of the Ottomans in 1909, devoted the first volume only to the
pre-Anatolian Turkish, Byzantine, and Seljuk Periods respectively in more than five

hundred pages as an introduction to the main work.*%®

»2 Deringil, Ikdidarin Sembolleri ve ideoloji, 37-42.
2% Neumann, “Bad Times and Better Self”, 62.
2% Neumann, “Bad Times and Better Self”, 67-68.

*% Hayrullah Efendi, (1820-1866), Tarih-i Devlet-i ‘Aliyye-i Osmani (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire,
1271-1292 [1854-1875]) Vol.2, 86-94; Cited in Kuran, “Ottoman Historiography”, 424.

2% Necib Asim and Mehmed Arif, Osmanli Tarihi. Medhal ile bidayet- zuhur-i Osmani ve ahd-i
Osman Han gaziyi muhtevidir. Vol. 1 (all published), Istanbul 1335/1919; Cited in Kafadar and
Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish Historical Writing”, 570-71. See Michael Ursinus, “Byzantine
History in late Ottoman Turkish Historiography”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 10/1,
(1986), 218-221.
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Apart from its Turkic origin, the imperial component which came to
constitute the Ottoman Empire began to be increasingly interested in by some
Ottoman historians, who considered the importance of the existence of an imperial
tradition in the territory that the Ottoman Empire had established in order to link the
Ottoman Empire with the Roman Empire, as Constantinople was the second
Rome.””” This attitude is best reflected in Namik Kemal’s (1740-1888) study of
Roman and Byzantine History as a prolegomena to his major historical work
Ottoman History (1909).%*® As stated by the author himself, this study was intended
to provide the Ottoman readers with an extensive overview of Roman, Byzantine
and Early Islamic periods to situate the foundation period of Ottoman civilization
within its larger historical context by delineating its cultural and political links with
the Islamic and the Roman civilizations. He writes:

I found it necessary to write a prolegomena before starting this history. The
first section, therefore, constitutes an historical outline of the Roman Empire
up to the emergence of Islam. Perhaps some readers will be wearied by the
length of this introductory draft, but there was no way of condensing it any
further. Firstly, without the background of Roman history, it was impossible
to expound upon the Eastern [Byzantine] Empire, which was constantly in
touch and at war with Islamic states till its demise, as well as upon the
Islamic state that was annihilated in Andalusia, and the force that blocked
the routes of Islamic conquest in the West. Secondly, I wanted to provide the
reader with a sound basis for comparing the Roman Empire, the greatest
political entity before the advent of Islam, with the Arab empire.
Unfortunately, a comprehensive study of the Roman Empire that would
serve as a reference in this regard has never been published in our
language.zgg

As elsewhere in Europe, the notions of origin and historical continuity were

of major significance for the Ottoman historiography particularly after the second

27 Ursinus, “From Suleyman Pasha”, 308.

28 Ursinus, “From Suleyman Pasha”, 309.

** Translated by Ahmet Ersoy, “Namik Kemal: Ottoman History” in Historicizing the Nation:
Discourses of Collective Identity in Central and Southeast Europe (1770-1945): Text and
Commentaries, Volume 2: National Romanticism, the Formation of National Movements, ed. Balazs
Trencsényi and Michal Kopecek (Budapest, New York: Central European University Press, 2007),
94-100. Although Namuk Kemal intended to publish his Roman History as a separate volume, its
publication was ceased by the order of Sultan Abdiilhamid II after the publication of the first volume
in 1887. His Osmanli Tarihi, without this medhal was published in 1908/1909. The paragraph quoted
here is from the introduction of the published version of Ottoman History.
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half of the nineteenth century. Similar to European historians, who tried to establish
a link between modern nation states and Roman imperial traditions, we see that
some Ottoman historians also searched for the ways that would connect Ottoman

Empire with imperial and historical traditions.

4.2.2. A Tool for Comparison and Legitimization

Some historical works demonstrate the interest of late Ottoman historians in
the new comparative and analytical approaches developed by their European
counterparts. Ahmed Midhat Efendi (1844-1912), one of the most prolific and
widely read late Ottoman authors, also journalist, novelist, and playwright, was
probably the first Ottoman author to examine Ottoman History by comparing it with

% One of the reasons behind such a comparison was

Roman and Byzantine history.
perhaps related to attempts to understand the reasons of the decline of the Ottoman
Empire as the history of the Roman and Byzantine Empire may have provided a
model. In his Mufassal Tarih-i Kurun-i Cedide, [Complete History of the Modern
Ages] (3 vols, 1886-1887), while he attributed a Turkish origin to the Ottoman
dynasty, he foregrounded the comparison of Ottoman Empire with other empires
including the Byzantine Empire. Although this work was a study of Ottoman history
from its beginnings to the sixteenth century, the author reserved a separate chapter
for the Byzantine Empire in which he compared some socio-political aspects of the
two emp'11res.301

Ahmed Midhad’s comparative approach is further developed by some later
Ottoman historians. The best example of such a comparative framework can be seen
in the two essays entitled Roma ve Osmanli Devietleri Arasinda Mukayese-i
Tarihiye [Historical Comparison between the Roman and Ottoman States] (fig. 10)
and Kadim Yunanistan, Bizans ve Osmanli Devleti [Ancient Greece, Byzantium,

and Ottoman State] (fig. 11) written by Celal Nuri [lleri] (1881-1938) one of the

3% Ursinus, “Byzantine History”, 215; Ursinus, “From Siileyman Pasha”, 311.

" Ahmed Midhat, Mufassal Tarih-i Kurun-i Cedide, Vol.2, 269-427 cited in Ursinus, “Byzantine
History”, 215-218.
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prominent figures of the Young Turks as an active politician, journalist, and
author.®®® In these essays, Celal Nuri compared the Ottoman Empire with the
Roman, Byzantine, Tatar and Andalusian Umayyad states focusing on their
similarities in terms of the nature of the empire and the reasons of their decline.’”
Obviously, the author’s main concern was to understand the Ottoman decline. This
is also evident in the fact that the two essays were later published as part of the book
entitled Tarih-i Tedenniyyat-i Osmaniye Mukadderat-i Tarih [History of Ottoman
Decline, Providence in History] (Istanbul 1331/1912-3).>** In 1917, Celal Nuri
published another essay entitled Rum ve Bizans in which he further developed this

305

comparative method (fig. 12).” Here, he states:

Roma ve ona halef olan Bizans tarihlerini bilmek, tarih-i Osman-i
meraklilar1 i¢in 6nemlidir. Bu nedenle her iki tarihi miitevaziyen [paralel
olarak] tedvin [biraraya getirme] ve bundan sayan-1 istifade netayic [sonug]
cikarmak asil amacimizdir, lakin bu is zannedildigi kadar kolay degildir.*”

For this purpose, Celal Nuri examines similarities between the Byzantine
Empire and the Ottoman Empire in terms of their “cosmopolite” population, state

organization, position of rulers and religion, traditions, palace ceremonies

% After graduating from the faculty of law in 1906, Celal Nuri became a lawyer. Shortly after 31
March 1909, he decided to become a journalist and freelance writer. Between 1909 and 1938, he
published several articles in various newspapers and journals and books. See, $. Tufan Buzpinar,
“Celal Nuri’s Concepts of Westernization and Religion”, Middle Eastern Studies, 43:2, 247-258,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00263200601114091 (accessed 18.11.2012); Necmi Uyanik, “Celal Nuri
ve Tarih Anlayis1” http://www .turkiyat.selcuk.edu.tr/pdfdergi/s16/uyanik.pdf (accessed 18.11.2012).

% Celal Nuri, Tarihi-Tedenniyat-1 Osmaniye, Mukadderat-i Tarihiye, (istanbul, 1331/1912-3). Also
cited in Ursinus, “From Siileyman Pasha”, 312. See also Celal Nuri [[eri], Uygarliklar Catismasinda
Tiirkiye, trans. and ed. Mahir Aydin, (Istanbul: Togan, 2008).

** In his comparison between the Roman and the Ottoman Empire, Celal Nuri states that “Bu iki
devletten biri ne gibi esbab-1 inhitatat giriftar olmus ise digeri de ona ducar olmustur”, Celal Nuri,
Tarihi-i Tedenniyat, 380.

% In the preface of his book, Celal Nuri states that he had written a history of pre-conquest
Konstantiniyye by not only translation and compilation from European works but also incorporating
his ideas (telif ve muhakeme). This text devoted to Rum and Byzantine, he argued, would be an
introductory part of this work which was never published. Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, (Istanbul,
Konstantinyye: Cemiyet Kiitiibhanesi, 1917), 1-3.

3% Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 54.
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throughout his account (fig. 13).>"’

As I will discuss in more detail in Chapter 6,
although Celal Nuri discusses Byzantine - Ottoman transition and appreciates the
linkages between the two empires, at the end, he concludes that the main reason of
the corruption and decline of the Ottoman Empire was “the influence of the
Byzantine Empire”!

The other incentive for making such comparisons between the Byzantine
and Ottoman Empire in historical writing seems to be related to political legitimacy.
This was particularly relevant after the second half of the nineteenth century when
the weight of Islam as a source of legitimacy became more prominent. In such
cases, Byzantine history tends to be used for emphasizing the political success of
the founders of the Ottoman Empire by describing the foundation of the Ottoman
polity against a background of political and cultural decline in the Byzantine
Empire. We see that the denigration of Byzantium that prevailed in the eighteenth
and nineteenth century western historiography was easily adopted as a legitimizing
device as it was the Ottomans who had defeated Byzantium at all. In addition, major
encounters with the Byzantines such as the Battle of Malazgirt, the conquest of
Anatolia and the Balkans, and the capture of Istanbul were particularly highlighted.
Not surprisingly, the Byzantine rulers were described as “corrupt” and “despotic”,

exploiting the inhabitants of the region.**

77 Celal Nuri points out similar multinational nature of the Byzantine and Ottoman Empires. He
states that ““...Byzantine military leaders were not Roman or Byzantine, but Persian, Slavs, and
Huns, etc. The Byzantine Empire was composed of Macedonians, Slavs, and Armenians. Similarly,
the Ottoman state was also multinational. If Ottoman Turks had not accepted to Islamic religion a
few centuries ago, they would become Rum after a short time ...” Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 43. He
also mentions similarities in the administration of the both empires, palace rituals, position of the
emperors etc. Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 44-49.

% Such descriptions of the Byzantines continued in the history textbooks and novels until recently.
See Hercules Millas, “History Writing among Greeks and Turks: Imagining the Self and the Other’,
in The Contested Nation: Ethnicity, Class, Religion and Gender in National Histories, ed. Stefan
Berger and Chris Lorenz, Writing the Nation Series, (Basingstoke; New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2008), 490-510.; Hercules Millas, “Non-Muslim Minorities in the Historiography of Republican
Turkey: the Greek Case.” in The Ottomans and the Balkans: A Discussion of Historiography, ed.
Fikret Adanir, Suraiya Faroghi, (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 155-192.
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The earliest examples of such descriptions can be found again in Ahmed

Midhat’s works. His Uss-i fnkzldp [The Basis of Transformation],3 09

published in
1877 was an official history of the Tanzimat era commissioned by Sultan
Abdiilhamid II. Here, compatible with the ideology of Ottomanism, Ahmed Midhat
describes a multi-ethnic empire containing non-Turkic and non-Islamic elements
since its foundation period.310 However, when it comes to the Byzantine Empire, he
describes the Ottoman Empire as the liberator of people living under the “corrupt
Byzantine rule”.”!' Ahmed Midhat particularly emphasizes the emergence of the
Ottoman state as the dawn of a new civilization ending the “Dark Ages” of
Byzantine Empire, describing the Ottoman Empire as the savior of the Rum Kilisesi
from the moral decay of the Byzantine Empire, and the protector of the Orthodox
Church.?'? The theme of “decline and decadence” of the Byzantine Empire which
had been developed in the eighteenth century western historiography was also
echoed in these narratives of the Ottoman historians. For example, a very similar
description of the Byzantine Empire to that of Voltaire was made by Mehmed
Murad who notes that “the Eastern Roman Empire, or Rum, or the Byzantine
Empire lived more than one thousand years after the decline of the Western Roman

Empire. However, it left nothing other than a stain for humanity because its history

% Uss-i Inkilab consists of two volumes. The first volume was published during the second year of

Sultan Abdiilhamid’s reign. Starting with a historical overview about the emergence of the Ottoman
polity, the rest of this volume comprises a detailed account of the political events of the Tanzimat
years. The second volume, published in 1878, entirely recounts the events of the Hamidian era,
publicizing the accomplishments of the new sultan in a celebratory tone. Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i
inkzlap (Kism-1 Evvel), (Istanbul: Takvimhane-i Amire Matbaasi, 1294/1877); Ahmed Midhat, Uss- i
Inkilap, Volume 2: II. Abdiilhamid Han'm Ciiliisundan Birinci Seneye Kadar, (Istanbul: Selis
Kitaplar, 2004).

10 “Kemal-i ehemmiyetle dikkat olunacak ahvaldendir ki Devlet-i Aliyye-i Osmaniyye sirf bir
devlet-i Tslamiyye gibi tesekkiil etmemistir... Devlet-i Aliyye-i Osmaniyye tevarih-i selefde emsali
sibkat etmemis olmak iizere miistakillen bir (Devlet-i Aliyye-i Osmaniyye) olarak tesekkiil
eylemistir” Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i inkzlap (Kism-1 Evvel), 9. Also Cited in Muharrem Dayang,
“Ahmed Midhad Efendi ve Uss-i Inkilab Uzerine”, Turkish Studies: International Periodical for the
Languages, Literature and History of Turkish or Turkic, Volume 7/1 (winter 2012),837-
847 http://turkishstudies.net/Makaleler/1110697509_40_dayangmuharrem_t.pdf (accessed
10.11.2012).

' Ahmed Midhat, Uss-i Inkilap, 10-11; Dayang, “Ahmed Midhad Efendi”.

312 Michael Ursinus, “Der schlechteste staat: Ahmed Midhat Efendi (1844-1913) on Byzantine
Institutions” Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 11:1, (1987), 237-239.
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was a disgrace.”®" In his Kainat-Kiitiibhane-i Tarih (1886-87), Ahmed Midhat
divides the whole Byzantine history into the periods defined by the “invasion” of
the other states; “Slaviarmn Istilasina Kadar” [until the Invasion of Slavs],
“Istanbul’'un Ehl-i Sahib Tarafindan Fethine Kadar” [until the Conquest of Istanbul
by the Latins] and “Istila-i Osmaniye’ye Kadar’ [until the Invasion of the

34 Similarly, in another general history written or translated by ibrahim

Ottomans].
Hakk1 Pasa, Tarih-i Umumi, Byzantine history is examined in six pages under such
titles of “Roma’nin inkirazr” [the decline of the Roman Empire], “Fesad-1 Ahlak”

315
In

[corrupted morals], “Konstantiyye Rezaletleri” [scandals of Constantinople].
the same vein, in Mehmed Murad’s Tarih-i Umumi, the whole Byzantine history is
nothing than political conflicts, wars and disorders.’'

These historical accounts, the majority of which were translations from
European originals, portrayed Byzantine society constantly in decline and subject to
negative influences of other states. Such descriptions were especially useful for
justifying the righteousness of the Ottoman conquerors. Accordingly all Byzantines
accept the rule of Ottomans as their salvation. In these narratives, then, the main
role of Byzantine history was to legitimize the foundation of the Ottoman Empire
and reveal the success of the Ottoman dynasty.’'’ It is also clear that Ottoman
historians did not have a total image of Byzantine history, similar to European
historians. While some periods of Byzantine history are considered more positive,

some others are negative. In general, the earliest period of the Byzantine Empire is

viewed as the decline period of the Roman Empire probably due to the impact of

Y “Sarki Roma veya Rum veyahud Bizans imparatorlugu, Garb imparatorlugunun ¢okiisiinden

sonra bin sene daha yasamistir. Su kadar ki, bu yasayis1 beseriyat namina bir leke ilave etmekten
baska bir ise yaramamistir. Ciinkii kendi yagami rezalet i¢inde ge¢mistir” Mehmed Murad, Tarih-i
Umumi, Vol.3, 62.

314 Ahmed Midhat, Kainat: kiitiiphane-yi tarih, (Istanbul: Muharrin zatina mahsus matbaa, 1288-
1298 [1871 or 1872-1880 or 1881], Vol.3, 63-100.

35 fbrahim Hakki Pasa, Tarih-i Umumi, 3 Vols, (Istanbul, 1889, “Mekteb-i Ali Hukuk’da tedris
edilmek iizere tertib olunmustur”) Volume 3, 170-173.

316 Mehmed Murad, Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.3 (Istanbul: Mihran Matbaas1, 1298 [1882], 71-72.

317 Millas, ‘History Writing among Greeks and Turks”, 490-510; Millas, “Non-Muslim Minorities”,
155-192.
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Montesquieu, Gibbon and Voltaire. Celal Nuri writes, for example: “As the Eastern
Roman Empire had founded on the eve of the fall of the Western Roman Empire; it
had left history nothing than moral decay, sordidness, rivalry, and

. .. . 318
discrimination.”

The reign of emperor Justinian (527-565) is often cited as the
most important period and thus evaluated with a positive attitude as this period
witnessed Justinian’s attempts to revive the Empire's greatness and reconquer the
lost western half of the historical Roman Empire. After this period, however, the
Byzantine Empire is considered to enter a low period. According to Celal Nuri, all
moral decay occurred during this period since “Greeks brought their language, arts,
women, disgrace. This was a period marked by disorder, moral decay, and
disgrace”.319 The other period, which is considered important, is the middle
Byzantine period often referred to between ninth to eleventh centuries by several
Ottoman authors. For example, Celal Nuri points out “the glory of Byzantine
Empire was seen in the middle Byzantine period of 10-11" centuries... that also
brought civilization to Russia with importing its religion, art and architecture,

59320

before which Russia was a primitive society. In contrast, the last centuries of

2! This was also

Byzantium were again described with very negative words.
probably related to the legitimation of the conquest of Constantinople and glorifying

the Ottomans who terminated such a “corrupt” empire.

4.2.3. Byzantine Legacy as a Part of Ottoman Identity

Contrary to such negative portraits of the Byzantine Empire in late Ottoman

historiography, there were also novel approaches appreciating the importance of the

318 “Sarki Roma zaten Garbi Roma’nin inkirazinda vuku buldugundan, ahlaksizlik, ihtilafat, ihtirasat

ve miicadelat hizbiyeden baska, tarihe bir yadigar birakmamustir.” Celal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyat,
86.

319 Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 21.

?20 Celal Nuri writes: “Slav toplumunun ¢algisi, pek basit seslerden olusan bir miizik aletiydi.
Istanbullular, miizigi de getirdi. Mimarlik da bu yollarla Rusya’ya girdi ve goze hos gelen kiliseler,
yaldizl1 kubbeler yapildi. Yapisi sert ve ahlaki kaba olan Ruslar, beylerinin baskisiyla, o zamanin en

ileri uygarlif olan, Bizans uygarligina girdiler.” Celal Nuri, Tarihi Tedenniyati, 409-412.

32 Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 29-31.
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study of Byzantine history, art and architecture and attempts at appropriating the
Byzantine heritage as part of Ottoman identity.

Ahmet Refik [Altinay] (1881-1937), one of the prominent historians of the
transition period from empire to republic, can be considered the best representative
of this positive approach. Having adopted Romantic and positivist history writing,
Ahmet Refik resembles his European contemporaries in many ways. He has often
been credited as one of the first modern historians in Turkey as he was one of the
first Ottoman authors to use Ottoman state archive, “hazine-i evrak” in writing
history. At the same time, he was one of the first “popular” historians, successfully
combining history with literature and producing several historical novels which
provided him with a very wide range of readers.’*

Although his main subject of study was Ottoman history like many of his
contemporaries, Ahmet Refik was highly interested in Byzantine history, with an
emphasis on the political and cultural linkages between the Ottomans and the
Byzantines. Although his works on Byzantine history and culture were heavily
based on his abridged translations of European (particularly French) works, rather
than original historical writing, Ahmed Refik’s most important contribution was his
attempt to incorporate the Byzantine heritage into “Ottoman identity”.

Ahmed Refik composed one of the most comprehensive world histories in
the Ottoman Empire entitled “Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi: Begeriyetin Tekemmiilat-1
Medeniye, Ictimaiye, Siyasiye ve Fikriyesi, [The Great World History] published in
1327-28 [1911-3] (fig. 14). In the fourth volume of this giant six volume work,
Ahmed Refik devoted a chapter to the history of the Byzantine Empire covering one
hundred and sixty five pages. Here, the history of the Byzantine Empire was

examined by dividing it into periods according to dynasties that ruled the empire.’*’

*® For a full bibliography of Ahmed Refik, see Muzaffer Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam Ahmed
Refik Altinay: Hayati ve Eserleri, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1978).

3 Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi: Begeriyetin Tekemmiilat-1 Medeniye, Ictimaiye, Siyasiye ve
Fikriyesi, Volume 4, (Istanbul: Kiitibhane-i Islam ve Askeri, Ibrahim Hilmi, 1327/1911-1912)
(thereafter Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi). The chapter devoted to the Byzantine Empire covers the pages
93-257. The first period covers “Justinian to Heraclius (395-717)” and begins with the division of the
Roman Empire into east and west. The second chapter covers the period from “Isaurian Dynasty to
the Iconoclasm (717-8657; the third chapter ‘“Macedonian Emperors (847-1057)”; the fourth
“Komenenler (1054-1204”); the fifth chapter “Latin in Konstantiniye (1204-1261)”; “Paleologoslar,
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There is also a separate section for the “Bizans Medeniyeti Hayat Siyasiyesi ve
fctimaiyesi” [Byzantine Civilization] in which the social, cultural, artistic and
architectural developments are covered.’”*

In the preface of this book written by Ahmed Hilmi, the publisher of the
book writes:

Current books written in the old style were far from the meeting of the new
requirements to stimulate patriotism similar to Europe, [...] we examined the
most important historical works from Germany, France, England and Italy,
[...] took different parts from each other which were most suitable to our
nation’s nature and 1requirements.325

Although the exact bibliography of these works is not provided, the
Byzantine section of the book was apparently based on translations from the
Histoire générale du IV° siecle jusqu'a nos jours, written by French historians
Alfred Nicolas Rambaud and Ernest Lavisse 1891-1900 in 12 vols (fig. 15-17).

Another study of Ahmed Refik, Bizans Imparatoriceleri [Byzantine
Empresses] first appeared in 1914 in the magazine Sehbal where every volume

326

published the biography of a Byzantine empress. The complete text was

published as a separate book in 1915, with a picture of “Empress Theodora and her

The Last Days of Byzantium (1261-1453)” the last chapter is devoted to “Bizans Medeniyeti Hayat
Siyasiyesi ve Ictimaiyesi”.

*** This section includes the topics: the nature of the empire as multi-national and multi-language
empire, the life of emperors, palace rituals and ceremonies, the administration of the Byzantine
territory, the division of the lands into thema, the management of the territory, clothing, description
of palaces, the importance of empress, the description of topography of Konstantiniyye, life of the
Byzatines, the position of the church, the clergy, the impact of the church and monasteries,
iconoclast movement, marriage, law, army and fleet, science and literature, philosophy, fine arts
including painting, architecture and sculpture, the impact of Byzantine literature, culture and art in
Russia, Bulgaria, Serbs, the influence of Byzantine art in Italy and Europe, trade, industry, and the
Byzantine monuments in Konstantiniyye. Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol. 4, 208-257.

¥ ibrahim Hilmi “Negrin Ifadesi”, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol.1, (1912) n.p.

3% «Anna Komneneos, Bizans Imparatorigeleri”, Sehbal 56, (1.7.1912); “Atenayis, Bizans
Imparatogileri”, Sehbal, 57, (15.7.1912); “Irene, Bizans Imparatorigelerinden” (1-2) Sehbal. 62, 63,
(1 and 15.10.1912); “Teodora, Bizans Imparatorigeleri”, Sehbal, 58. (1.8.1912); “Teofano, Bizans
Imparatorigeleri”, Sehbal, 59, (15.8.1912); “Bizans Imparatorigelerinin Hayat Tarz1”, Sehbal, 66, 67.
(1.12.1912). Sehbal was one of the first illustrated magazines published between 1908-1914 by
people supporting the cultural change targeted by Committee of Union and Progress. The topics
covered in the journal range from politics to science and art. For more information about this journal
see Selim Ahmetoglu, “From the Unionist Actualité to the Mass Popularity: Sehbal (1909-1914)”,
(Unpublished MA Thesis, Bogazici University, Graduate Institute for Social Sciences, 2007).
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courtiers depicted in a mosaic in San Vitale, Ravenna” in the frontispiece the book
(fig. 18-19).**" Apparently, for composing this book, Ahmed Refik translated

excerpts from two different books.**®

While majority of biographic information on
the Byzantine empress seem to have been taken from the French Byzantinist
Charles Diehl’s work entitled Figures Byzantines published in 1906, (fig. 20) the
biography of Anna Kommena, from Paul Adam’s Byzantine Princesses (1893)™°
(fig. 21). The original section of the book, however, is its introduction section
entitled “Bizans Tarihine Medhal” [Introduction to Byzantine History] written by
Ahmed Refik himself at an earlier time, dating 11 April 1329 [1911]. Here, Ahmed
Refik provides his own views on the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman Empire. He
states that “although the word Byzantium had long been associated with words
aberration and contrivance, such criticisms and audacity are derived from the lack
of enough information about Byzantium...””*' Evidently, Ahmed Refik was aware
of the negative connotations with the word “Byzantium” and he wanted to

rehabilitate dominant perceptions of Byzantium as a decadent empire. In fact, in this

re-appreciation of Byzantium, Ahmed Refik was higly influenced by Charles Diehl

327 Ahmed Refik, B;'zans impamtorigeleri, Bizans Tarihine Medhal, impamtqrigelerin Tarz-1 Hayatt,
Teodora, Atenais, Iren, Dindar Teodora, Teofano, Zovi, Anna Comnenus, (Istanbul : Muhtar Halid
Kitabhanesi, 1331 [1915], 1. tab'.)

3BAhmed Refik’s book includes biographies of “Teodora, Etenayis, Irena, Dindar Teodora,
Teofanu, Zui, Anna Kommenos” in 1915 edition. In later time, it was published together with Seljuk
and Ottoman woman sultans including “Melike Adiliye, Seceretiiddiir, Raziye Kalfa, Kaya Sultan,
Meleki Kalfa, Fatma Sultan” , with the title of Bizans ve Osmanlt Saraylarinda Ihtirashi Kadinlar,
ed. Niikhet Erkog, (Istanbul, 2009).

32 The book includes the portraits of Athénais, Theodora, Irene, Theophano, Zoe, Emperor Basil,
Emperor Leon, and Anna Dalasse”. Charles Diehl, Figures Byzantines, Vol. 1, (Paris: Librarie
Armand Colin, 1906) I accessed the book from http://archive.org/details/figuresbyzantin0Odiehgoog
(15.02.2013).

30 paul Adam, Princesses byzantines: La trés pieuse Iréne [et] Anne Comnene, (Paris; 1893). 1
accessed the book from http://archive.org/stream/princessesbyzantOOadamuoft#page/n8/mode/lup
(accessed 15.02.2013).

3! “Ezmine-i kadimeden zamanimuza gelinceye kadar, Bizans kelimesi dedikoduculuga, ahlaksizliga
ilm olarak kullanilmis, son zamanlarda “sefil Bizans™ siingiilerle pargalamak fikirleri bile
isitilmistir. Fakat biitiin bu ciiretler ve muvehizeler Bizans’1 iyi tanimamaktan ileri geliyor”. Ahmed
Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, 4. One should also note that like other Ottoman authors, Ahmed
Refik used the word “Bizans” as synonym for the city Constantinople and Tstanbul.
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who reviewed Byzantine studies in France in his Etudes Byzantines (1905) and
stated: “il existe une autre Byzance, plus vraie, plus intéressante aussi et plus
vivante, riche en grands spectacles et en glorieuses figure, capable d’énergie et

7332 1t is also

d’effort, de plaisirs délicats de haute culture artistique et intellectuelle.
important to note that although Ahmed Refik did not mention his source books used
in Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi or Bizans Imparatorigeleri, in his later years, he would
continually write about “European historians and their works” and introduce
particularly “the innovations that Charles Diehl brought to the study of Byzantium”
in his journal articles published between 1922 and 1928.%*

As many of his contemporaries in the late Ottoman period, the major
concern of Ahmed Refik was to understand and find solutions to the decline of the
Ottoman Empire. Within this context, he considered historical writing as a major
tool for creating a “national identity” and “stimulate Ottoman patriotism”. As for
many European historians, for him, an understanding of the past was necessary in
order to be able to forge the future. In an article published in the journal Servet-i
Funun, Ahmet Refik expressed his views on the history education in schools.
Accordingly, “the main task of history education was to forge national identity and
bring people loyal to fatherland and stimulate patriotism as in Europe where
nationalism politics were now popular”.***

Yet, different from several Ottoman authors, he tried to articulate an

Ottoman historical narrative that would include the Byzantine heritage as part of

this “national identity”. In contrast to some Ottoman historians who portrayed

332 Diehl, Etudes Byzantines, 2-3.

3 Ahmed Refik “Sarl Dil” [Charles Diehl], ikdam, 9007, 13.4.1922; “Tarih ve Miiverrihler”, Hayat,
60-63, 66, 69, 71,73, 81 (19.1.1928 vd.).

34 «__Iste bu sebeble agiktir ki milliyet politikasinin en ziyade revac buldugu asri hazirda tarihi

milliye pek ziyade ehemmiyet verilmeye baslanmus, tarih dersleri vatana vefakar, sadik, fedakar
evladlar yetistirmek icin en mithim bir dersi vatanperverane olmak iizere tedris edilmeye baslamisdir.
Filhakika tarih, hissiyati vataniyenin muharriki yeganesidir. Vatanin ihtiva ettigi biitiin sanayi’in,
biitiin giizelliklerin biitiin biiytikliiklerin dasitan mefahirini, meraretli zamanlarini, felaket giinlerini
bir lisani siikun ve miiessirle anlatan yegane nakildir.... Tarihin hubbu vatan tevlidine yegane saik
olmasi inkar kabul etmez bir hakikattir. Bu hakikatin en ziyade takdir edilmedigi bir yer varsa, o da
memleketimizdir...” Ahmed Refik, “Tedrisat-1 Tarihiyye ve Tarih Kitaplari: Yeni Kitaplar”, Servet-i
Fiinun, 1009, (22.9.1910), 358-359.
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Byzantium as an alien culture to the Ottoman Empire; Ahmed Refik highlights
immediate links between the two. Furthermore, he considered the knowledge of
Byzantium [he meant Istanbul] and the history of the Byzantine Empire as crucial
components for creating Ottoman patriotism. In contrast to several Ottoman
historians who considered the heritage of Byzantium as one of the main reasons of
Ottoman decline, Ahmed Refik argues the opposite by stating that the “the most
important and glorious phases of Ottoman history took place in Byzantium”.**
According to Ahmed Refik, the most important reason for Ottoman decline is the
lack of love and loyalty to one’s country. This can only be constructed by
“...cultivating the land, appreciating the value of motherland and glorifying the
past” and these “sublime feelings can only be gained by knowing more about
Byzantine, Ottoman and Islamic history...”**® It is apparent that Ahmed Refik’s
concept of “patriotism” was based on space, rather than ethnicity, race or religion.
He tries to foster patriotism through the historical knowledge of the Ottoman
borderland which definitely included the Byzantine heritage. He also highlights that
“...As Byzantine civilization had flourished in these territories; there was a cultural
continuum between the Byzantine and Ottoman Empire. Therefore, the Byzantine
heritage should be embraced as part of our history...”**’

As it is seen, one crucial novelty in the writings of Ahmed Refik is his
positive attitude towards to the Byzantine heritage. Equally significant is that as an
Ottoman historian, Ahmed Refik highly recognized the importance of the study of
Byzantine history and particularly the works of late Byzantine authors for a better
understanding of early Ottoman history. In line with his belief in the “scientific”

nature of historical research, Ahmet Refik concentrated his efforts on collecting and

analyzing ‘“archival” sources. This also enabled him to use primary Byzantine

% “Bizans sehri, umum Osmanliligin payitahti olmasi nedeniyle de nazarlarimizda biiyiik bir
kiymeti haizdir. Tarihimizin en parlak, en debdebeli sayfalar1 Bizans’ta ge¢mistir...” Ahmed Refik,
Bizans Imparatorigeleri, 14.

36 “Osmanlilarin en bityiik felaket sebeplerinden biri de topraklarina, yurtlarina baglh olmamalaridir.
Yurda baglilik, vatan topragini ekip bigmekle, vatan kiymetini takdir etmekle, gecmisini yiiceltmekle
miimkiin olabilir. Bize bu yiice hisleri ancak Bizans, Osmanl1 ve Islam tarihleri kazandiracaktir.”
Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, 14.

37 Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, 4.
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sources, mainly European editions of late Byzantine sources such as Niketas
Khoniates, etc. He states that “...the study of Byzantine history is so important that
it merited more attention than has been till now as the Ottoman Empire was founded
on the Byzantine territory and it had significant impacts on the Ottoman traditions.”
In order for a more “scientific” study of Byzantine history, he asserted that the study
of Byzantine history “be included in history lessons in the curriculum of the
University and organized academic seminars about it”.***

Such an interest in the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman Empire,
particularly appreciating the importance of the study of Byzantine art and history in
high school and university education can also be seen by some other contemporary
Ottoman historians. One important example is Miinir Mazhar, who published an
article series related to Byzantine history, art and architecture and its importance for
Ottoman history in Yeni Mecmua, the important media of Young Turks, in 1918
Interestingly, Miinir Mazhar was not in Istanbul at that time, but in Geneva for
higher education and a member of Cenevre Tiirk Yurdu, [Turkish Homeland in
Geneva] one of the nationalist unions founded by Ottoman citizens who studied
abroad in 1911.3% According to the introduction of his first article titled “Bizans
Tarihine Ait Iki Ders” [Two lectures on Byzantine History] (fig. 22-23) while
studying in Geneva, Miinir Mazhar attended the lectures delivered by Charles Diehl

who came to Geneva from Paris for this event. Miinir Mazhar took notes and sent

them to Istanbul to be published in Yeni Mecmua. Miinir Mazhar writes:

% “Halbuki biz Osmanlilar igin Bizans tarihini laytkiyla bilmek ve bu tarihin biitiin safhalarini tam
bir dikkatle incelemeye bilyiikk ihtiya¢ var. Ciinkii Osmanli, saltanatini Bizans topragi lizerine
kurmus. Osmanli adetlerine Bizanshlarin biiyiik etkileri olmustur. Bizans imparatorlarinin asirlarca
idare ettigi topraklar, Bizans halkinin beraber yasadiklar1 unsurlar halen sevgili vatanimizda mevcut.
Binanaleyh Bizans’a sahib olmak Bizans’1n tarihini ve ananevi tesirlerinini nazara itibara alarak ilmi
bir surette tetkik etmek istiyorsak, tarih derslerimizde Bizans tarihine dair ciddi, alimane, fenni
konferanslar vermek, bizim ic¢in bilhassa nazari dikkate alinacak bir vazifedir...”Ahmed Refik,
Bizans Imparatoriceleri, 4.

** For this journal see “Necdet Ekinci, “Ikinci Megsrutiyetten Cumhuriyete Gegis Siirecinde Bilimsel
Tiirkciilik Cabalarina Bir Ornek: Yeni Mecmua”, Istanbul Universitesi, Iletisim Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
11 (2001), 137-162.

30 Mehmet Sahingoz, “Lozan Tirk Yurdu”, Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, Volume: XIII,
(March 1997).
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These conference notes were of great importance for our country as our
history books could not provide much information about Byzantine history.
These articles may take attention of a few young, and thus contribute to the
study of Byzantine history and its impact on Turkish and Ottoman history.341

For this aim, the author inserted a short bibliography at the end of his article
for further studies of Byzantine history and art including the works of Gibbon,
Rambaud, Diehl, Herzberg, Krumbacher, Krueger, and Bayet. Miinir Mazhar also
referred to Ahmed Refik’s Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi and Bizans Imparatorigeleri for
those who wanted to search for Byzantine history. After these conference notes,
Miinir Mazhar continued to send several articles to Yeni Mecmua related to
Byzantine art and architecture including “Bizans Sanati’'min Tesekkiil ve Intisart”,
[The formation and development of Byzantine Art] “Bizans Konstantiniyyesi”,
[Byzantine Constantinople] and “Bizans Tarihi” [Byzantine History].342

It can be said that both Ahmed Refik and Miinir Mazhar intended to
enlighten their compatriots and students regarding the importance of the study of the
Byzantine heritage. Their writings suggest that Byzantine history, art and
architecture in Istanbul are vital for Ottomans who lived in Istanbul. They aimed at
connecting the present Ottoman Istanbul with its past during the Byzantine Empire
by referencing the supposedly glorious past and monumental architecture in
Istanbul. Another more general aim was increasing loyalty to the capital, at a time

when the city was under difficult historical situation during the last years of the

Ottoman Empire.

4.3. “Byzantium and Byzantine History” in the Wider Ottoman Context: the
Balkans

The nationalist movements and uprisings in the Balkan region of the
Ottoman Empire led to the foundation of the new nation states of Modern Greece,

Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaria in the nineteenth century. These new nation states

**! Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Tarihine Aid iki Ders”, Yeni Mecmua, Vol.2/51, (1918), 489-495.
32 Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Konstantiniyyesi (1)”, Yeni Mecmua, Vol. 3/ 61, (12 September 1918),

168-176; “Bizans Konstantiniyyesi (2)”, Yeni Mecmua, Vol.3/63, (3 October 1918), 214-216;
“Bizans Sanatinin Tesekkiil ve hltisarl”, Yeni Mecmua, Vol.3/59, (29 August 1918), 126-128.
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began to show a renewed interest in their ancient and medieval past and used
historiography in the nation-building processes as in elsewhere in Europe in this
century. The major turning point for Balkan states was the second half of the
nineteenth century when an interest in middle ages and thus their Byzantine heritage
began to rise. Academic historical writing emerging in the Balkans was also part of
a wider cultural and political transformations leading to formation of nation-states.
As Marius Turda points out, “historical rights” and “historical continuity” became
dominant historiographical themes in the processes of nation-building and writing

343

national histories in the Balkan region of the Ottoman Empire.”” These two

historiographical topics were useful for displaying the continuity of the nation and

its close relationship with the territory it occupied. 4

4.3.1. Byzantine Heritage as “Intermediary”: Bridging the Gap between
Ancient History and Modern Nation State in Greece

The Modern Greek state founded in 1830 did not easily appropriate the
Byzantine heritage as part of national identity in its early periods. Instead, classical
antiquities, as the material evidences of classical Greece were considered extremely
prominent. The period of classical antiquity, thus became the main reference point

. .. . . 345
for imagining a new nation state in Greece.

Most of the archaeological research
focused on the Hellenic cultures while Byzantium was ignored and remained
marginal within the Greek national narrative until the end of second half of the

nineteenth centulry.346 This was closely related to the approaches in Western Europe

3 Marius Turda, “National Historiographies in the Balkans, 1830-1989”, in The Contested Nation:
Ethnicity, Class, Religion and Gender in National Histories, ed. Stefan Berger and Chris Lorenz,
(Writing the National Series) (Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 463-489.

3 For the relationships between the notions of origins, continuity, and rights, see C. Lorenz,
“Towards a Theoretical Framework for Comparing Historiographies: Some Preliminary
Considerations”, in Theorizing Historical Consciousness, ed. P. Seixas, (Toronto, 2004), 25-48.

* Yannis Hamilakis, The Nation and Its Ruins: Antiquity, Archaeology, and National Imagination
in Greece, ed. Lorna Hardwick and James L. Porter, (Oxford University Press, 2007), 82-85.

" Alexandra Alexandri, “Names and Emblems: Greek Archaeology, Regional Identities and
National Narratives of the Turn of the 20th Century”, Antiquity, Vol.76/ 291 (2002) 191-199.;
Mehmet Ozdogan, “Heritage and Nationalism in the Balkans and Anatolia: What Has Happened
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that began to consider ancient Greece as the birth place of Europe. Indeed, the
newly born Greek state originally based its legitimacy on its classical heritage
claiming to be the direct heir of Ancient Greece.”*” Adamantios Korais (1748-
1833), the forerunner of Modern Greek literature and the idea of the foundation of
nationally independent Greek state, based his discourse on the historical continuum

348 .
However, it soon became

between the classical past and Modern Greek state.
obvious that there was a considerable gap between ancient and modern Greece. This
gap became even more evident when the German historian Jakob Philipp
Fallmerayer (1790-1861) composed a theory called ‘Slavonization of the Greeks”.
In his Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea wihrend des Mittelalters [History of the
Mora Peninsula during the Middle Ages] published in two parts in 1830 and 1836,
Fallmerayer argued that as a result of the Slavic occupation of the Peloponnese from
the late sixth to the tenth century, the contemporary inhabitants of the newly
founded Kingdom of Greece did not have anything in common with their ancient
ancestors. According to Fallmerayer, the modern Greeks were actually “Hellenized”
Slavs and Albanians moved into Greece during the g™ century. Therefore, the
glorious civilization of ancient Greeks had waned without living any heirs.**’

In response, Greek historians came to focus on the history of Byzantium as a
chain that would link ancient Greeks with the contemporary Greek nation state.* It

was historian Spyridon Zambelios (1815-1881), who first highlighted “the Greek

character of Byzantium”. In his account titled Byzantine Studies published in 1857,

since Hasluck?”, Archaeology, Anthropology and Heritage in the Balkans and Anatolia: The Life
and Times of F.W. Hascluck, 1878-1920, ed. David Shankland, Volume 2, (Istanbul: The Isis Press),
395-96.

347 Hamilakis, The Nation and its Ruins, 112.

% Hercules Millas, “Ethnic Identity and Nation Building: On Byzantine and Ottoman Historical
Legacies”, in Europe and Historical Legacies in the Balkans, ed. Raymond Detrez and Barbara
Segaert, (Brussels, P.LE. Peter Lang, 2008), 20-21.

g p. Fallmerayer, Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea wdhrend des Mittelalters, 1, (1830) Stuttgart;

11 (1836); Millas, “Ethnic Identity and Nation Building”, 20-21.

30 Stefan Berger, On the Role of Myths and History in the Construction of National Identity.
http://ehq.sagepub.com at Ruhr-Universitaet Bochum on August 29, 2009 stories of nineteenth-
century national histories (accessed 02.12.2012); Millas, ‘History Writing among Greeks and Turks”,
490-510.
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he argued that ancient Greeks had not disappeared, but had survived and reshaped
with the Christianity during the Byzantine period. Byzantium, thus, gained
particular importance, considered to be the repository of Greek nationality.351

This work of Spyridon Zambelios encouraged the production of a more
comprehensive national history. Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos, the founder of
Greek national historiography, accomplished this mission. In his seminal work,
History of the Greek Nation, From Antiquity to Modern Times, published in five
volumes from 1860 to 1874; Paparrigopoulos constructed the whole Greek history
employing the tripartite division of the nation’s major periods as ‘“ancient
Hellenism, medieval Hellenism, and modern Hellenism”.**? By this way, the
medieval Byzantine Empire, or the medieval Hellenism, became an important part
of Greek national history as the second chain of the historical continuity. The
refutation of Fallmerayer’s thesis also came from another Greek historian Spyridon
Lambros (1851-1919). In his On the Palaeologian Dynasty and the Peloponnese,
Lambros described the Peloponnese as the direct legitimate successor of the
Byzantine Empire as it was ruled by the members of last Byzantine dynasty after the
fall of Constantinople.353

Thus, the assumption of the direct historical continuity between modern
Greece and the Hellenistic world was well established in the late nineteenth century

by means of “discovering” the “Greekness” of the Byzantine Empire. The multi-

cultural and multi-lingual nature of the Byzantine Empire was now reduced in a

! Spyridon Zambelios (1815-1881) focused on both the domestic songs and history of Byzantium,
arguing that the most essential proof of historical continuity was vernacular language. Spyridon
Zambelios, Byzantine Studies: on the Sources of Modern Greek Ethnicity, (Athens, 1857)+; Effi
Gazi, “Theorizing and Practicing “Scientific” History in South-Eastern Europe (Nineteenth and
Twentieth Century): Spyridon Lambros and Nicolae Jorga”, in Nationalizing the Past: Historians as
Nation Builders in Modern Europe, ed. Stefan Berger and Chris Lorenz, (Palgrave Macmillan,
2010), 202-203.

32 Andromache Gazi, “National Museums in Greece: History, Ideology, Narratives”, Building
National Museums in Europe 1750-2010. Conference proceedings from EuNaMus, European
National Museums: Identity Politics, the Uses of the Past and the European Citizen, Bologna 28-30
April 2011, ed. Peter Aronsson & Gabriella Elgenius, EuNaMus Report No 1 (Linkdping University,
2010), 366. http://www.ep.liu.se/ecp_home/index.en.aspx?issue=064 (accessed 21.01.2013).

3 Gazi, “Theorizing and Practicing”, 201-3.
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“Greek Empire” and the tripartite scheme articulated by Greek intellectuals has

remained to this day as the cornerstone of national historical narrative in Greece.

4.3.2. Controversy and Coming to Terms with the Byzantine Legacy

The creation of a mythic past gleaned from ancient glorious ancestors was in
the making and the Greek case provided a model for the other Balkan nationalities
that followed Greece in the nation-building processes of the nineteenth century. If
modern Greeks went back to ancient Greece, modern Romanians could appeal to

. 354
ancient Rome as a descendant.

In each cases, the “value” of the Byzantine
heritage as a bridge connecting glorious past to the modern times was realized later.

In these Balkan nationalities such as Romanian, Bulgarian and Serbian,
however, the appropriation of the Byzantine heritage and the construction of the
medieval Byzantine history as an integral part of their own national history were a
subject of controversy. While prominent historians recognized the importance of the
medieval past —medieval Byzantine Empire in constructing a linear and continued
national history, there were also objections to the appropriation of the Byzantine
heritage as part of the national history. There were basically two reasons for this.
The first was related to the image of Byzantium as an oriental state. The other was
that most intellectuals of the period associated the Byzantine Empire with the Greek
influence and authority among Orthodox Christian Community lived under the
Ottoman rule of the Balkans.

From the late 18th century onwards, the ideas of the French and other
Enlightenment philosophers enjoyed a rising popularity among multi-ethnic
Orthodox Christian Community who lived under the Ottoman rule of the Balkans.
These ideas, however, divided the intelligentsia of this cultural community into two
camps. On the one hand, some intellectuals embraced new ideas of Enlightenment

including secularism. But on the other hand, more conservatives wanted to adhere to

3 Marius Turda, “Historical Writing in the Balkans”, The Oxford History of Historical Writing,
Volume 4: 1800-1945, ed. Stuart Macintyre, Juan Maiguashca, and Attila Pék (Oxford- New York :
Oxford University Press, 2011), 352.
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traditional values. For those, who envisaged their national state as a modern
European, the Byzantine Empire which considered the ‘“oriental and agrarian
society” would constitute an obstacle in this process. Furthermore, the Byzantine
imagery was closely associated with the mysticism of Orthodoxy. 3

The other factor was the Greek authority among the Orthodox Christian
Community in the Balkans. Indeed, national consciousness in the Balkans had
begun as a reaction more against the hegemony of Greek culture rather than
Ottoman sovereignty as Bulgarians and Romanians were under the influence of the
Greek Orthodox Patriarchy and the Greek education system until the beginning of
the 19th century. In this context, the struggles against the Patriarch of
Constantinople for an independent church resulted in the establishment of
independently headed national Orthodox churches in Bulgaria (1870) and Romania
(1885).°° The establishment of the Phanariot regime in Danubian municipalities
(Moldavia and Wallachia of Romania from 1862) also contributed to this image. As
mentioned in Chapter 2, the Phanariot family who began to rise in the Ottoman
Empire was appointed as governors to the Danubian municipalities with the title of
bey or prince from the eighteenth century onwards.”’  As they considered
themselves the heirs and custodians of Byzantine culture, they adhered to the
Byzantine tradition.® Therefore, the period of Phanariot in the nineteenth century
Romanian historiography was rendered “authoritarian” as it was considered the
representation of Greek suppression in Romanian lands.

It was Nicole lorga (1871-1940), the famous Romanian historian and
politician, who most successively provided Romanian nationalism with the notions

of historical continuity by emphasizing linkages between the Byzantine Empire and

5 Raymond Detrez, “Between the Ottoman Legacy and the Temptation of the West: Bulgarians
Coming to Terms with the Greeks”, in Europe and Historical Legacies in the Balkans, ed. Raymond
Detrez and Barbara Segaert, (Brussels, P.LE. Peter Lang, 2008), 33-48.

%6 Alexander Kiossev “Legacy or Legacies: Competitions and Conflicts”, in Europe and Historical
Legacies in the Balkans, ed. Raymond Detrez and Barbara Segaert, (Brussels, P.LLE. Peter Lang,
2008), 49-68; Nikolay Aretov “The Rejected Legacy” in Europe and Historical Legacies in the
Balkans, ed. Raymond Detrez and Barbara Segaert, (Brussels, P.LE. Peter Lang, 2008), 69- 80.

357 Philliou, “Families of Empires and Nations”, 177-200.

3B A, Vacalopoulos, “Byzantinism and Hellenism” Balkan Studies, 9, (1968), 101-126.
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the Romanian principalities of the Middle Ages. In his Histoire des Romains de
Transylvanie et Hongrie (1915), lorga first constructed a direct lineage between the
Roman colonists of Dacia and modern Romanians.>” In his later years, he
constructed continuity between the Romanian Principalities of the Middle Ages and
the Byzantine Empire by highlighting the role of these principalities as the

30 He also

defenders of Orthodoxy after the fall of Constantinople in 1453.
redefined Phanariot period as an important period in the Romanian history. *°!

Iorga suggested that not only Greeks and Romania but all southeastern
European peoples shared Orthodox tradition, thus they shared the same heritage.362
In the wider South Slavic region, (Bulgarians, Croats and Serbs) historicism was
also the integral part of nationalism and the discovery of the past; particularly the
medieval period was in the making.

Byzantine studies in Serbia began by translating excerpts from the Byzantine
chroniclers. Jeftimije Avramovi¢’s translation of loannina Chronicle in 1862 has
often been accepted as the first academic Byzantine study in Serbia.’® The
Kingdom of Serbia provided a state scholarship for the development of history;
some of the students went to the university in Munich, where the first chair of
Byzantine Studies had been established by Karl Krumbacher, in the University of

Munich in 1898. After a great many Serbian scholars specialized in Byzantine and

medieval history in Munich, the importance of Byzantine sources for the study of

3% Turda, “National Historiographies”, 474-475.

% Turda, “National Historiographies”, 481-482. In his later years, lorga formulated his influential
work in the development of Balkan historiography, Byzance aprés Byzance (1935) for representing
the commonalties of the Orthodox peoples in the Ottoman Empire in religion, law, music, and the
visual arts, and thus for emphasizing the continuity of two imperial traditions. See Todorova,
Imagining Balkans, 165.

%! Gazi, Theorizing and Practicing”, 204-205.
* Ibid.

% Srdan Pirivatri¢ “A Case Study in the Emergence of Byzantine Studies: Serbia in the Nineteenth
and Twentieth Century”, the Byzantine World, ed. Paul Stephenson, (London, New York: Routledge,
2010), 481-482.
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Serbian national history was realized and Byzantine seminars began to be given in
the Great School in Belgrade in 1906.%%

In 1892, Cedomilj Mijatovi¢, a historian and politician, published his
Constantine: The Last Emperor of the Greeks or the Conquest of Constantinople by
the Turks (1453) in London. It is significant that Mijatovi¢ dedicated his study to
the heir to the Greek throne, Prince Constantine. As the title of the book suggests,
he considered a continuity between two Constantines, and thus, between the
Byzantine Empire and the newly founded Greek Kingdom. As a politician, he
advocated the revival of the Byzantine Empire after regaining the lands that had lost
in 1453.%%

Similar to some Ottoman historians, who began to realize the importance of
late Byzantine sources for Ottoman history; Serbian historians such as Dragutin
Anastasijevi¢ (1877-1950) and Nikola Radoj¢i¢ (1882-1964) also searched for
information regarding Serbs provided by later Byzantine historians. Serbian
historian Stojan Novakovi¢ (1842-1915) was particularly interested in middle
ages.366 George Ostrogorsky’s (1902-76) studies were the turning point in the
developments of Byzantine Studies in the twentieth century. Ostrogorsky would
also become one of the most known authors in the Byzantine scholarship in Turkey
as well, whose seminal works was translated into Turkish several times during the
1940’s.

In Bulgaria’s search for a cultural identity between the Ottoman legacy and
European future, the Byzantine heritage occupied an ambiguous position. As in
other nationalities, some intellectuals in Bulgaria considered the Byzantine Empire
as an oriental state and thus not suitable for appropriating in the processes of the

creation of a new modern European national state. Yet, the medieval Bulgarian

Empire was considered important for providing legitimacy for the new Bulgarian

% R. Radic, “Sto godina Katedre i Seminara za vizantologiju”, Zbornik Matice srpske za knjiZevnost
i jezik, 2008 (56-1: 177-87) cited in Pirivatri¢ “Emergence of Byzantine Studies”, 483-484.

%% Pirivatri¢ “Emergence of Byzantine Studies”, 481-482.
% D. Djordjevi¢, “Stojan Novakovi¢: Historian, Politician, Diplomat” in Historians as Nation-

Builders: Central and South-East Europe, (Studies in Russia and East Europe), ed. Dennis Deletant
and Harry Hanak, (London: Macmillan, 1988), 51-69.
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state. In accordance with this historical view, archaeological researches in this
period focused on the centers of the early kingdoms such as Pliska, Preslav, and
Turnovo.*®’

It was the Bulgarian historian Vasil Zlatarski who attempted to do for the
Bulgarians what Paparrigopoulos had done for the Greeks a few decades earlier. His
extensive researches on medieval Bulgaria closely parallel Paparrigopoulos’ focus
on Byzantium and his preoccupation with the ethnological underpinnings of the
Medieval Greek state. *°® He provided Bulgaria with historical continuity through
the medieval ages, and thus the Byzantine heritage.

In sum, then, legitimizing the national state, thus the recovery of the nations’
medieval past came to the fore in the writings of the historians of the nineteenth
century Balkan nation states. We see that in each case, Byzantium served for the
same purposes. While Greek authors emphasized the Greek/Hellenic components of
the “Byzantine identity”, Romanians pointed out its Roman descendants. Within
this context, the identity of Byzantium as the container of ancient Greco-Roman
legacies became prominent. Bulgarians, on the other hand, emphasized medieval
Byzantium. In both cases, Byzantium played an intermediary role in bridging the
gap between ancient glorious past and modern nation states and thus the territory

these states occupied.

%7 James Crow, “Archaeology”, in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, ed. E. Jeffreys, J.
Haldon, R. Cormack, (Oxford University Pres, 2008), 50.

3% Paschalis M. Kitromilides, “On the Intellectual Content of Greek Nationalism: Paparrigopoulos,
Byzantium and the Great Idea”, From Byzantium and the Modern Greek Identity, ed. David Ricks
and Paul Magdalino, the Centre for Hellenic Studies, King's College (London: Ashgate, 1998).
http://helios-eie.ekt.gr/EIE/bitstream/10442/8689/1/kitromilidesbyzantium. pdf accessed 02.02.2013).
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CHAPTER 5

“THE FORMER SHAPE OF CONSTANTINOPLE”: BYZANTIUM,
CONSTANTINOPLE, iISTANBUL AND WRITING BYZANTINE
ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY (1860-1920)

The title of this chapter, “The Former Shape of Constantinople” comes from
the title of the book Heyet-i Sabika-1 Konstaniyye probably the first book published
in Turkish language in 1860 on Byzantine Constantinople. As I will demonstrate in
detail in this chapter, it can also be considered the first marker signaling the
growing interests among Ottoman intellectuals in the Byzantine past and
architectural legacy of Istanbul. This chapter explores this growing Ottoman
scholarship on the Byzantine urban and architectural legacy by focusing on the
seminal works of three authors: Celal Esad [Arseven] (1876-1971), Mehmed Ziya
(1865 or 1871-1930), and Ahmet Refik [Altinay] (1880-1937) (fig. 24-26).

The selection of these three authors can be justified on several grounds as
they share common features. First and foremost, they were all the forerunners of
Ottoman/Turkish intellectuals interested in Byzantine Constantinople and produced
seminal works during the first decade of the twentieth century Turkey. All three
were members of institutions and learned societies founded in this period to
encourage scholarly researches and publications including the cultural and
architectural legacy of Istanbul. Their writings were the continuation of a kind of
tradition of writing on Constantinople initiated a long time before and enhanced by
mostly European intellectuals with whom the three authors had often close personal
and academic contacts. While these preceding European studies had several
influences on their methodology, there were also personal and scholarly relations
between these authors and their European counterparts. Finally, they lived in a time
period from the late Ottoman to the early Republican period providing invaluable
examples for tracing the transformation of their intellectual development and
discourse during the nation-building process.

This chapter is divided into three major sections. The first two sections can

be considered a background to the main section, in which I will examine the works
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of these authors. Therefore, the first section of this chapter provides a brief
overview of broader historical and cultural developments such as the establishment
of the modern state institutions and legal regulations concerning the cultural legacy
after the mid-nineteenth century.

The second section, then, presents forerunner studies on the topography and
monuments of Byzantine Constantinople by European scholars as the works of
these authors should be considered in relation to them. In fact, the other shared
features of these authors were that they were very aware of the developments in
history writing and Byzantine scholarship in Europe and tried to catch up with these

developments.

5.1. Defining the Byzantine Cultural Heritage of the Empire

In the course of the nineteenth century, Ottoman attitudes towards antiquities
had undergone a dramatic transformation whereby the Ottoman Empire began to
claim ownership of the “antiquities” found in the territories of the empire. The issue
of antiquity laws in 1869, 1874, 1884, and 1906, the increase in the control over
foreign archaeological excavations, the establishment of the Miize-i Hiimayun
[Imperial Museum] in 1881 and archaeological researches carried out by Ottomans
were crucial developments in this transformation. These developments were part of
a greater official agenda in defining a civilized and modern identity and image for
the Ottoman Empire often in cultural and political dialogue with Europe. Therefore,
the growing Ottoman interest in antiquities and archaeology was largely a response

369
I

to western European struggle for control over antiquities in the Ottoman lands.”™" It

** Zeynep Celik, “Defining Empire’s Patrimony: Late Ottoman Perceptions of Antiquities”, in
Scramble For the Past: A Story of Archaeology in the Ottoman Empire, 1753-1914, ed. Zeynep
Celik, Zainab Bahrani, Edhem Eldem, (Istanbul: Salt, 2011), 446-7. ; For a comparative examination
of the museums of the late Ottoman Empire and the early Turkish Republic in terms of their
buildings, collections, and displaying methods in the formation of collective identities, see Pelin
Giirol Ongoren, “Displaying Cultural Heritage, Defining Collective Identity: Museums from the Late
Ottoman Empire to the Early Turkish Republic”, (Unpublished PhD Thesis, METU Graduate School
of Social Sciences, Architectural History Program); For an examination of the first museological and
archaeological studies in the Ottoman Empire within the context of modernization process, see Selin
Adile Atilman, “Museological and Archaeological Studies in the Ottoman Empire during the
Westernization Proceses in the 19th Century”, (Unpublished MA Thesis, METU, Graduate School of
Social Sciences, Department of History).
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is probably for this reason that late Ottoman policies with regard to appropriation of
the past bear certain similarities with Western Europe. As in Europe, who turned
their gaze to the classical antiquity as the foundation of European civilization,
Ottomans gave special prominence to the antiquities of the classical age in their
attempts at collecting, preserving and presenting the cultural patrimony.

As for the situation concerning the Byzantine patrimony of the Ottoman
Empire, although it needs to be explored in more detail, we can briefly look at some
specific examples in order to provide a general picture of the historical context as
the production of written accounts of Byzantine architectural and archaeological
studies were the outcome of these broader developments in this period.

Although the antiquities law of 1874 gives the definition of “antiquities” as
“comprising every kind of art work dating from ancient times,” the revision of the
law in 1881 and then 1906 elucidates this definition and provides more specific
examples.3 0 Among other varied artifacts, the definition also includes; “basilicas,
churches, monasteries, city walls and towers, hippodromes, cisterns, obelisks,
sarcophagus, images and icons”.>"! Evidently, the artifacts and buildings from the
Byzantine period were also considered “antiquity” to be taken under protection and
defined as state property.

During this period, a series of Byzantine monuments were also subject to
restoration and rehabilitation. After the restoration of Hagia Sophia during the reign
of Sultan Abdiilaziz (1830-1876), some of the mosaics of Kariye Mosque were

372

revealed by local Greek architect Kuppas in 1875-76."" Defined as “dsér-1 atika”,

the Binbirdirek Cistern was decided to be cleaned with the supervisor of Muse-i

" While many articles of the regulation were related with archaeological excavations and treasure
hunting, the three articles of the regulation concerned with the preservation and restoration of
monuments. See Feridun Akozan, Tiirkiye'de Tarihi Amtlarnt Koruma Teskilatt ve Kanunlar,
(Istanbul: Devlet Giizel Sanatlar Akademisi Yayinlari, 1977), 25-27.

' Asar-1 Atika Nizamnamesi, Hazine-i Evrak, 3026, (Ankara: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1966), 6.
7 Semavi Eyice, “Kariye Camii”, Tiirk Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 21 (Ankara, 1955), 335-339; Engin

Akyiirek, Bizans ’ ta Sanat ve Ritiiel, (Istanbul, 1996), 47.; Robert Ousterhout, The Architecture of
Kariye Camii in Istanbul (Washington Dc., 1987), 9.
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Humayun and opened to daily visit with an entrance fee.’”® There was also an
attempt to open the Yerabatan Cistern (Basilica Cistern) to visit.”’* The preservation
of the Tekfur Palace was on the agenda of the Ottoman government. According to a
document dated to 1910, in order to preserve the Tekfur Palace “one of the most
important ancient monuments of the Ottoman capital”, the private houses around the
building were decided to be expropriated.375 A law for the preservation of
monuments (Muhafaza-i Abidat Hakkinda Nizamname) issued in 1912 ensuring that
“all places and works from any period whatsoever” be preserved as antiquities.?”®
As these Byzantine buildings were those, visited most frequently by foreign
diplomatic committees and travellers, the preservation activities have often been
considered as part of the westernization movements of the Ottoman Empire. The
land walls, for example, were constantly in concern by both foreign visitors and the
Ottoman government.””’ Indeed, within the general framework of modernizing
reforms undertaken by the ruling elite, the increased relations with the western
world were always a stimulus behind such preservation acts since the late eighteenth
century. For example, the Kariye Camii - as the building was seriously damaged by
the earthquake of 1894 - was restored upon the order of Sultan Abdiilhamid II on
occasion of the visit of German emperor Kaiser Wilhelm II to Istanbul in 1898.

However, there also seem to be some genuine concerns for the preservation of

33 BOA, MFE.MKT, 1089/35, 3 Zilhicce 1326 (27 December 1908); DH.MKT, 2703/105, 18 Zilhicce
1326 (11 January 1909).

M BOA, MV, 222/146, 8 Rabiulevvel 1340 (9 November 1921).
P BOA, ME.MKT, 1151/71, 22 Rabiiilahir 1328 (3 May 1910).

76 Nur Altinyildiz, “The Architectural Heritage of Istanbul and the Ideology of Preservation”, in
History and Ideology: Architectural Heritage of the Lands of Rum, Mugarnas: An Annual on the
Visual Culture of the Islamic World, Vol. 24, ed. Sibel Bozdogan, Giilru Necipoglu, (Leiden-Boston,
2007), 286.

7 One of the decrees of Sublime Port dated in 1134H. /1722M it was forbidden to construct the
house and to plant a tree upon the city walls since ambassadors of Christian state may have criticized
and condemned to the Ottoman government. Emre Madran states that rather than a concern for urban
conservation or public health, these policies were derived from Ottoman policies to be approved by
western counties. Emre Madran, “Tarihi Cevrenin Tarihi, Osmanli’dan Giiniimiize Tarihi Cevre:
Tavirlar-Diizenlemeler”, Dosya, 14.1: Tarihi Cevrede Koruma: Yaklasimlar, Uygulamalar,
(TMMOB Mimarlar Odasi Ankara Subesi, June, 2009), 7.
http://www.mimarlarodasiankara.org/dosya/dosyal4-1.pdf (accessed 04.03.2013).
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Byzantine - as well as other - “antiquities” particularly in the efforts of individuals
such as Museum employees. Some archival records dating from the nineteenth
century kept in the prime Minister’s Ottoman Archives gives some examples for
both situations. For instance, during the construction of the Anatolian railway,
workers encountered an old bridge located on the way of the railway construction to
Adapazari. The letter dated 18 December 1898 written by Osman Hamdi as the
director of Museum to Malldrif-i Nezdret-i Celilesi [Ministry of Education]
requests not to demolish this bridge which was built during the time of the emperor
Justinian since “the bridge with twenty arches is architecturally very important and
has been frequently visited by foreign travellers”.”’® Upon the letter of Osman
Hamdi, Mallarif-i Nezdret-i Celilesi urges Ticdret ve Ndfilla Nezdret-i Celilesi
[Ministry of Trade and Public Works] not to demolish this bridge and change the
direction of the railway construction.

In another letter, Osman Hamdi suggested punishing those responsible in
Pendik (Istanbul) “who attempted to destroy a beautiful fountain built by Pelizer
[Belisarius]”, the famous general of the emperor Justinian, in order to re-use its
stones for new constructions. It is important to note that, according to the same
document, ten years ago local Muslim residents wanted to re-use its stones for the
construction of a new mosque. Now, Christian inhabitants attempted to re-use the
stones for the construction of a new church.’” These two letters are intriguing as
they show the attitude of both the Muslim and Christian local community to the
historical building. They also display, however, both a growing knowledge and

consciousness regarding the preservation of historical buildings as it was Museum

7 BOA, MF.MKT, 430/22, 29 Recep 1346 [13 December 1898]; “...yirmi kemeri havi olan asar-1
nadire-i kadimeden cisr-i [Jazimden hedmi mansir bulundugu istihbar edilmis olub bu koprii
Bizantin imparatorlarindan Justinyen zamamindan kalmis ve fenn-i milmarice glyetii(ll-giye
ehemmiyeti hdiz bulunmus olduguna ve seyyahin-i ecnebiyyenin bu eser-i nadirii[Jl-emsali
ziyaretden hali kalmadiklarina nazaran bekd-y1 malimdriyeti matlib ve miiltezim ve kumpanyanin
bunu tahribe hicbir vechle hak ve salahiyeti olmadig miisellem bulundugundan hattin mezkar koprii
tizerinden gegirilmesi cdiz olsa bile kusur vaki[] vechle hedmi kat[]an rehin-i cevaz olamayacaginin
ve bu babda kumpanyaya tebligit-1 mii’essire icrasiyla kusur-1 mezklirun fillile ¢ikarilmasina
meydan verilemesinin Ticare ve Nafi(la Nezaret-i CelilesilIne is[lar1 kemal-i ehemmiyetle Carz ve
niyaz olunur.”

3 BOA, MF.MKT, 78/72, 21 Safer 1300 [29 December 1882].
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employees who appreciated the architectural value of the building and also the
Ottoman official consideration given to the preservation of certain architectural
heritage of Byzantine Constantinople.

Starting from the beginning of the nineteenth century, the Ottoman Empire
was also involved in the display methods of the country’s modern developments
through the architecture, museums and world expositions. Similar to Western
European emperors, such as Wilhelm Kaiser II, one could argue for a close
connection between political aspirations and cultural projects of Ottoman sultans. In
this context, the display of the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman Empire was also
part of these cultural policies. At the 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition in
Chicago, for example, the main Ottoman pavilion was displayed by a village, also
referred to as the “Business Street of Constantinople”. According to Zeynep Celik,
this pavilion designed to recall the Byzantine Hippodrome in Istanbul was thus the
first representation of the Byzantine past as part of the Ottoman culture.”®” In fact, if
not architecturally, the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman capital was represented
before in the international arena. Among Ottoman “agricultural, industrial and
artistic products” displayed in the main exhibition halls of 1867 Paris Exposition;
there were five drawings of Hellenic and the Byzantine heritage of Istanbul. These
drawings were prepared by Philip Anton Dethier; a German scholar who arrived in
istanbul around 1847 as the director of the Austrian School.”™®' Dethier was also one
of the members of the Ottoman commission for this exposition.382 The drawings
prepared by Dethier also introduced in the exposition book, La Turquie a
l'Exposition universelle de 1867 prepared by Selahaddin Bey, the head of the
Ottoman commission and dedicated to Sultan Abdiilaziz who also visited the
exposition. According to the exposition book, Dethier composed five drawings for

the exposition. These are the restoration of the Serpentine Column, a view from the

%0 Zeynep Celik, Displaying Orient, 85-86.

! For more information see, Semavi Eyice “Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizelerinin flk Direktorlerinden Dr.
P.A. Dethier Hakkinda Notlar” Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Yilligr 9 (1960), 45-52.; Eyice, “Phillipp
Anton Dethier Istanbul’da”, in P. A. Dethier, Bogazici ve Istanbul, trans. Umit Oztiirk (Istanbul,
1993), 7-11.

%2 Zeynep Celik, Displaying Orient, 85-86.
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interior of the Hebdomon Palace [the Tekfur Palace]; Cemberlitas [the Constantine
Column], the restitution of the Theodosius Obelisk, and finally a reduced plan of the
northern part of the city walls from the gate of Balat until up to the Topkapl.383
Having studied history, archaeology and art history at Berlin University,
Dethier had been working on the Byzantine buildings and inscriptions since he
came to Istanbul. He carried out several surveys and published his results in a book
entitled Nouvelles découvertes archaéologigues faites a Constantinople in 1867.%%
Before these works, he also carried out a cleaning work in the Serpentine Column

385

resulting in the deciphering the inscription of the monument in 1856.™ He also

published many articles on the epigraphy and archaeology of Byzantine

Constantinople.3 86

These researches of Dethier would also result in the publication
of another book to be displayed in his 1873 exposition of Vienna which will be
discussed in detail below. Therefore, Dethier’s academic interest and earlier studies
must have been an important factor for the selection of these five drawings for the

exposition. However, they also reflect the growing awareness of Ottoman Tanzimat

% 1t is stated that “this plan, a land survey, sketched and annotated for using in a work - an edition
of manuscripts of Kritovulous which is discovered by Dethier in the library of the palace, to
understand the tripartite range of the city walls, together with its trench and towers, as well as
interesting details overlooked by the majority. Salahaddin Bey, La Turquie a l'Exposition universelle
de 1867: ouvrage publié par les soins et sous la direction de S. Exc. Salahaddin Bey, (Paris, Librarie
Hachette, 1867), 152.

# P. A. Dethier, Nouvelles découvertes archéologiques faites a Constantinople, (1867)
http://archive.org/stream/nouvellesdcouveO0Odethgoog#page/n31/mode/lup (accessed, 03.03.2013).

385 Dethier, Bogazici ve Istanbul, 59; Semavi Eyice, “Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizelerinin ik
Direktorlerinden” 45-52.; Eyice, “Phillipp Anton Dethier istanbul’da”, 7-11. It was the British
archaeologist Charles Newton (1816-94) who had unearthed the column in 1855. After spending
only three days and founding a few fragments, however, he left Constantinople to search for classical
monuments in Mausoleum at Halicarnassus, without cleaning the bronze surface. Robert Ousterhout,
“The Rediscovery of Constantinople and the Beginnings of Byzantine Archaeology: A
Historiographic Survey”, in Scramble For the Past: A Story of Archaeology in the Ottoman Empire,
1753-1914, ed. Zeynep Celik, Zainab Bahrani, Edhem Eldem, (Istanbul: Salt, 2011), 191; See also
Jonathan Bardill, “Archaeologists and Excavations in the Hippodrome”, in Hippodron/Atmeydant,
ed. Birgitte Pitarakis, Vol. 1 (Istanbul: Pera Museum, 2010), 83-90.

3 p_ A. Dethier und A. D. Mordtmann, Epigraphik von Byzantion und Constantinopolis, von den
dltesten Zeiten bis zum Jahre Christi 1453, (Istanbul, 1864); P. A. Dethier, Etudes archaéologiques
(Istanbul, 1881) Nouvelles découvertes archaéologigues faites a Constantinople (Istanbul, 1867). For
more information see Semavi Eyice “Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizelerinin ilk Direktorlerinden Dr. P.A.
Dethier Hakkinda Notlar” stanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Yilligi 9 (1960), 45-52.; Eyice, “Phillipp
Anton Dethier Istanbul’da”, in P. A. Dethier, Bogazici ve Istanbul, trans. Umit Oztiirk (Istanbul,
Eren, 1993) 7-11.
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elites’ the importance of the claiming the cultural patrimony of the empire as in the
case of western European states.

The other display area was of course the museum, the seeds of which had
been formed in the late eighteenth century. The Imperial Museum, on the other
hand, achieved autonomy as a modern state institution in 1889.%% Wendy Shaw
argued that Imperial Museum enterprise was formed in a “Helleno-Byzantine”
context preserving and displaying its Hellenic and Byzantine heritage “to include
itself in the club of nations that traced their cultural heritage to the ancients and thus
constructed a shared experience of “Western Civilization”.**® T argue, however, that
Ottomans were much interested in the “Hellenic” and/or “Roman” identity of the
Byzantine heritage, similar to that of Western Europe and newborn Balkan states as
discussed in the previous chapter. This will be more apparent, if we look at the first
archaeological expeditions that were carried out by Osman Hamdi on behalf of the

Imperial Museum. Similar to British, French, German archaeologists, who initiated

the first archaeological expeditions in classical sites in search of Greco-Roman and

*¥7 There is a controversy about what date should be accepted as the foundation of the first museum
in Turkey. Some date it back to 1723 when the Ottoman government remodeled the former Church
of Hagia Eirene, in use as an artillery warehouse. In 1846, Ahmed Fethi Pasha, designated the rooms
around the atrium of the former Church of Hagia Eirene to house two collections owned by Sultan.
This act has often been credited as the first consciousnes attempts at creating museological
presentaions of imperial collections in the Empire. The date 1869, on the other hand, is also
importnat for replacing the word “collection” with the “museum”. Shaw, Possessors and Possessed,
31-46.

388 Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 68-70.
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biblical past,”™® Osman Hamdi Bey carried out the first archaeological excavations
mainly on Hellenistic and Phoenician sites located in the empire’s territory.**’

It is obvious, on the other hand, that the Imperial Museum had a
considerable number of collections dated to the Byzantine period as revealed by the
Museum catalogs prepared by A. Dumont, Solomon Reinach, André Joubin and
Gustave Mendel in 1868, 1882, 1893 and 1912-14 1respectively.391 One reason was
that although the focus was the antique and classic ages in the excavations, these
sites had also Byzantine layers and thus provided artifacts that belonged to the
Byzantine period. It is significant to note that some Christian relics held by the

Byzantine Emperors, and military objects had been kept in Hagia Irene since its

*% Britain was the leading country initiating archaeology in Anatolia due to relatively positive
political and economic relations between the Ottoman Empire and Britain. Charles Fellows (1799-
1860)’s expedition in 1840’s to Xanthos was one of the first archaeological expeditions in Ottoman
lands. Towards to end of the nineteenth century, in addition to the Britannia, the other rising imperial
nations such as Germany (Pergamon from 1878), Austria (Golbast from 1882; Ephesus from 1895),
the United States (Assos from 1881, Sardis from 1910), and Italy (from 1913) came into prominence.
For the first archaeological expeditions in the Ottoman lands see Margarita Diaz-Andreu, A World
History of Nineteenth Century Archaeology: Nationalism, Colonialism, and the Past, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007); D. Gill, “The British School at Athens and Archaeological Research
in the Late Ottoman Empire”, in Archaeology, Anthropology and Heritage in the Balkans and
Anatolia: the Life and Times of F.W. Hasluck, 1878-1920 ed. David Shankland, Vol.1, (Istanbul: Isis
Press, 2004), 223-256; Celik et.all (eds.) Scramble for the Past.; Atllman, “Museological and
Archaeological Studies in the Ottoman Empire”.

% One of the first excavations undertaken by him was the tumulus of Antiochus I of Commagene on
Nemrut Mountain. Between 1887 and 1888, he conducted excavations at the Royal Necropolis of
Sidon where he discovered the sarcophagus of Alexander the Great and brought to the Imperial
Museum. He worked at the temple of Hekate in Lagina between 1891 and 1892. He also worked in
the necropolis of Myrina, Kyme and Aiolia. Cezar, Sanatta Batrya A¢ilis ve Osman Hamdi, 2 Vols.
(Istanbul: Erol Kerim Aksoy Kiiltiir Egitim, Spor Saglik Vakfi, 1995), 273-277; Afife Batur,
“Arkeoloji Miizeleri Binalar1”, Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, Vol.1 (Istanbul: Kiltiir Bakanligi ve Tarih
Vakfi Ortak Yayini, 1993), 310-312.; Atllman, “Museological and Archaeological Studies in the
Ottoman Empire”, 72-79.

#'Solomon Reinach, Ministére de I’Instruction Publique: Catalogué du Musée Impérial d’Antiquités
(Constantinople: Imprimerie Levant Times, 1882); André Joubin, Musée impérial ottoman:
Catalogue des sculptures grecqués, romaines, byzantines et franques, (Constantinople: Mihran,
1893); Gustave Mendel, Catalogue des sculptures grecqués, romaines, byzantines, 3 Vols.
(Constantinople: Musé Imperial, 1912-14.) In 1868, French archaeologist A. Dumont compiled the
first catalog of Mecmua-i Asdr-1 Atika by classifying these artifacts typologically. According to this
catalog, Mecmua-i Aséar-1 Atika contained Greek, Roman, and Byzantine work of arts and these
historical artifacts were displayed in various places of the museum. Salomon Reinach, a member of
the French committee and a specialist of antiquity, published the first catalogue of the works exposed
in the Tiled Pavilion, See Catalogue du Musée Impériale d’Antiquités Constantinople in 1882. Batur,
“Arkeoloji Miizeleri Binalar1”, 310-312.

135



conversion into the Imperial Armory following the conquest of Constantinople.’>

In the course of time, several works from the Hellenistic and Byzantine periods,
unearthed from various parts of the Empire were gathered here forming the seed of
“Mecmua-i Asar-1 Atika” [Magazine of Antiquities] after the organization of the
collections in Hagia Irene by Ahmet Fethi Pasha, the marshal of the Imperial
Arsenal in the Ministry of War, house two collections owned by Sultan.

Among the museum catalogs prepared in this period, Gustave Mendel’s
Catalogue des Sculptures Grecques, Romaines et Byzantine, Konstantiniyye in 1912
is important as it provides a plan of the new museum, classified the artefacts

1.3 What is more,

according to the expedition lounges, and described them in detai
Gustave Mendel was brought from Bordeaux University as an expert of “Kadim
Yunan, Romen ve Bizantin Asart muhafizi” [Ancient Greece, Roman and Byzantine
antiquities expert]***

Accordingly, many of Byzantine collections consisted of Hellenistic
sculptures, reliefs, and architectural fragments which were incorporated in city walls
and other buildings. For example, small reliefs depicting Christ embedded in
different parts of the city walls were entered in the collections of the Imperial
Museum.” A Medusa head decorating the exterior walls of Hagia Sophia was
placed in the Imperial Museum in 1871.%° In the same year, the Byzantine
sculptures of lions taken from the Bukoleon Palace in Constantinople that had first

been placed around the sea gate of the city walls probably as the symbolism of

2 Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 32-35.

% Accordingly, in the galleries of the north side of the building, the works from the Greek and
Roman periods were displayed. These included architectural components, statues and relieves came
from Miletus, Didim, Lagina and Assos. In its south wing, there were the works from Hellenistic and
Byzantine periods including some of the reliefs and sarcaphagus. Batur, “Arkeoloji Miizeleri
Binalar1”, 310-312.

3% According to contract of Mendel, he was responsible for not only preparing museum catalogs but
also display of artifacts in scientific manner, supervision of the Museum excavations, inspection of
the Asdr-1 Atika in the provinces and supervision of the printing that museum would publish in the
near future. His contract was extended three months as the work has not been completed in 20
November 1913. BOA, BEO, 4232/317388, 20 Zilhicce 1331 (20 November 1913).

395
Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 41.

3% Necipoglu, “Life of an Imperial Monument”, 204; Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 39.
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power linked to lions, were removed due to railway construction and placed in the
Imperial Museum.”’

A great amount of Byzantine artifacts acquired by the Imperial Museum; on
the other hand, seem to have been come from different places of the empire,
unearthed incidentally during the base constructions. Two documents dated to 1894
show such incidents. In the first case, a stone sarcophagus was found during the
base excavation of a dervish lodge in Carsamba, Beycegiz. After the Museum
officer realized that it belonged to the Byzantine period, it was decided to be taken

to the Museum.>®

The second included three amphoras discovered during the base
excavations of a flour mill of in Kii¢iiksu, Goksu Istanbul. The document states that
“after an examination of the artifacts revealed that they belonged to Byzantine
period, and the transfer fee was not so expensive, then the submission of the
artifacts was realized.”**” Another document dated to 1899 shows the acquisition of
artifacts that were dated to the Byzantine period after analysis that had been
founded during the railway construction near the train station in istanbul.**

The growing European interest in the antiquities found on Ottoman territory
motivated the Ottoman government to change the attitudes towards ancient
patrimony and the ways in which they were collected and appreciated. The Sublime
Porte sent circular letters to the provinces and asked for the valuable ones to be
shipped to Istanbul. As a result, the old artifacts from various parts of the Empire
began to flow to Imperial Museum.*”! For example, a document dated to 1903,
requested Byzantine coins that were found in the district of Atranos [Orhaneli,

Bursa] be sent to the Imperial Museum. " Similarly, a Byzantine coin collection

was sold to the Imperial Museum by Konstantin Makridi Pasha, umur-u sihhiye-i

37 Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 40-41.

% BOA, ME.MKT, 193/62, 11 Receb 1311 (18 January 1894).
% BOA, ME.MKT, 195/89, 6 Saban 1311 (12 February 1894).
40 BOA, MF.MKT, 441/51, 22 Zilkade 1316 (3 April 1899).

401 flber Ortayl1, “Tanzimat’ta Vilayetlerde Eski Eser Taramas1”, Tanzimat tan Cumhuriyet’e Tiirkiye
Ansiklopedisi, Volume 6, (1985), 1599.

2 BOA, MF.MKT, 686/ 37, 21 Zilkade 1320 (19 February 1903).
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insaniyye teftis komisyonu azasi, a number of documents dealt with the payment-
installment of this collection.**?

In addition to the Museum, there were other institutions and learned
societies regarding the cultural heritage in Istanbul. The first was Istanbul Sehri
Muhibleri Cemiyeti, (Société des Amis de Stamboul) one of the earliest and the
most known Antiquarian societies founded in 1911 by cosmopolitan inhabitants of
Istanbul. One of the basic missions of the society was to do research and promote
publications concerning the history, art and archaeology of the city.** The other
was a more specific committee, Muhdfaza-i Asar-1 Attka Enciimeni [Committee for
the Preservation of Historic Works] founded in 1917. Situated in a room in the
Muse-i Humayun for their desk studies, Committee’s main responsibilities were
documenting, surveying, and photographing ancient buildings of Istanbul and
publish scholarly works. The committee, members of which consisted of prominent
historians, architects, art historians and museum employees was also eligible to

405 One of the other

make decisions regarding the preservation of historic buildings.
common features of these authors was their involvement in scientific institiuons and
learned socieities founded in this period in Istanbul. Celal Esad and Mehmed Ziya
were member of Muhdfaza-i Asdr-i Atika Enciimeni and Istanbul Sehri Muhibleri
Cemiyeti, while Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya were active members of Tarih-i
Osmani Enciimeni [the Ottoman Historical Society) founded by a group of

historians, art historians and statesmen in 1909.

43 BOA, BEO, 210/15705, 13 Zilkade 1310 (29 May 1893); BEO, 231/17290, 20 Zilhicce 1310 (5
July 1893); BOA, BEO, 277/20740, 7 Rebiiilevvel 1311 (18 September 1893); MF.MKT, 284/9, 7
Rabiulevvel 1313 (28 August 1895).

% Giil Cephanecigil, “Ge¢ Osmanli ve Erken Cumhuriyet Donemi Tiirkiyesinde Milliyetgilik ve
Mimarlik Tarihi” ITU Dergisi A: Mimarlik, Planlama, Tasarim, Vol. 9/ 2, 29-40 (Eylil 2010), 33-
34.

5 Semavi Eyice, “Bir Istanbul Tarihgisi: Mehmed Ziya” Istanbul, (6), (Tiirkiye Tarih Vakfi

Yayinlar1 1993), 121-6; Emre Madran, “Cumhuriyetin IIk Otuz Yilinda (1920-1950) Koruma
Alaninin Orgﬁtlenmesi”, METU JFA, 16:1-2, (1996), 59-97.
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5.2.  Writing on the Topography and Monuments of Constantinople/istanbul
5.2.1. Preceding Works

The historical topography and monuments of Constantinople had already
become a popular subject among the scholars of nineteenth century Europe. Aiming
at rediscovering Byzantine Constantinople, the city was a subject of many scholarly
studies. While some of these studies were produced by European scholars
commissioned by learned societies, some scholars had already lived in Istanbul for
long years. Alexander Van Millingen (1840-1915) for example, was a professor of
history at Robert College in Istanbul, whose study on the topography of Byzantine
capital, Byzantine Constantinople: The Walls of the City and Adjoining Historical
Sites was published in 1899 in London.*” Jean Ebersolt was commissioned to
investigate Byzantine churches of the city by Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres, the French learned society devoted to the humanities.*”’ His study on the
historical topography of the study, Etude sur la topographie et les monuments de
Constantinople was published in the same year with Celal Esad’s Constantinople
(1909). Professor Edwin Augustus Grosvenor, a well-travelled scholar with an in-
depth knowledge of Latin and the Greek language had lived almost 20 years in
Istanbul as a professor of Latin and History at Robert College between 1867 and
1890. Upon his return to the United States in 1890, he published his two volume

book entitled Constantinople in 1895.*%

4% This work examined the land and sea walls of the city. In Byzantine Churches in Constantinople:
Their History and Architecture published in 1912. Millingen focused on the surviving Byzantine
churches of the city descriptions. In addition to the topographical history and monuments of
Byzantine Constantinople, he also published another book on the city for a general audience in 1906.
Ekrem Isin, “Istanbul'da Kendi Uygarligini Arayan Bir Avrupali: Alexander van Millingen”, in
Alexander van Millingen, Konstantinopolis, trans. Aykut Giir¢aglar, (Istanbul: Alkim Yayinevi,
2003), 7-10.

407 Serpavi Eyice, ‘.‘Jean Ebersolt ve Eseri” in Jean Ebersolt, Bizans Istanbulu ve Dogu Seyyahlari,
trans. Ilhan Arda, (Istanbul: Pera, 1996).

“BEdwin Augustus Grosvenor, Constantinople (London, 1895) 2 Vols.

http://www.mgmt.boun.edu.tr/images/stories/dokumanlar/leaders/Issue_005/05-005.pdf (accessed
04.05.2013).
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The Austrian scholar, Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall (1774-1856) was one of
the first to describe Ottoman Istanbul by focusing on primary Ottoman sources
ignored by many European scholars. In his stay in Constantinople between 1779
and 1807 serving in the Austrian embassy in Istanbul, he found ample chance to

- . 409
examine the city.

Hammer’s book Constantinopolis und der Bosporus published
in 1822, was one of the first European studies to pay attention to both Ottoman and
Byzantine monuments of the city including an inventory of churches converted into
mosques. European origin and Rum subjects of the Ottoman Empire were also
active in this area. Among these, Alexandros G. Paspates’ Byzantinai Meletai
topographikai kai historikai (1877) and Andreas David Mordtmann’s Esquisse
topographique de Constantinople (1892) are worth mentioning. Skarlatos
Vyzantios, Istanbul born Greek scholar, in his three volumes Constantinople, A
Topographical, Archaeological and Historical Description of this famous City
published in Greek language in Athens (1869), also gives some insights into social
life of the nineteenth century istanbul.*'

It was not only the above mentioned European tradition; these three Ottoman
authors modeled their own visions of Istanbul. There was also a local tradition of
writing on the built environment of Istanbul though it was rather weak. These local
writings, however, provided models for later generations particularly for the Islamic
monuments of Istanbul.

Ayvansari Hiiseyin Efendi’s Hadikat-iil Cevami written in the late
eighteenth century (1768-96), was of utmost importance for providing descriptive

information on the mosques and their vicinities. Its supplementary version written

by Ali Sat1 Efendi re-published in two volumes in 1865.*'" Following Hadikat-iil

409 Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall, Constantinopolis und der Bosporus, 3 Vols, (Pest: Hartleben,

1822); Ousterhout, “Rediscovery of Constantinople”, 185.

19 For an analysis of this text, from the perspective of writing on the modernization project in the
late Ottoman Empire within the concepts of East and the West, see Haris Exertzoglou, “Metaphors of
Change: “Tradition” and the East/West Discourse in the late Ottoman Empire”, in Ways to
Modernity in Greece and Turkey, ed. Anna Frangoudaki and Caglar Keyder, (London, New York:
LB. Tauris, 2007), 43-59.

' See Howard Crane (trans.), The Garden of the Mosques: Hafiz Hiiseyin al-Ayvansarayi's Guide to
the Muslim Monuments of Ottoman Istanbul, (Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2000).
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Cevami the tradition of writing on the major Islamic monuments continued in
Istanbul. In this respect, Mecmua-i Cevami published by the Osman Haci Ismail
Zade in 1886 is worth mentioning.412 Ahmed Muhtar Pasha, a soldier and
statesman, was a member of the planning committee for the military museum under
Abdiilhamid II and appointed as the first director of Esliha-i Askeriyye Museum in
1908-1923. Having a military background, he was much more interested in military
history of istanbul.*'* In his Fethi-i Celil-i Kostantiniyye (1898), he claimed to have
consulted several Byzantine sources as well as many Ottoman and contemporary
European sources. As he was interested in the conquest of Istanbul, the military
architecture and the city walls were of his primary concern. He not only examined
the current status of the city walls but also collected and published many different
gravures and photographs of city walls.*"*

Towards the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, some Ottoman
intellectuals began to display enthusiasm not only for the Islamic monuments but
also for the Byzantine architectural heritage of the city. One of the most important
figures was Mehmed Raif (1863-1917), who was an Ottoman military officer with a
great interest in history, architecture and archaeology of istanbul.*"” His first major
work was Mir’at-1 Istanbul (1898-99), one of the most comprehensive works
devoted to the Islamic monuments of Istanbul in the end of the nineteenth century
(1898-99).*1¢ Apparently, in his later years, Mehmed Raif’s interest in the Islamic

monuments turned into Byzantine “antiquities” of Istanbul. Thus, he participated in

412 Osman Haci Ismail Zade, Mecmua-i Cevami, (Istanbul: Karabet ve Kasbar, 1304 [1886]).
13 Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 185, 189, 191, 194-196.

“4 Mirliva Ahmed Muhtar, Fethi-i Celil-i Kostantiniyye, (Malumat Kitaphanesi, Tahir Bey Matbaasi,
Kostantiniyye, 1316 [1898].

15 Born in Istanbul in 1863, Mehmed Raif graduated from the Military School (Mekteb-i Harbiye).
He participated in the Ottoman-Greek Wars in 1896. He taught geography, history, and rhetoric in
different High Military Schools for more than twenty years. He knew French, Arabic and Persian.

For a more informatior} about Mehmed Raif Bey, see Semavi Eyice, “Mehmed Raif, Davutpasali”,
Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (DIA), Vol. 28, (Ankara, 2003), 513-514.

#16 Together with Kolagasi Ahmed Bahri, the book was published for the second time in 1900-1901.

See Mehmed Raif, Mirat-Istanbul, ed. Giinay Kut and Hatice Aynur, (Istanbul: Celik Giilersoy Vakfi
Yayinlari, 1996).
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the rising trend of interest in Asdr-1 Atika of the city in which he is living. Although
Mehmed Raif intended to publish a complete corpus of antiquities of Istanbul (Asdr-
1 Atika Kiilliyati) that would consist of six volumes, he was able to publish only
three of them between the years 1898/9 and 1916.4" Apart from Mirat-1 Istanbul,
the first monograph entitled Sultan Ahmed Parki ve Asdr-i1 Atikasi, [History of
Sultan Ahmed Region and Its Ancient Monuments] 1916 (fig. 27-28)""® includes the
monuments of the Dikili Tas [Obelisk], Siitun-u Mari [Serpentine Column], Siitun-u
Miirekkeb, [the Constantine Column], Hatira-i Ziyaret, [the German Fountain],
Hippodrome, Cemberlitas [Constantine Column], Kiztasi [Marcianus Column],
Arkadiyus Siitunu [Arcadius Colum] and cisterns. After the descriptions of the Sea
Walls and Land Walls together with the city gates, harbours, towers, churches and
monasteries nearby, Mehmed Raif provides information about Byzantine palaces
including Justinyen Sarayi [Bukoleon Palace]; Bakern Saray: [Blakhernai Palace]
and Hebdomoni Tekfur Sarayz.“g The other monograph entitled Topkap: Saray-i
Hiimayunu ve Parkinin Tarihi [History of the Topkapi Palace and Its Vicinity],
published in the same year (1916) (fig. 29-30)** includes the descriptions of
buildings inside the vicinities of the Topkap:r Palace, -the Great Palace of
Byzantium and Saint Irin [St. Irene Church] Cinili Kosk Miizesi, [Tiled Kiosk
Museum] and Miize-i Hiimayun [Imperial Museum]. Apart from these Istanbul
centered writings on the built environment, there also emerged kind of “local

histories” of cities in Anatolia which contained information about historical

417 The title of the other three b00k§ are listed as Istanbul’'un Ahval-i Kadime-i Temeddiin ve Umrdn,
Feth-i Celil-i Konstantiniyye, and Istanbul’da Mevciid Asdr-1 Atika ve Nefise.

8 Mehmed Raif Bey, Bir Osmanli Subayinin Kaleminden Sultan Ahmed Semti (Sultan Ahmed Parki
ve Asdr-1 Atikasi, Istanbul: Asir-1 Atika Kiilliyati: 2), ed. H.A. Arslantiirk and A. Korkmaz,
(Istanbul: Okur Kitapligi, 2010).

*YAs Mehmed Raif’s main source were Pierre Gilles and Paspates, he wrongly designated
Hebdomon as the Tekfur Palace. In the 16th century the building was called as the Palace of
Constantine. In the 19th century some scholars argued that the Tekfur Palace is actually the Palace
of Hebdomon. However, in 1899, A. Van Millingen proved that the Palace of Hebdomon is actually
in Bakirkdy-Yenimahalle. See Van Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople: The Walls of the City and
Adjoining Historical Sites, (London: John Murray, 1899).

20 Mehmed Raif Bey, Bir Osmanli Subayimin Kaleminden Topkapt Sarayr ve Cevresi, (Topkapt

Sardy-1 Hiimdyﬁnu ve Parkinin Tarihi, Istanbul: Asar-1 Atika Kiilliyatt: 1), ed. H.A. Arslantiirk and
A. Korkmaz, (Istanbul: Okur Kitapligi, 2010).
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buildings. Although some of these monographs mention in some cases non-Islamic

monuments of the city, their major concern was the Islamic period.**'

5.2.2. “Heyet-i Sabika-1 Konstantiniyye” (1860)

The first book on Byzantine history, topography and monuments of Istanbul
published in Turkish language appeared as early as 1860. It was initially published
as a serial in the newspaper Terciiman-1 Ahval in 1860. A year later, it was
published as a separate book under the title of Heyet-i Sabika-1 Konstantiniyye [The
Former Shape of Constantinople]. Actually, this was an abridged Turkish translation
of the book originally written by Konstantinos (1770-1859), who became the
Patriarch of Constantinople in 1836. His book had first been published in Venice in
1824 in the Modern Greek language. Twenty years later, in 1844, the second Greek
edition of the book was published in Istanbul. It was subsequently translated into
French in 1846. The Turkish translation was made by Yorgaki Petropoulo,
employed as an interpreter at the Divan-1 Zabtiye [Ministry of War and Police
Department]. Then, even a Karamanli version of the book was published in 1863 in
Istanbul. Finally, it was translated into English by John Brown (1814-1872), who
was then the secretary of the American Legation in Istanbul, and published under
the title Ancient and Modern Constantinople in 1868. The Turkish version was
reprinted in 1872; it is stated in the preface of the book that “everybody would
benefit from reading it”. 422

Both the publication of the book in the newspaper as a serial, and its

subsequent publications as a separate book display the growing interests among

#! For example, Sakir Sevket‘s, Trabzon Tarihi [History of Trebizond] (1877) emphasized the
Islamic history of the city. In the same vein, Halil Ethem’s (Eldem) Kayseriye Sehri [The City of
Kayseri] (1918) focused on Seljuk period of the city. Kafadar and Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish
Historical Writing”, 570-71.

422 Konstantinos, Heyet-i Sabika-1 Konstantiniyye (Istanbul, Terciiman-1 Ahval Matbaasi, 1861);
John P. Brown, trans., Ancient and Modern Constantinople, (London, 1868); Semavi Eyice,
“Istanbul’un Fethinden Onceki Devre Ait Eski Eserlerine Dair Bir Kitap Hakkinda”, in Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati Dergisi, 5, (1953), 85-90; Johann Strauss,
“The Greek Connection in the Nineteenth Century Ottoman Intellectual History” in Greece and the
Balkans: Identities, Perceptions and Cultural Encounters since the Enlightenment, ed. Dimitris
Tziovas, (Aldershot, England; Burlington, Vt.: Ashgate, 2003), 50-51.
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learned inhabitants of Istanbul about the Byzantine past of the city in which they
lived. In addition to being one of the earliest Turkish publications on the past of
Ottoman capital for the Turkish speaking audience Heyet-i Sabik would remain the
only one until Celal Esad’s Eski Istanbul appeared in 1912.

The book provides a concise account of the major monuments to be seen in
Constantinople, a history of localities of the city and its environs and the Bosporus
and Princes’ Islands as well as modern edifices of the time.** It was composed as
both as history and a useful guidebook for the use of travellers.*** The original book
consisting of 198 pages and five plates begins with a general account on
architectural history, the main text on the topography and the Byzantine monuments
of Istanbul. The book was heavily based on Du Cange’s and Pierre Gilles’s books as
well as Byzantine chroniclers and also the personal observations and research of the
author who introduced himself as the “philologist and a friend of archaeology” at
the title page of the book. The Turkish version, on the other hand, consists of only

39 pages. The second Turkish edition, on the other hand, is 64 pages.425

5.2.3. “Le Bosphore et Constantinople” (1873): Ottoman Patronage of the
Book on Byzantine Constantinople

Following the publication of Heyet-i Sabika-1 Konstantinyye in both
newspapers and as a separate book, the Ottoman government also participated in the
tradition of commissioning scholars to explore and write about the Byzantine

topography and monuments of Istanbul. For the Vienna International Exposition of

3 The first section titled “Ancient Constantinople” is devoted to the history and monuments of the
ancient city of Byzantium and Byzantine Constantinople with its city walls, towers, gates,
topography, regions, and description of major the Byzantine monuments. The second section titled
“Modern Constantinople”, on the other hand, devoted to Ottoman Constantinople with its major
monuments, as well as modern edifices built recently. This part also includes the environs of
Istanbul, regions outside the city walls and the Princes’ Islands with a description of their major
monuments. This part is described the regions from Byzantine to Ottoman, the transformation of the
regions and buildings. Brown, Ancient and Modern Constantinople.

*?* John Brown transformed the original book into a more useful guide-book for American and
English travellers by adding useful information for the tourists came to Istanbul such as rate
exchange, post office, telegraphic service, as well as short trips to other provinces of the Empire.

425 Eyice, “Istanbul’un Fethinden Onceki”, 85-90.
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1873, P. A. Dethier was commissioned by the Sublime Port to prepare a book on the
topography and monuments of Istanbul. Dethier was also appointed as the museum
director in 1872 by Ahmed Vefik Efendi, the Minister of Education.

Drawing mainly on Hammer’s Constantinopolis und der Bosporus (1822),
Dethier’s study Le Bosphore et Constantinople, focused on Ottoman Istanbul with
the Byzantine heritage. As Dethier noted in his book, “the world exposition of 1873
would offer a good stage to present the Ottoman capital to people from around the
world.”*?® It may be for this reason that the book begins with the Topkap: Palace
and other Ottoman monuments as well as the modern nineteenth-century buildings,
such as the Ministry of Defense building. However, Dethier specialized on the
Byzantine heritage of the city and this was already known by Ottoman bureaucrats
who had charged him to prepare drawings of Byzantine monuments and
“antiquities” for the display in the Paris exhibition of 1856, as already mentioned
above in the section 5.1.

Thus, the Byzantine heritage of the Ottoman Istanbul had already been
displayed by the drawings of the Dethier in 1856 and this book, Le Bosphore et
Constantinople could be considered complimentary. In the book, Dethier provided
Byzantine history of Hagia Sophia and its architectural features; he listed churches
converted into mosques. In a section on the “ancient monuments”, on the other
hand, he described the Constantine Column, the Serpent Column, the Egyptian
Obelisk, the Marcianus Column, the Arcadius Column, and the Basilica Cistern
etc.*’

The other book prepared under the patronage of the Ottoman government for
the Vienna Exposition was Usul-i Mi’mari-i Osmani [Fundamentals of Ottoman

Architecture] which has often been accepted as a turning point in the historiography

426 At the preface of the book, Dethier apologized for “the simple style of the book and for borrowing
from some works without referencing them, by stating that he was commissioned to write this book
by Bab-1 Ali and Vienna in such a short time”. The author also states that he was asked to be concise.
The book is indeed very brief. Dethier also states that this was a good chance for presenting his
studies on the topography and history of Istanbul in a concise form to visitors of the exhibition from
all around the world “to make them educated, enlightened, and think about the historical city”
Dethier, Bogazigi ve Istanbul, 10-11.

*7 Dethier, Bogazici ve Istanbul, 56-62.
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of Ottoman architecture being the first work on architectural history and theory of
Ottoman architecture produced in the Ottoman Empire. Commissioned by Sultan
Abdiilaziz, the project book was prepared by a cosmopolitan committee of Ottoman
bureaucrats, artists and architects consisting of the French historian, artist and an
Ottoman bureaucrat Victor Marie de Launay, an Ottoman Levantine artist of Italian
origin Pietro Montani and under the supervision of Ibrahim Edhem Pasha, the
Minister of Trade and Public Works.**®

As will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter, there was a common
assumption among Western scholars about the absence of a distinct Ottoman art and
architectural style who usually referred to earlier examples of Ottoman architecture
as “Saracenic” or “Arab” and as mere imitation of Byzantine architecture. Within
this context, Ottoman scholars also tried to construct an architectural discourse in
line with the development in the discipline of art history in Western Europe where
the importance of defining a nationalist architectural tradition had long been
realized in the processes of forging a consciousness of a nationalist identity. In this
regard, Usul-u Mi’mari-i Osmani published in 1873 has often been accepted as the
first work on architectural history and theory of Ottoman architecture as a response
to the claims about the lack of originality of Ottoman architecture within the Islamic
art and architectural context. **°

Therefore, it can be said that in the Vienna exposition of 1873, these two
books served the attempts of creating an image of the modern state. While Usul-u
Mimari-i Osmani defined a “distinct” Ottoman architectural tradition, Le Bosphore
et Constantinople displayed the Ottoman capital with an imperial Byzantine and
antique heritage, situating the Ottoman Empire as a place in the historical
continuum as the inheritor of ancient cultural traditions, just like European states

tried to do so in this period.

428 Ersoy, “Architecture and the Search for Ottoman Origins”, 117-128; Necioglu, “Creation of a
National Genius”, 142.

42 Tpid.
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5.3. Reconstructing Byzantine Constantinople

Born to a bureaucrat family of the late Ottoman period, as the son of the
Vizier Ahmed Pasa, Celal Esad [Arseven] (1876-1971) was educated in modern
schools and traveled to Europe several times. Although he studied for one year at
the School of Fine Arts, he graduated from the Military School. After visiting
Vienna, Paris and Berlin, he decided to become a painter and published many books
on paintings and photography between 1895 and 1903.* It was during this period
that his interests turned into the history of architecture and he made extensive
research on the history of Istanbul. During these years, Celal Esad became
interested in the topography and archaeology of Istanbul particularly, the Byzantine
heritage of the city.

Mehmed Ziya (1865 or 1871-1930) was educated in Galatasaray Sultan-i
Mektebi, with a good knowledge of French until 1886. He then graduated from the
School of Fine Arts in 1890. After working as a teacher in Edirne, Halep and
Konya, he became the director of a high school in Bursa Idadisi in 1892. Then, he
returned to Istanbul and began to teach in high school Mercan /dadisi in Istanbul. It
was during these years that Mehmed Ziya’s interest in history of the city was
aroused and he began to search for the “dsar-1 kadime-i nefise” [admirable ancient
antiquities] of the city. *!

After graduating from the Military School in 1898, Ahmed Refik [Altinay]
(1880-1937) started out his career as a teacher of Geography, History and French in
the military schools until 1909. During these years, he also began to write in several
newspapers. After becoming one of the members of Tarih-i Osmani Enciimeni

founded in 1909, he went to Paris together with some other historians for historical

430 See Celal Esad Arseven, Sanat ve Siyaset Hatiralarim, ed. Ekrem Isin, (Istanbul: Hetisim, 1993);
Semavi Eyice,“Celal Esad Arseven (1875-1971)”, Belleten, 36, (1972), 141-144: 194.; Elvan Altan-
Ergut, “Celal Esad Arseven’s History of Architecture Between the Past and the Present International
Congress of Aesthetics 2007, Aesthetics Bridging Cultures. http://www.sanart.org.tr/PDFler/12a.pdf
(accessed 02.10.2012).

! Semavi Eyice “ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya”, Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 5 (1994),

369-371; Idem, “Ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya, Hayati, Mezan1 ve Eserleri”, Eyiip Sultan Sempozyumu,
Tebligleri V1, (Istanbul, 2003), 172-181.
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researches. His stay in Paris where he met with many prominent French historians
was a turning point in his academic life. His intellectual development and historical
approaches were greatly shaped during these years. After he returned to Istanbul, he
was appointed as a history teacher in Dariilfiinun in 1918.42

Celal Esad was one of the first Ottoman authors to write about Byzantine
Constantinople. His book entitled Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul (fig. 31)
with some 289 pages first appeared in 1909 in Paris.*® Although originally written
in Ottoman Turkish, Celal Esad translated his book into French to be published in
Paris. The first part is a survey of monuments of Byzantine Constantinople with a
section on the historical topography of the city. The second part, on the other hand,
dealt with Ottoman monuments of the city introduced by an account on the general
features and origins of Ottoman architecture. Four years after the publication of the
book in Paris, in 1912, the book was also published in Ottoman Turkish in Istanbul
under the title of Eski Istanbul: Abidat ve Mebanisi [Ancient Istanbul: Monuments
and Buildings] (fig. 32-33)."** This was only the first part of the book which is
devoted to Byzantine Constantinople.

Mehmed Ziya’s study first appeared in 1920, entitled Istanbul ve Bogazigi:
Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi (fig. 34).**> Although the
volume appeared with some 400 pages, this was the only first part of his work
which is primarily devoted to the topography and some monuments of Byzantine

Constantinople. The second volume which begins with a chapter on “the glorious

2 Tbrahim Caner Tiirk, “Osmanli Son Donem Tarihgi-Egitimcisi Ahmed Refik (Altinay) ve Tarih
Egitimi”, History Studies, Volume 3/3 (2011).
http://www.historystudies.net/Makaleler/762999922_22%c4%b0brahim%20Caner%20T %c3 %bcrk.
pdf (accessed 21.12.2012).

*33Celal Esad, Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul, (Paris: H. Laurens, 1909), (thereafter,
Constantinople).

34 Celal Esad Arseven, Eski Istanbul Abidat ve Mebaisi, ed. Dilek Yelkenci, (istanbul: Celik
Giilersoy Vakfi, Istanbul Kiitiiphanesi, 1989), (thereafter, Eski Istanbul).

**> Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi, (Birinci

Kitab, Miiellif- Meclis-i Kebir-i Madrif, Evkaf-i Islamiye Miizesi Meclisi ve Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika
ve Tarih-i Osman-i Enciimenleri Azasindan Mehmed Ziya), (Istanbul: Darii't-tiba'ati'l-amire, 1336
[1920] (thereafter Istanbul ve Bogazigi, Vol.1).
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and splendor of Istanbul in Byzantine Period” published in 1928 under the same
title (fig. 35-37).%¢

Although Ahmed Refik did not write a separate book on Byzantine
Constantinople, he reserved an extensive section on this topic in his study of Biiyiik
Tarihi Umumi published in 1912 (fig. 38), as mentioned in the previous chapter.
What is more, he also published several articles on some of the Byzantine
monuments in newspapers and journals between 1910 and 1937.**" Ahmed Refik’s
long life study of Ottoman period of Istanbul, extending from the sixteenth to
nineteenth century, on the other hand, published as separate books in 1930-1932*%
(fig. 39-40).

In what follows, I would like to explore the works of the three authors in
order to better understand Ottoman historiography of Byzantine Constantinople,
including the authors’ theoretical and methodological approaches, their organization

of the books, and the use of archaeological and visual sources.

5.3.1. Framing Byzantine Constantinople

Celal Esad’s Constantinople appeared in 1909. This book was the result of
two important strains. One was Celal Esad’s personal interest in the Byzantine past
and archaeology, the other was his developing nationalist concerns for Ottoman
architecture which would turn into “Turkish architecture” in subsequent years. This
seeming dilemma is also displayed in the framework of the book and his narrative.

Celal Esad’s book consists of two main parts: Byzantine Constantinople and

Ottoman Istanbul (fig. 41-42). The first part titled A Traverse Byzance is devoted to

3% Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-i Bakiyesi, (Ikinci

Kitab, Miiellif: Muhafaza-i Asar Atika Enciimen-i Daimisi Katib Umumisi Mehmed Ziya),
(Istanbul, Devlet Matbaasi, 1928) (thereafter Istanbul ve Bogazigi, Vol.2).

7 For a full bibliography of Ahmed Refik, see Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam.

38 Ahmet Refik, Hicri On Birinci Asirda Istanbul Hayati: 1000-1100, Tirk Tarih Enciimeni
Kiilliyat1, (Istanbul: Devlet Matbaas1, 1931), Idem, Hicri On Ikinci Asirda Istanbul Hayati: 1100-
1200, Tiirk Tarih Enctimeni Kiilliyati, (Istanbul: Devlet Matbaas1, 1930), Idem, On Altinct Asirda
Istanbul Hayat (1553-1591), 2.nd edition (Istanbul: Devlet Basimevi, 1935); Idem Ahmet Refik
Altinay, Eski Istanbul (1553-1839), (Istanbul: Kap1 Yayinlari, 2011, first edition 1931).
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the history and monuments of Byzantine Constantinople. It is divided into three
chapters; a brief history, the topography and description of the monuments. Except
for the first chapter, in which historical timeline of the city is periodized from the
point of Turkish history- that is “the period until the conquest by Turks”, “Mehmed
II and preparations for the conquest” and “the conquest of the city”; the rest of the
organization of this part followed aforementioned European works on
Constantinople. The examination of the historical topography of Byzantine
Constantinople by dividing the city into the fourteen regions with seven hills and
seven valleys, for example, had first appeared in the study of Petrus Gilles in the
sixteenth centulry.439 The special attention given to the city walls describing each of
the towers and the city gates in detail was one of the important sections of previous
books, as well. It was often in this section that an account on the Turkish conquest
of the city was placed, associated with the city walls. Similarly, the typological
description of the monuments such as churches and palaces had been established in
the Western art history scholarship. This part of the book also covers regions
outside the city walls and the Princes’ Islands with a description of their major
monuments.

Two important scholars wrote a preface to Celal Esad’s book. The first was
Charles Diehl, the French Byzantinist, whose appreciation of the Byzantine heritage
had important impacts on the subsequent scholars in the beginning of the twentieth
century. The second was the German scholar Dr. Mordtmann who lived in Istanbul
and published a topographical study on Byzantine Constantinople in 1892**°. Both
authors had close contact with some Ottoman scholars and Celal Esad.*"!

Celal Esad examines Byzantine Constantinople using a very wide range of
sources extending from history and topography to the recent archaeological studies
and monographs dealing with single monuments as well as European editions of

Byzantine sources —such as Niketas Choniates’s Historia, Konstantinoes

¥ Gilles, The Antiquities of Constantinople, 35-72.
9 Andreas David Mordtmann, Esquisse topographique de Constantinople (1892).

41 Celal Esad, Constantinople, preface.
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Porphrogennots’ De Ceremonises and Prokopios’s Historie de Edifice.*** In fact,
neither the framework of book nor the information given was new.**> What makes
this book significant is evinced by the words of Charles Diehl: “Il est intéressant de
voir un Ottoman faire & son tour une place a son pays dans ces études, comme
Hamdy-bey la lui a faite, voila longtemps déja, dans le domaine de archéologie
classique”.444 As Diehl states, Byzantine art and architecture had long been of
particular interests of European or Ottoman Rum scholars. Similar to Osman Hamdi
Bey, the first Ottoman archaeologist, Celal Esad was now able to find a niche in this
area. Seen from this perspective, both the publication of book in French language in
Paris and prefaces written by Charles Diehl and Mordtmann, the prominent
Byzantinists at that time, show the attempts of Celal Esad to gain the book an
international academic currency. By publishing this book, he achieved displaying
“an Ottoman native’s” ability of dealing with the study of the Byzantine heritage of
Istanbul.

This was not the only aim of Celal Esad; however, as the second part of the
book seems to have been written for completely different purposes. Its one of the
novel features in this book, after Byzantine Constantinople, Celal Esad covers
Ottoman Istanbul in a separate part. Such a strategy of displaying Byzantine
Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul side by side- but not together- may have
provided a useful comparison between Byzantine and Ottoman architecture and thus
helped to distinguish Ottoman architecture as a distinctive and prestigious entity
from that of Byzantine. Therefore, the second part of the book aimed at bringing
forth Ottoman architecture in an international arena. This is also supported by the
inclusion of an introductory section in which Celal Esad discusses the main
characteristics of Ottoman architecture. Here, Celal Esad writes: “Bien que 1’art turc

soit parfait encore considéré en Europe comme une servile imitation des arts persan,

*2 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 279-281.
*3 This is also stated by Charles Diehl’s prologue “although an expert may not find new information
here, peope who are not familiar with Byzantine Constantinople will find it much useful for learning

about the Byzantine topography”. Celal Esad, Constantinople, preface.

44 (Celal Esad, Constantinople, preface, iii.
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arabe, et byzantin, cette opinion est a toutes les réalités.”**> Beginning with such a
critiqual statement of European authors who considers, he argued, “Ottoman art as a
mere imitation of Persian, Arab, and Byzantine art”, Celal Esad’s aim was to
challenge established views regarding Ottoman architecture and demonstrate its
“unique character”.**°

It can be argued, then, that Celal Esad’s aim was twofold. One the one hand,
he wanted to situate himself in an international arena displaying his knowledge
about the Byzantine past of the city, and thus securing a place for the Ottoman
capital as the inheritor of the ancient cultural traditions. But on the other hand, he
aimed at defining essential features of Ottoman architecture in response to
orientalist visions of Islamic architecture.

Celal Esad tends to separate Byzantine Constantinople from Ottoman
Istanbul not only through this chapter division but also his narrative which did not
relate Byzantine Constantinople with Ottoman Istanbul. Rather, it implies that
Byzantine identity of the city came to an end when Fatih Sultan Mehmed conquered
Byzantine Constantinople. It is probably for this reason that, the 1912 edition of the
book, which only covers Byzantine section, is entitled as “Eski Istanbul” [Ancient
Istanbul] referring to a more remote past.

The publication of Celal Esad’s book in its original in Ottoman Turkish in
Istanbul, on the other hand, testifies to genuine interests shown by Ottoman readers

7

to the Byzantine heritage of the city,44 as these same years witnessed the

45 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 151.

6 As noted above, the first attempt for defining a distinct Ottoman architecture was Usul-i Mimari
Osmani prepared for the Vienna exhibition of 1873. Celal Esad’s early anti-orientalist sentiments
were thus, articulated in line with this book. Indeed, much of his section on the Ottoman architectural
history is almost the repetition of ideas already stated in the Usul-i Mimari Osmani in 1873. In his
study on the historiography of the eighteenth century architecture, Shrine Hamadeh also states that
Celal Esad’s views on this topic are exactly same with Usul. See Shirine Hamadeh, “Westernization,
Decadence, and the Turkish Baroque: Modern Constructions of the Eighteenth Century”, Mugarnas,
Vol. 24, History and Ideology: Architectural Heritage of the "Lands of Rum" (2007), 185-197.

7 Probably targeting to Ottoman audience, the section of the conquest of city was longer than the
French edition with some additional information from the recent works such as Ottoman Turkish
translation of Byzantine chronicler Kritobulos with a title History of Mehmed II by Tarihi Osman-1
Enciimeni. Kritouvulos, “Tarih-i Sultan Mehmed Han-1 Sani”, (Istanbul: Tarih-i Osmani Enciimeni
Mecmuasi, 1912); Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, 41-58.
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publication of other journal articles and works related to Byzantine history, art and
architecture in the newspapers. The publication of Celal Esad’s book in Ottoman
Turkish in 1912 was coincided with the appearance of Ahmed Refik’s six volumes
Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi which contains a chapter on the history of the Byzantine
Empire in his fourth volume. Although many of the paragraphs are word to word
translation from the Histoire générale du IV° siecle jusqu'a nos jours, written by
Alfred Nicolas Rambaud and Ernest Lavisse, Ahmed Refik introduces some
additional information in different parts of the text. The most important of these is
related to the topography and monuments of Byzantine Constantinople, probably
translated from another work.

In line with his aim to make the city of Constantinople more familiar for the
students and inhabitants of the city, Ahmed Refik provides extensive information
about the historical geography and topography of the Byzantine capital with its
main roads, regions, city walls and gates, churches, palaces and ancient monuments.
In these descriptions, Ahmed Refik mentions the Byzantine and Ottoman names of
the places and buildings together and provides a list of converted churches of
istanbul.*** By making this, he tried to make sense of the “continuity” from the time
of Byzantine to Ottoman. As noted before, Ahmed Refik’s concept of patriotism
was based on “fatherland” as a space, rather than ethnicity or religion. He most
explicitly writes this as such: “Byzantine civilization had flourished in these
territories, and Otttomans established in these Byzantine lands, thus there was a
cultural continuum.”**

Ahmed Refik particularly criticizes earlier and contemporary Ottoman
writers for their lack of interest in Byzantine studies and refers to Celal Esad as the

exception who studied the history of the center of Byzantine and Ottoman in his

% Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol. 4, 214-217, 254-257.

9 “Ciinkii Osmanli, saltanatim1 Bizans topraginda tesis etmis. Osmanli Adet ve ananelerine

Bizanslilarin biiyiik tesirleri olmustur. Bizans imparatorlarinin asirlarca idare ettigi topraklar, Bizans
halkinin beraber yasadiklari unsurlar halen sevgili vatanimizda mevcut.” Ahmed Refik, Bizans
Imparatorigeleri, 4.
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Eski Istanbul published in 1912.*° In the introduction part of his book on the
Byzantine Empress (1915), he states:

Imagine a city, which has the most outstanding and pure beauty of the nature
has been subjected to the unfair and harsh criticisms of history. There is only
one such city; it is Byzantium.*'

Nearly eight years after the publication of Celal Esad and Ahmed Refik’s
books, in 1920, Mehmed Ziya’s colossal study of Istanbul ve Bogazi¢ci with some
300 pages appeared. The book was published by the Maarif-i Umumiye Nezareti,
Telif ve Terciime Dairesi with 84 copies. This was a period of turmoil that Ottoman
Empire underwent; Istanbul was under occupation by the British, French and Italian
troops since 1918. In April 1920, a Turkish national government and national
assembly began to function in Ankara. The second volume was published in the
early years of the Republic in 1928. Although it consists of more than 350 pages,
this volume seems to be incomplete lacking a content page at the end probably due
to the Reform of Alphabet in 1928.%% After two years of the publication of this
second volume, Mehmed Ziya died in 1930.

Based on contemporary European methods of research and writing together
with its extensive footnotes and bibliography, Mehmed Ziya’s Istanbul ve Bogazici
is indeed groundbreaking. Although it may have not been appreciated enough until
recent years, the book was an important contribution to the study of Byzantine
Constantinople. One of the most impressive parts of the book is the introductory
part in which Mehmed Ziya provides a detailed review of Byzantine studies in
Europe from its beginnings in the late seventeenth century up until his time (fig.

43). He mentioned all major studies on topography, history, art and architecture of

#0 « Lisammizda Celal Esad Bey biradermizin Eski istanbul namindaki eseri miistesna olmak
tizere, payitahtimizin tam bir tarihi bile mevcut degil. Bizans tarihi ise kiilliyen mechul. Halbuki biz
Osmanlilar i¢in Bizans tarihini layikiyla bilmek ve bu tarihin biitiin safhalarin1 kemali dikkatle tetkik
etmeye biiyiik ihtiyag var.” Ahmed Refik, Bizans Imparatoriceleri, 4.

a1 “...Higbir giizel [kadin] tasvir edilemez ki; hiisnii ve cazibesi, revnak ve letafeti, ziynet ve ihtisami
nefretler ve alaylarla yad edilsin. Hicbir sehir tasvir olunamaz ki, tabiatin en miistesna, en taze, en
saf giizelliklerini ihtiva ettigi halde tarihin insafsiz elestirilerine hedef olsun. Ancak bu talihsizlige,
bu haksizliklara maruz kalan yalmz bir sehir vardir; Bizans...” Ahmed Refik, Bizans
Imparatorigeleri 3.

2 Semavi Eyice, “Ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya, Hayat1, Mezar1 ve Eserleri”, Eyiip Sultan Sempozyumu
Tebligleri VI, (Istanbul) 2003, 172.
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prominent figures such as Pierre Gilles, Du Cange, Gibbon, Salzenberg, Charles
Texier, Charles Diehl, Swainson, Van Millgen and others. His reviews are beyond
informative overviews of these works, but discuss their contribution to Byzantine
scholarship in general. From this introduction; it is evident that Mehmed Ziya made
an extensive research not only on Istanbul but on the general Byzantine history, art
and architecture.*”

In this introductory part, Mehmed Ziya not only refers to European studies
but also summarizes the local tradition of writing on the monuments of Istanbul
including Hadikatiiil Cevami, Mirat-1 Istanbul, Tarih-i Hagia Sophia. He also refers
to Celal Esad’s Eski Istanbul as an important contribution to the study of Byzantine
topography and monuments in recent years. However, rather than Celal Esad’s
book, he states, he formed his work on the model of another book, Heyet-i Sabik
Konstantinyye or Konstantiniad of Patrick Constantine (1860). Realizing soon its
inadequacy for his purposes, however, he considerably extended his work, “by
consulting recent French, German, and Greek works either by directly examining or
making important parts of them translated into Turkish”.***

The first volume of Istanbul and Bogazici, on the topography of Byzantine
Constantinople seems to follow the same framework of previous works- and thus
Celal Esad’s book- in terms of the sequence of the topics such as the history of the
city, the description of the fourteen regions, city walls with its towers and gates and
finally the conquest of the city. However, the methods of research and narrative
techniques seem to be very different from that of Celal Esad’s book.

First of all, Mehmed Ziya devoted this whole volume to the history and
topography of the city with its general topography, regions, the land and sea
fortifications, military and civil gates, towers, and harbors. The second volume, on

the other hand, covers the Byzantine and Ottoman monuments focusing on both the

*3 Mehmed Ziya Vol.1, “Medhal” [Introduction], page numbers in Arabic script. (total 19 pages).

#5% <« Istanbul’un eski devirleri ile Osmanl eserleri ve abideleri hakkinda yillardan beri inceleme ve
yazimda bulunuyorum. Bu hususta arastirma yapanlarin kabul ettikleri gibi, uzun siiren ve yorgunluk
veren bir ¢aligmanin {iriinii olan bu eserime baglarken Konstantiniad’1 temel almigsam da, aragtirma
ilerledikce, bunun yetersizligi anlasildigindan, Fransizca, Rumca ve Almanca bazi eserleri gerek
dogrudan dogruya incelemek ve gerek onemli madde ve boliimleri terciime ettirmek suretiyle
kitabimu genislettim...” Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, medhal, n.p.
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urban layout and single monuments of the city (fig. 44-45). In other words, the first
volume is about rural and military parts of the city, while the second on the urban
core of the city, particularly the imperial palaces, hippodromes, antiquities, cisterns,
churches and mosques of the city. As it is clearly states by Mehmed Ziya, this
framework of the book was a conscious choice.*”

In contrast to Celal Esad’s descriptive and typological information about the
monuments, Mehmed Ziya discusses recent archaeological discoveries including his
own observations based in situ examinations. He provides the changes which took
place in the course of time as well as the current condition of the buildings. He also
translates some of the inscriptions on the walls from Latin, Greek or Ottoman.**

Unlike Celal Esad, Mehmed Ziya did not separate Byzantine Constantinople
from Ottoman Istanbul. As one of the aims of Celal Esad is to present a distinct
dynastic Ottoman architectural history, he provides a section on the premises of the
general Ottoman architecture. Celal Esad’s discourse is often nationalist in tone,
Mehmed Ziya, on the other hand, articulates his narrative by connecting the
Byzantine and Ottoman heritage of the city. This also constitutes the basic
difference from other earlier European works, which often overlooked the Ottoman
city.

Mehmed Ziya’s book has some other features. Long footnotes are like a kind

of encyclopedia providing brief information about a wide variety of topics. If the

3 Mehmed Ziya states in the introduction of his book “...In accordance with the style which many
authors followed in such great studies, I have divided my study into two main parts. While I devoted
the first part to the description of general topography of the city with its regions, fortifications, city
gates, and thereby the conquest of the city; I left to the examination of palaces, antiquities, water
aqueducts, cisterns, baths, particularly Ottoman mosques, fountains-which had a special place in the
history of the Ottoman civilization, famous tombs and madrasas to the second book...”

“...Bu gibi biiyiik eserlerde ¢cogu yazarin takip ettikleri tarza uygun olarak, ben de eserimi iki kisma
ayirarak birinci kitabi - sehrin genel durumunu daha yakindan inceleyebilmek icin - Istanbul’un
mintikalar ile surlarina ve bu miinasabetle Konstantiniyye'nin fethine ait genis bilgiye ve sehre
yakin bolgelerdeki bazi 6nemli ve tarihi Osmanl eserleri ve kalintilarimin anlatim ve tariflerine
ayirdim. Saraylarla eski, su kemerlerini, mahzenlerini, sutiinlarla hamamlarini, 6zellikle camilerle,
Osmanli medeniyet tarihinde ihtisammyla 6zel bir yer edinen sebillerle ¢esmeleri, meshur tiirbe ve
medreseleri, Bogazici, Uskiidar ve Adalarin Bizans ve Osmanli devirlerine ait eserlerini, ikinci
kitaba biraktim.” See Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, “Medhal”, n.p.

6 Whether Mehmed Ziya knew Greek, or he got help for the translation of these inscriptions is not
clear.
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main text mentions the name of a historical figure, or event, the footnote provides
an explanation for it. These may include a detailed description of ‘“the Latin
invasion of Constantinople”, “a biography of a Byzantine chronicler or emperor” or
his own observations on the ruins of towers or city gates. In fact, his manner of use
of the footnotes seems to be a very creative device through which he connects
Byzantine Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul. While the main text describes a
Byzantine church, for example, the footnote provides information about the history
of its conversion into a mosque, its inscriptions, nearby buildings, its patron etc. For
the Byzantine monuments described in the main text, he also provides historical
developments and transformations that occurred buildings, its current situation in
the footnotes. He also discusses views of different authors and compares them with
recent archaeological discoveries. He sometimes also provides his observations and
archaeological examinations in the footnotes.*’

For the second volume of the book, one of the main Byzantine sources of
Mehmed Ziya was Kitabii’l Merasim [The Book of Ceremonies]458 and the Patria of
Constantinople.45gTracing the information given in these texts, Mehmed Ziya tried
to identify the topography and exact place of the Byzantine parades, churches,
palaces. He used written accounts for tracing the lost or ruinous Byzantine

monuments. He also includes a separate section on the “the official and social life of

7 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, 15-30, 110- 135, 235-255.

*® The Book of Ceremonies (De ceremoniis) is a work of compilation produced for the emperor

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-59), and partially revised or updated under Nikephoros II
Phokas (963-9) dealing with diverse subjects of concern to the emperor including the role of the
court, secular and ecclesiastical ceremonies, processions within the Palace a, banquets and dress, the
role of the demes, hippodrome festivals with chariot races, etc. Averil Cameron, “The Construction
of Court Ritual: the Byzantine Book of Ceremonies,” in Rituals of Royalty. Power and Ceremonial
in Traditional Societies, ed. D. Cannadine and S. Price, (Cambridge, 1987), 106-36. Mehmed Ziya
used J. Ebersolt’s Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le Livre des Cérémonies, (Paris: E. Leroux,
1910.)

**° The Patria of Constantinople (Ildtpro. Kovotavtivounoiem) is the name used for a collection of

texts concerning Constantinople’s history, buildings and other monuments. They were edited and
published by T. Preger, Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum, 2 Vols, (Leipzing, 1901 and
1907). Patria was translated into French and analyzed by Gilbert Dragon, Constantinople imaginaire
Etudes sur le recueil des Patria (Paris: Bibliothéque Byzantine, 1984).
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Byzantine emperors, and their clothing style”. Byzantine palaces are given special

importance dealt with in a separate section,*®

5.3.2. Searching for the “Asar-1 Atika” of the City

One of the most remarkable features of Mehmed Ziyas’s Istanbul ve
Bogzaigi is that rather than being based solely on the textual descriptions; it relies
heavily on the site examinations and recent archaeological works. References to
archaeological discoveries in historical texts could be seen in some earlier general
history books particularly translations from European works.*®! However, Mehmed
Ziya differs from them by his personal involvement in site visits to historic
buildings and ruins as well as extensive use of recent archaeological studies. He
writes;

Taking into consideration of the changes that happened for the time being, I
can not only base on the descriptions given in the written sources. Therefore,
I personally visited each of the monuments and made some investigations on
ancient sites particularly in cisterns, towers, some underground residences. I
would almost lose my life while I was sailing into the Basilica Cistern to
examine inside the building.**®

Equally significant is that Mehmed Ziya was very aware of what he was
doing. He clearly defined his method at the outset of his book and tried to posit his
approach as part of the “Asdr-1 Arika” [antiquities] which, he argued, “important in
the eyes of scholars of the great European institutions and turned into a scientific
endeavor with the nurture of ideas and international collaboration.” After reviewing
some former studies on Istanbul both European and Turkish - among them Celal

Esad’s Eski Istanbul - he states that “although they are worthy of commendation, far

*% Memed Ziya Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 2, (1928), 88-100; 2004, 131-144.

! Zeynep Celik refers to an earlier example of Tarih-i Umumi dates from AH 1285 (1868-69)
published by the Mekteb-i Harbiye-i Hazret-i Sahane Matbasi, with some photographs and specific
references to the ongoing archaeological works related to Assyrians and Babylonians especially. See
“Defining Empire’s Patrimony”, 462-463. However, this book may have been a direct translation of
a European work.

2 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, (1920), “Medhal”, n.p.
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from being sufficient particularly considering the recent developments in the
discipline of archaeology”. ***

Not satisfied with “mere descriptive information”, Mehmed Ziya emphasizes
the importance of the actual examination of the monuments within their historical
and topographical context. He believes that “an archaeologist needs to collaborate
with other disciplines, particularly with history”.464 With a detailed written,
architectural and archaeological knowledge, he discusses literary sources, examines
buildings themselves, structure of city walls, converted churches, ruins of
aqueducts, and tried to identify monuments in a ruinous state, or converted
Byzantine churches by comparing written sources and recent works throughout his
work. It can be said that Mehmed Ziya took a kind of interdisciplinary approach and
he was very aware of the recent developments in the discipline of archaeology and
history.

Graduated from the Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi, [the Faculty of Fine Arts] in
which Asdr-1 Atika Ilmi [Science of Antiquities] were among the required
courses'®’, Mehmed Ziya had already equipped with the necessary tools for research
into the “antiquities.” Indeed, before the publication of Istanbul ve Bogazici,
Mehmed Ziya had long been preoccupied with Asdr-1 Atika of Istanbul. His two
earlier publications prefigure Istanbul ve Bogaici in many ways. They are also

important for displaying the development and transformation of mentality and

academic career of this late Ottoman scholar.

463« Cogunlugu tarihi olaylardan bahseden adi gecen yazarlarin emek ve ¢alismasi 6vgiiye layik

olmakla beraber, ozellikle eski eser ilminin zamanimizda kazanmis oldugu onem, bilimsel bir sekil
alarak batili biiyiik bilim kurumlarinin 6nemli bilim adamlar1 goziinde egsiz bir yer kazanmis olmasi
ve diistincenin terbiyesi ve ozellikle uluslarararasi alanda bilgi yakinlagmasinin kurulmasi noktasinda
asikar olan oneminden dolay1 adi gecen eserler, eski eser arastirmacist bircok alim i¢in diisiincenin
aydinlanlasinda yeterli goriilmiiyor. Bugiin, eski eser arastirmalar: bir¢ok ilmin yardimina muhtagtir”
Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1 (1920), “Medhal”, n.p.

464 «“Bir memleketin tarihi miiesseselerini sadece anmak, eski eser alimlerinden beklenen faydalar1
saglamaz. Bu gercege istinaden, son zamanlarda eski eser uzmanlari, Ozellikle Bizans tarihi
uzmanlari, Istanbul’un eski toplumsal hayatina ve tarihi donemlerine ait oldukca detayli
incelemelerde bulunarak kiymetli eserler meydana getirmislerdir”. Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve
Bogazigi, Vol.1. (1920), “Medhal”, n.p.

%5 Cezar, Sanatta Batiya Acilis, 447-449; Altinyildiz, “Architectural Heritage of Istanbul”, 286.
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The first one is a monograph titled Kariye Cami-i Serifi [Kariye Mosque,
former Chora Church], the best known Byzantine church after Hagia Sophia. The
work was published in the form of “hand-book” in 1910 consisted of 119 pages (fig.
46-47).*° As it is explained by the author in the introduction, the study aimed at
“making familiar the Ottoman readers, with such a beautiful ancient monument as
they little knew about this building since a comprehensive study has never been
published in Ottoman language”.*"’

Although Mehmed Ziya’s concern about unfamiliarity of local people with
the Kariye Mosque was true, the building was not totally devoid of recognition in
the official level. With the increasing European interest in the Byzantine
monuments of Istanbul after the second half of the nineteenth century particularly
on Hagia Sophia and the Kariye Mosque, these monuments became the subject of
official interests. After the restoration of Hagia Sophia, during the reign of Sultan
Abdiilaziz, some of the mosaics of Kariye Mosque were revealed by Rumi architect
Kuppas in 1875-76.% As the building was seriously damaged by the earthquake of
1894, the building was restored upon the order of Sultan Abdiilhamid II in 1898.
This restoration coincided with the visit of the German emperor Kaiser Wilhelm II
to Istanbul, who had great interests of the Byzantine monuments of Istanbul. In fact,
probably after these restorations and some of the mosaics were revealed, the

building began to receive attention of learned Ottomans like Mehmed Ziya.

6 Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, (On Yedi adet fotograf havidir), (Istanbul: Sems Matbaasi,
1326[1910]); Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, ed. Omer Ziilfe, (Istanbul: Okur Kitapligi, 2012),
(thereafter Kariye).

467 «fstanbul’un bir varosu hiikmiinde bulunan Edirnekapisi’nda Mihrimah Sultan Cami-i Serifi’nin
kars1 tarafinda nisbeten dar bir sokagin miintehasinda ve ¢ukur bir mahallede kéin Ka’riye Cami-i
Serifi’nin ismini isitmedik yok gibidir. Fakat ekserimiz bilmez... Bu hal, sayan-1 istigrab olmakla
beraber, mazur da goriilebilir. Ciinkii bu mabed-i kadim-ii mithim hakkinda, lisanimizda, bir kitap
yazilmasina, hatta bes on sahifelik bir risale viicuda getirilmesine himmet edilmemistir. Yalniz
Hadikatii’l Cevami’de dort bes satirlik bir maltimat ile iktifa olmustur.” Mehmed Ziya, Ka'riye
Cami-i Serif, (1910), 4; (2012), 11.

% Semavi Eyice, “Kariye Camii”, Tiirk Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 21, (Ankara, 1955), 335-339; Engin

Akyiirek, Bizans’. ta Sanat ve Ritiiel, (Istanbul, 1996), 47.; Robert Ousterhout, The Architecture of
Kariye Camii in Istanbul (Washington Dc., 1987), 9.
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Searching for more scholarly information about the earlier history of the
monument and artistic value of its famous mosaics,469 Mehmed Ziya visited the
building complex several times.*" Apparently, he found some of the answers to his
questions in Charles Diehl’s study of Kariye Cami published in his Etudes
Byzantines in 1905 (fig. 48);"’! Mehmed Ziya preferred to translate it into Turkish
(fig.49). Although the full reference is not given, Mehmed Ziya notes Etudes
Byzantines as an important work providing detailed knowledge about the
monument, but he did not state that he was translating this work. At the end of the
book, Mehmed Ziya wrote a request letter to Halil Edhem, the director of the
Imperial Museum, stating that:

Kariye Camii, highly praised by all historians and art historians as the
magnificent building, was in need of a careful scientific attention. It would
be better if the mosaics and frescoes located in the central dome and
parekklesion could be revealed and cleaned scientifically.*’?

4% Mehmed Ziya searches for: “when was the original building built, what kind of transformations it
underwent, who was the donor of the building, when was the mosaics were painted, what kind of
artistic value that mosaics had, what kind of researches were made...” Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, (1910),
4.

470 This is also evident in that there is a separate section at the end of the book on the location and
description of the mosaics, entitled Mozayik Resimlerin Mahalleri ve Bunlar Hakkinda Tafsilat. This
part may have been written by Mehmed Ziya himself based on his personal experience and site
examination. Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, (1910), 103-114; (2012), 70-77.

47 Charles Diehl, “Les mosaiques de Kahrié-Djami”, Gazette des Beaux-Arts, XXXIL, (1904), 353-
375; XXXIII (1905), 72-84; Etudes Byzantines, (Paris, 1905), 392-431.

472 “Biitin miiverrihlerin, vakaniivislerin, sanayi-i nefise meftunu olanlarin badi-i Tetebbu-u
istigalleri olan bu mabed bilhassa himmetinize, hidmetinize arz-1 iftikar ediyor. Vaktiyle olan
olmus... Bunun iade ve telafisi kabil degil... Fakat bir ¢ok kiymettar aksami var ki, tamir ve 1slah1
miimkiindiir. Ez-ctimle Parekklesion denilen dairedeki suluboya tasvirlerin tathiri imkan
dahilindedir. Hatta ser-kayyin Mustafa Efendi bir haylisini temizlemis, fakat bu is bir kayyimin
yapacagl is degildir. Bunu yaparsa ancak erbab-1 vukuf-u fen yapar. Bu suluboya tasvir, Bizans
miiverrihlerinin tasvirine doyamadiklar1 asar-1 nefisedendir. Kiymet-i sinaiyyeleri pek biiyiiktiir; o
devirde sanat-1 tasvir ve tersimin vasil oldugu derece-i tekamiiliin asr-dide-i sevahid-i
miicessemesidir. Ba-husus asil caminin biiylik kubbesinin koselerinde mozayik resimler —dikkatle
bakilirsa-fark ediliyor bunlar tathir edildikten sonra, ziyaret esnasinda agilmak sartiyla tizerlerine
kapak vaz olunsa sanat namina biiyiik bir eser-i kiymet sinasi ibraz edilmis olur sanirim. ... Hiilasa-i
kelam, bu mabedin, bugiin fen ve sanatin miisaade ettigi vesait dairesinde tamir ve ihyasini, biitiin
nefa’is-perveran, ali olan himmetinizden intizar ve rica ederler.” 31 Mayis 1326 [13 Haziran 1910],
Mehmed Ziya, Ka’'riye Cami-i Serif, (1910), 114-116; (2012), 79-78. This request could not be
realized soon, but twenty years later in 1929, Evkaf Idaresi undertook a partial restoration revealing
the mosaics of Koimesis at the Naos. The most comprehensive restoration of the building was
realized by the Byzantine Institute of America and Dumbarton Oaks Research between 1947 and
1958 after the declaration of the building as a “national monument”. The work was started under the
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However, Mehmed Ziya achieved making people more familiar with the
building as the graduate students of Mercan Idadisi wrote a letter of thanks to their
instructor Mehmed Ziya, who introduced them to “such a magnificent building by
giving a special lecture during their visit to the building”.473 Moreover, he was also
able take his colleagues’, Celal Esad and Ahmed Refik’s attention to this
monument. While in 1909 edition of his book, Celal Esad provided limited
information about Kariye Camii; in the 1912 edition, he extended it by including
several photographs from the fagade and inside of the building showing its
architectural units and mosaics.”’* Celal Esad also referred to Mehmed Ziya’s book
for those “who want to know more about the building.” A few years later, Ahmed
Refik also wrote a short article titled “Kariye Camii ve Mozaikleri”, published in the
journal of Yeni Mecmua in 1917 (fig. 50-51). As a historian, Ahmed Refik was
more interested in historical events of the time, particularly the biography of
Teodoros Metochites, but he also touched upon the architecture and mosaics of the
building. Interestingly, however, Ahmed Refik did not refer to Mehmed Ziya’s
work, while he clearly referred to the work of the French author Charles Diehl.*”®

Mehmed Ziya’s book of Kariye was more than a monograph dedicated to
architecture and mosaics of the building. Interestingly, the book contains another
account entitled “Hiristiyan Sanayi-i Nefisesi Anadolu’da Zuhur Etmigti: Asdr-1
Atika miitehassislarinin bu meselede tedkikat-1 mu-gikafaneleri”. This was also an
abridged translation of Charles Diehl’s article published in the same work, Etudes
Byzantines, with the title of “Les origines Asiatiques de I’art Byzantine”.*’

Although it may seem Mehmed Ziya was arbitrary in deciding which articles to be

translated among a number of other articles in Etudes Byzantines, by choosing this

directorship of Thomas Whittemore and Paul Underwood. In 1948, the mosque was converted into
Museum. See Ousterhout, The Architecture of Kariye Camii.

7 Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, (1910), 117-119; (2012), 79-80.
474 Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, 133-143.
475 Ahmed Refik, “Kariye Camii ve Mozaikleri”, Yeni Mecmua, Vol. 1 /No 17, (1 November 1917).

476 Charles Diehl, “Les origines Asiatiques de 1’art Byzantine”, Journal de Savants, (April, 1904);
Etudes des Byzantines, 337-352.
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article, he aimed at situating this important late Byzantine building into the
historical context of the development of Byzantine architecture “from basilica to
domed churches” epitomized in the Kariye Mosque as this texts summarizes the
development of the typology of Byzantine architecture in Anatolia. As almost a
one-to-one translation of Diehl’s article, Mehmed Ziya’s account discusses the
emergence and the nature of Christian art by referring to the views of Strzygowski
who was among the first to point out Anatolia as the source of Christian art,
although Ziya sometimes summarizes the arguments by omitting some parts of the
original text.

In fact, Mehmed Ziya was also engaged in historical buildings in Anatolia.
He had written a book named Bursa- Konya in which, he argued, “provided pretty

i)

much information about Christian monuments in Anatolia”.*’’ This was a travel
memoir written during one of his several visits to Konya. One of the important
aspects which contributed to personality and intellectual development of Mehmed
Ziya was that he was a Mevlevi dervish (who follows the teachings of Mevlana
Jalal-ud-Din Rumi) traveled to Konya several times. He had written a book of 600
hundred pages including the biographies of important Mevlevi people, yet this could
not be published for now reasons unknown. After a few years later, in 1912,
Mehmed Ziya was able to publish “only sections remained in his hand from this
earlier account covering 368 pages” under the title of Bursa’dan Konya’ya Seyahat
[A Travel from Bursa to Konya].478

In his prolegomena, Mehmed Ziya acknowledges European travel writing as
a type of literature and complains about the lack of such comprehensive account

published in Turkish language. He also states that although there are few travel

accounts written by Ottomans, “these are not sufficient in terms of dealing with

77 “Bursa-Konya namuindaki mufassal ve musavver eserimde Anadolu’daki ilk Hiristiyanlarin
viicuda getirdikleri asar ve mebaniye dair epeyce malumat verdim.” Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve
Bogazigi, (2012), 62, n.25.

478 Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya’ya Seyahat, ed. Melek Coruhlu, (Istanbul, 2010). See also

Semavi Eyice, “Ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya”, Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, Vol. 5 (1994), 369-
371; Semavi Eyice, Mehmed Ziya, Eyiip Sultan Sempozyumu Tebligleri (Istanbul, 2003), 172-181.
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B

asar-1 atika”.*”’ Compared to Evliya Celebi, written two centuries earlier than
Mehmed Ziya, the most important differences were Mehmed Ziya’s more erudite
interests in antiquities and thus a more scholarly approach to the built environment.
In addition, Mehmed Ziya was equipped with a photograph machine,”™ a map, a

18! not only for noting his observations but also to draw

diary book and lead penci
sketches of the monuments and antiquities of his interest, similar to his western
contemporaries. Throughout his journey from Bursa to Konya, he was impressed
with the beautify of antique monuments such as Jupiter Temple in Cavdarhisar
[Aizonai]482, described the Byzantine monuments, discussed the styles of
architecture, “farz-i1 insa or usul-i mimari’, as in the examples of Iznik Hagia
Sophia, or Seljukid khans and Ottoman mosques.483 Therefore, before publication of
his seminal book on Istanbul, Mehmed Ziya was quite familiar with Byzantine
architecture in Anatolia through his visits.

Celal Esad was also interested in Byzantine archaeology of Istanbul at least
since the beginnings of 1900’s. His initial studies had resulted in “an archaeological
plan of Constantinople” displaying the city walls, main regions and roads and
surviving Byzantine architectural heritage of the city as well as those that had

disappeared long ago (fig. 52).*** This archaeology plan was highly welcomed by

contemporary Byzantinists such as Charles Diehl who described it “a more

479« Bu suretle gerek Fransizca ve gerek Almanca yazdiklari seyahatnamelerde, ecnebi seyyahlarin
pek cogu tetkikatta bulunmuslardir. Bizde gerci Anadoluya dair elde birka¢ eser mevcud ise de,
bunlar gerek Aséir-1 Atika nokta-i nazarindan, gerek terekkiyat-1 hazira itibariyle te’min-i matlube
kafi goriilemez” Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya’ya, 217.

3

480 1 can infer this from his words “...Cayimu ictim, {istimii aceleyle giyindim. Hizmetgiye
seslendim, o, bir taraftan fotograf makinesini hazirlayadursun, fakir seherin letafetinden istifade
emeliyle sokaga atildim” Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya’ya 2010, 30.

81« [at the train] Pencerenin Gniine gegip oradan temasaya kanaat etmiyordum, bir elimde kiigiik

bir harita, bir elimde kursun kalem oldugu halde bir sag pencereye, bir sol pencereye uzaniyordum”
Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya’ya, 189.

482 Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya’ya, 202-204.
*8 Mehmed Ziya, Bursa’dan Konya'ya, 28, 86, 134-137.

8 Although the exact date of publication of this archaeological plan is unclear, it must have been
published before 1909 as Charles Diehl mentioned it in the preface of the book. See also Semavi
Eyice, “Istanbul’un Ortadan Kalkan Baz Tarihi Eserleri”, Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi (Prof. Dr. Tayyib
Gokbilgin Hatira Sayist), Vol. 12, 857.
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complete and detailed Byzantine archaeological plan than previous ones prepared
by foreign authors”.**> Celal Esad inserts this plan as an attachment to his book Eski
Istanbul in 1912. It was also in this year that Celal Esad began to work in the
Istanbul Municipality at the department of Galata Tahrir-i Miisakkafit Reisligi
where he was later appointed as the deputy director of Sehremdneti Umiir-i
Fenniyye ve Istatistik department. This mission provided him with a chance to
examine the Galata region culminating with his other book on Byzantine
Constantinople Eski Galata ve Binalari. It was first appeared in the pages of the
journal Servet-i Fiinun in 1913 and then published as a book in the same year.486
Celal Esad published an article introducing the Byzantine Great Palace at the
Hippodrome with the title of “Sultanahmed Meydani Hafriyati Miinasebetiyle:
Istanbul’da Bizans Saraylar” [On the Occasion of Excavations at the Sultanahmet
Square: the Byzantine Palaces in Istanbul] in a popular journal Hayat in 1927 (fig.
53).487 As it 1s stated in the title of article, he wrote this article on the occasion of
archaeological excavations at Sultan Ahmed Area. Although Celal Esad does not
provide any detail about this excavation, it must be the archaeological excavations
in the Hippodrome of Constantinople initiated in 1927 by the British Academy with
a team consisting of Stanley Casson, D.T. Rice, G.F. Hudson and A.H.M. Jones.**®
Aiming at discovering the base of the Hippodrome, the British team got the
permission from the Republican government. However, Celal Esad does include
two photographs of this excavation in this article. One is a general view of the
Hippodrome and the Obelisks with the caption “Bir Heyet Tarafindan Hafriyat
Yapilmakta Olan Sultan Ahmet Meydani” [Sultan Ahmet Square Excavated by a

% Celal Esad, Constantinople, 1909, 11.

% Celal Esat, “Eski Galata ve Binalar1”, Servet-i Fiinun, Volume 45, (8 August 1329/1913), 346 -
351, “Eski Galata ve Binalari (Galata'daki Camiler)”, Servet-i Fiinun, Volume 46, (7 October
1329/1913), 45-47; Celal Esad Arseven, Eski Galata ve Binalar, (Istanbul: Tureng Yayinlari, 1989).

*7 Celal Esad Arseven, “Sultanahmed Meydam Hafriyati Miinasebetiyle: istanbul’da Bizans
Saraylar1”, Hayat, Vol. 1/24, (Ankara, 12 May 1927), 469-471.

% In July 1926, the British Academy wanted permission from “Maarif Vekaleti” for excavating this
region. The results were published in the “Preliminary Reports upon the Excavations carried out in
the Hippodrome of Constantinople in 1927 by S. Casson, D.T. Rice, G.F. Hudson and A.H.M.
Jones, (London: Oxford University Press, 1928).
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Team], the other photograph shows the excavation area with caption “Hafriyata
Daha Yakindan Bir Nazar” [A Closer Look at the Excavation] (fig. 54). At the end
of this article, he also provides a restitution of the “Byzantine Palace and its
Environs in the 10th century” with drawing made with charcoal by Celal Esad,
based on the plan of Jean Ebersolt’s La Grand Palais (1910).** Before that, he also
produced another restitution of “Hippodrome, Imperial Palace and Hagia Sophia in
the 10" Century” based on the plan of French scholar Jules Labarte’s Le Palais

impérial de Constantinople et ses abords (1861)*°

(fig. 55). After mentioning
earlier studies of Labarte and Paspati’s, Celal Esad pointed out the importance of
making archaeological excavations in this area. While he was the deputy director of
Sehremdneti Umiir-1 Fenniyye ve Istatistik department, he states, he did a site
inspection in this ruinous area. He argued that he had found “arched crypts
(storehouse) and porticos and ruins that probably belong to the “triclinium” of the
palace”. Since then, he lamented, there had been no excavation and publication, “if
these remains were examined thoroughly, a more accurate plan and location of the

Great Place would be possible”.“g1

48 «Resmimizi Mosyo Ebersolt tarafindan yapilan ve Mosyd Thiers tarafindan cizilen plan esas
olmak iizere yangin yerinde meydana c¢ikan bakayaya gore tashihat icraciyla viicuda getirdik. Resmin
anlaslmasi igin asagidaki tarifat1 ilave ediyoruz...” Celal Esad, “Sultanahmed Meydam Hafriyat1”,
469-471. See Ebersolt Jean, Thiers Adolphe. “Les ruines et les substructions du grand palais des
empereurs byzantins (I); L'hippodrome de Constantinople (II) » in Comptes-rendus des séances de
l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 57e année, N. 1, (1913), 31-39. Doi:
10.3406/crai.1913.73145.http://www.persee.fr/web/revues/home/prescript/article/crai_00650536_19
13_num_57_1_73145 (accessed 02.11.2012)

40 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 101; Eski Istanbul, 172.

! “Yangindan sonra is daha kolaylagti. Yangim miiteakip sehremaneti heyeti fenni miidiiriyetinde
bulunmaligim hususuyla yangin yerinde mahallen yaptigim tetkikat neticesinde yanan evlerin altinda
bir¢ok kemerli mahzenler ve galeriler bulmustum. Hatta domus odalar1 namiyla meshur olan Domus
imperiali yani imparatorlarin evinden gelmesinden geldigi asikar bulunan mahalde sarayin “Hirisu
Tiklinyum“denilen en meshur bir kismina aid harabeleri ve kemerleri bulmustum. O vakiden beri
maa’t-teesstif ciddi bit tarhiyat (yazma) ve hafriyat yapilamadi. Eski baytar mektebinin altindaki
mahzenler ve yangin yerinde bulunacak duvar ve kemer bakayasiyla eski Bizans sarayinin sekil ve
vaziyetini dogru olarak tayin etmek miimkiin olabilecektir. Bizans tarihinin en miihim vakayina
sahne olan bu sarayin ehemniyeti agikardir. Iste resmimiz mahallen yaptigimiz tedkikata gére tanzim
edilen plandan bilmukayes yapilmis miinazir1 bir goriiniistiir. Mamafiye tarihlerde yakaridan beri
zikir ettigimiz asirlarda ismi gecen miibaninin mukaleri tamami tamamina yerlerinde olduguna
hakim edilemez. Heralde biraz hayalidir. Fakat sarayin hait umuminesi ve belli bash aksamm
hakkinda bir fikir veirir.” Celal Esad, “Sultanahmed Meydan1 Hafriyat1”, 470-471. Indeed, the next
year, the British excavation team applied for permission for extending excavation area in order to
find the exact location of the Byzantine Great Palace. After the excavations in 1928, they roughly
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The publication of this article in a time period when Celal Esad’s major
interests turned into proving a distinctive Turkish art and architecture culminating
with the publication of his seminal work, Turkish Art in 1928 reveals that he was
still following the development in the area of Byzantine archaeology of Istanbul,
even though he was in working in Ankara for creating the new capital of the

92 In addition, as in the case of his

Turkish Republic during these years.
Constantinople in 1909, he probably tried to show his competence in Byzantine
scholarship, making “some investigations” in that area before European
archaeologists did **

As an historian, Ahmed Refik was not personally involved in archaeology or
site visits, however, he referred to the photography of archaeological artifacts
preserved in the museum in his book and as the following section will display, his

way of the use of archaeological and architectural images in the history book is

indeed one of the most important novelties of the historiography of this period.

5.3.3. Visualization of the History, Representation of the City

As noted before, Ahmed Refik’s version of the Byzantine history in the
fourth volume of his Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi [Great World History] (1912) was
profoundly based on the translations from the French author Rambaud’s Histoire
Generale (1891-1900). However, there is a notable difference between Ahmed
Refik’s and his source book: the former’s reliance on visual materials. While

Rambaud’s account narrates history almost entirely in words, Ahmed Refik’s whole

recognized the location of the Great Palace between Hagia Sophia and Sultanahmed Area, but except
a few ruins of architectural units, they could not find anything. As a matter of fact, in order to fully
uncover the Great Palace, the area was again excavated by J. H. Baxter between 1935 and 1938.
Yasemin Tiimer Erdem, “Atatiirk Donemi Arkeoloji Caligmalarindan Biri: Sultanahmet Kazis1”
Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, Vol. 62/ XXI, (July 2005). http://atam.gov.tr/ataturk-donemi-arkeoloji-
calismalarindan-biri-sultanahmet-kazisi (accessed 12.10.2012).

2 Celal Esad was one of the jury members of urban planning competion held in 1927 in Ankara, see
Goniil Tankut, Bir Baskentin Imart Ankara 1929-1939, (Ankara, ODTU Yayinlari, 1990); Celal
Esad, Sanat ve Siyaset Hatiralarim.

% He also suggests making further “systematic archaeological investigations on the most important

areas of Istanbul in order to solve some problems in Byzantine history...” Celal Esad, “Sultanahmed
Meydan1 Hafriyat1”, 470-471.
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book is richly illustrated with photographs, drawings and maps. Apparently,
unsatisfied with the textual sources and realizing the importance of visual material
in making the history more comprehensible, Ahmed Refik and his publisher ibrahim
Hilmi, made great efforts to gather all the visual materials from different variety of
sources. In fact, the use of visual materials in historical texts was one of the novel
approaches in the late nineteenth history writing and Ahmed Refik’s Biiyiik Tarih-i
Umumi was one of the most important examples of this. The numerous illustrations
and drawings used in the book extend from portrait of emperors and empresses to
the depiction of soldiers, warriors, and priests; from single historic monuments to
panoramic city views (fig. 56-61).

Considering wide range of audience, the publisher claimed to target -“all
classes of society, including those that had only limited level of education”, one of
the aims of the use of images then, must have made the past events easier to learn
by visualizing the historical narrative. As stated by Ibrahim Hilmi, the publisher of
Ahmed Refik, “societies and cultures described in written texts are best represented
through the visual materials that belong to them”. According to him, history books
written in the “old style” were far from the meeting of the new requirements and
attempts to stimulate patriotism as in Europe. “The new history”, he argued, “has
been written according to such ideals related to nation building”, and this book was
an attempt to do this.**

Among diverse visuals, Ahmed Refik’s emphasis on the photography of
architecture is unique. Even the text is not about the built environment, it is possible
to encounter several photographs of historical monuments in his several other
writings.* Indeed, Ahmed Refik’s way of using visual images was of great
interests among students and inhabitants of the city who could get Biiyiik Tarih-i
Umumi fascicule by fascicule from the Hilmi Library located in Babiali. Hasan Ali

Yiicel, who was then a high school student, recalls the amazement and excitement

% Ibrahim Hilmi “Negrin Ifadesi”, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol.1, (1912), n. p.; Also cited in Celik,
“Defining Empire’s Patrimony”, 464.

% For example, in his article series on the Byzantine emperors and empresses, he employed several
photographs of Byzantine buildings in Istanbul. For a full list of Ahmed Refik’s articles published in
newspapers and journals see Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam.
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he felt when he encountered, “the pictures of Roman temples, Egyptian rulers, and
the documents of Indian and Chinese past, rather than cliché portraits of Ottoman
emperors in the history books until that time”.*°

According to Ahmed Refik, as the task of the historian was to “re-create of
the past events, it is not sufficient to repeat the past events in words only. 497
Evidently, Ahmed Refik realized the importance of photography of architecture as
tangible evidences of the past and used them for keeping alive the urban memory
and the sense of continuity.*”® Thus, the placement of the pictures of “the
magnificent buildings of the glorious Byzantine past” seems to have been used as a
device to create a sense of belonging to city of Istanbul and thus Ottoman
patriotism. He says that “Let us appreciate every kind of beauties which the city
contained... and... the Byzantine monuments rising to the heavens among the red
lights of the sunset in front of us as part of values of our fatherland...”*** According
to Ahmed Refik, architectural heritage of Istanbul constituted tangible evidences of
this cultural continuum. It was probably for this reason, throughout his articles
published in the journals and newspapers until his death in 1937, Ahmed Refik
embellished his narrative with the pictures of monuments “rising to the heavens”
such as Hagia Sophia, the Obelisks at Hippodrome, the Kariye Mosque, and the city

walls as well as the Nur-u Osmaniye Mosque, the Topkap1 Palace and the

Siileymaniye Mosque.500

4% Hasan Ali Yiicel writes: “...0 zamana kadar elimizde bulunan kiiciik Osmanl: tarihinde kavuklu,
basma kalip padisah resimleri gormekten bikan ve alakasizlasan gozlerimiz; ancak bu kitabin
sayfalarinda Roma tapinaklarinin, Misir firavunlarinin, Hind ve Cin mazisine ait belgelerin
resimlerine hayret ve hayranlikla tesadiif etmisti”, Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam, 12.

7 Ahmed Refik, “Miiverrihde Ilim” fkdam, (21 October 1920); “Miiverrihde Sanat”, Ikdam, (25
October 1920).

“8 For such relations in the case of Roman architecture, see Suna Giiven, “Ankara’nin Tasina Bak:
Kentsel Bellek ve Siireklilik Uzerine”, in Cumhuriyet’in Utopyast Ankara, ed. Funda Senol Cantek,
(Ankara, 2012), 32-41.

49« Payitahtimz1 sevmek, gelenegimizin bir dereceye kadar menseini Ggrenmek icin Bizans'i
tedkik edelim. Gozlerimizin Oniinde, grubun atesin ziyalar1 arasinda simalara dogru yiikselen
abidelerin kiymetini anlayalim...” Ahmed Refik, Bizans Imparatorigeleri, 13.

5% In an article-series entitled “Kafes ve Ferace Devrinde istanbul” published in Aksam ip 1936,
Ahmed Refik extensively wrote on the history and monumental architecture of Byzantine Istanbul
including: “Kafes ve Ferace devrinde Istanbul: At Meydan” Aksam, (17.2.1936); “Kafes ve Ferace
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Returning to his Byzantine section in the Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, although
pictures were not always keyed to the written text and sometimes scattered
randomly in pages, in most cases, it seems that the most appropriate pictures have
been chosen for the narrative. The section on the period of the reign from
Constantine the Great to Emperor Heraclius 4™ - 7™ centuries) for example, is
illustrated by the plates of “the Obelisk of Theodosius”, ‘“Theodosius Walls”,

9% ¢

“Hagia Sophia”, “drawing of a Byzantine soldier”, “coins of Constantine II”’, “coins
of Theodosius”, “a statue of Theodosius”; “coins of Marcian”, “coins of emperor
Heraclius”, a sculpture depicting “a Sasanian king”, “the mosaic portraits of
Emperor Justinian the Great with his attendants, and “empress Theodora with his
attendants”, “the palace of Justinian” [the palace of Boukoleon], and mosaic portrait
of “Emperor Justinian at Hagia Sophia [wrongly identified as Justinian the Great,
but actually Emperor Leo].”"!

Celal Esad and Mehmed Ziya also used visual documents for the
representation of Istanbul. In Celal Esad’s Constantinople, the number of images
was relatively limited with some popular photographs, just as other European books
on Byzantine Constantinople during this period. In fact, Hagia Sophia, the city
walls, and the “antiquities of Hippodrome- the Obelisk, Serpent Column and
Constantine Column- were among the most popular photographs displayed almost
all media in this period. In line with this tendency, it is seen that all three authors

often used the same photographs in their books (fig. 62-76).

devrinde Istanbul: Kiliseler ve Hiristiyanlar”, Aksam, (17.5.1936) “Kafes ve Ferace devrinde
Istanbul: Balikli Manastir1” Aksam, (21.9.1936) “Kafes ve Ferace devrinde Istanbul: Binbirdirek ve
leylek tilsimi”, Aksam, (31.8.1936) “Kafes ve Ferace devrinde Istanbul : Istanbul Surlar1”, Aksam,
(6.5.1936) “Kafes ve Ferace devrinde Istanbul: Ayasofya ve etrafindaki eserler” Aksam, (28.3.1936)
“Kafes ve Ferace devrinde Istanbul : Yerebatan Saray1”, Aksam, (10.8.1936); For a full list of Ahmed
Refik’s articles published in newspapers and journals see Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam.

ST Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol.4, 93-130. The next period from the reign of Leo III the
Isaurian to the beginning of Macedonian dynasty (717-867), however, is accompanied by
anachronistic plates such as “the sculpture of the Good shepherd” , “the aqueduct of Valens”,
“Orpheus sculpture”, “Chora Church”, “Tekfur Palace”. Vol.4, 130-144. These may have derived
from the lack of appropriate photographs for that period. As for the many of the other parts of the
book; the pictures seem to be placed in the appropriate sections in the text.
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Furthermore, the placement of the visual materials was not always suitable
with the text. For example, the section of history of the city walls is accompanied by
the photographs of the Tophane Mosque and the Galata Tower (fig. 77-78).>” In
1912 edition, however, the number of photographs increased, including detailed
views and architectural units from interior of the especially the most popular two
buildings, Hagia Sophia and Kariye Mosque.so3

One of the most remarkable features of visual materials that were used in
Mehmed Ziya’s Istanbul ve Bogazici is their diversity in terms of variety of visuals
from photographs of single historic monuments, gravures, maps, drawings, and
architectural plans, restitution of city walls, miniature paintings, mosaics, portrait
medallions, coins and inscriptions (fig. 79-90). In contrast to previous works, the
city was now represented not only with its most popular monumental buildings and

antiquities of Hippodrome®™, but also medieval Byzantine monuments and small

592 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 17.
°% Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, pages especially 119-146.

% The representation of Byzantine Constantinople with the Hellenic or the classical monuments of
the city was the outcome of the ongoing European interest in the antiquities found on Ottoman
territory. As discussed before, such an approach considered Constantinople as the storehouse of
antiquities since the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries. Rather than a holistic approach to the urban
fabric of Constantinople, they gave consideration to some single monuments, often considered
related to antiquity. As mentioned in Chapter 2, although medieval Constantinople began to be
scholarly investigated, average European travel books still focused on its classical antiquities in this
period. It was not coincidence then, the first international visual representation of the Byzantine
heritage of the Ottoman city in 1876 Paris Exhibition was also by five drawings of the “antiquities of
Constantinople” that were now inherited by the Ottoman Empire who wanted be placed himself in
European/modern world. As noted before, these drawings were prepared by P. A. Dethier, who was
then the director of the Austrian School and would be appointed as the museum director in 1872.
While Dethier’s academic interest must have been decisive for the selection of these five drawings
consisting of the Serpentine Column; the Tekfur Palace, the Constantine Column, the Theodosius
Obelisk, and the northern part of the city walls; they also reflected the Ottoman elites’ political
aspirations and cultural projects shared by the western European states. All of these drawings belong
to the classical heritage of Byzantium, except the Tekfur Palace. However, during this period, the
Tekfur Palace had wrongly been known the palace of Emperor Constantine the Great, thus an early
Byzantine building. Until the groundbreaking study of urban topography of Alexander Van
Millingen published in 1892 and 1899, who proved that the Tekfur Palace was actually a late 13th-
century palace as an annex of the greater palace complex of Blachernae, the complex had been
known as the Palace of Hebdomon that had been mentioned in the Byzantine sources founded by the
Constantine the Great. As in many of the other established traditions regarding the topography of
Byzantine Constantinople, this wrong identification of the building went back to Pierre Gilles in the
sixteenth century. Following Pierre Gilles, for example, Konstantiniad, who provides the appearance
of the palace, relates: “Tekfur Saray located in the outside the city before the extension of the city
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masjids converted from churches such as Manastir Mascidi®® Toklu Dede
Mescidi’® or small fountains located in remote places (fig. 81-82).°"” Similar to his
narrative, the placement of visuals of Mehmed Ziya represents Byzantine
Constantinople and Ottoman Istanbul together. For example, he points out former
use of church in the caption of photographs depicted Ottoman masjids.so8

How could these visual materials have been obtained? Were these
photographs depicting the monuments of city taken by the authors themselves or
drawings were depicted by author themselves? With some notable exceptions, there
was no citation to visual materials used in Celal Esad’s 1909 edition and Ahmed
Refik’s book. Tracing sources of visual materials used by Mehmed Ziya, on the
other hand, the easiest one, as he has the most academic approach citing the sources
that he had consulted as in the case for the body of the written text.

A few points could give some insights into their sources, however. In fact,
the introduction of Ahmed Refik’s Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi tells one of the most
interesting and probably the most common way of collecting visual materials at that
time. Among the methods which the publisher ibrahim Hilmi proudly tells is that
“they had to rip the pages of the book which costs five pounds to take for one

photograph only.”** Evidently, many of the images were directly taken from the

walls, and was founded by Constantine the Great; Justinian subsequently restored and called it the
Palace of Hebdomon. See Pierre Gilles, The Antiquities of Istanbul, 238-243.

°% Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, (1920), 107.
% Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, (1920), 248
3 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, (1920), 251.
°% Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, (1920), 115, 140-141.

3% “Bununla beraber bir tarihi umumi, resimden, haritadan miimkiin oldugunca yararlanmasi gerekir.
Ciinkii simdiki tarih en c¢ok tas vesaire gibi her nevi bakiye-i asara gore viicuda getirildigi icin
bunlarin resimleri, o zamanin adet ve ahlakini gosteren tablolarin da bulunmasi sarttir. Bir tarihi
umumi ne kadar mufassal ve ne kadar ressimli olursa kiymet ve ehemniyeti de o kadar artar. Bunun
icindir ki Almanya ve Ingiltere ‘de yirmi kirk cildden tarihi umumiler viicuda getiriliyor. Boyle bir
caligma cok biiyiik emek ve masraf gerektitirir. Iste biz de bu fedakarlilklardan kacinmadik. Hatta bir
tek fotograf [almak] i¢in bes liralik tarihi [kitab1] parcaladik. Bu giine kadar yapilamayan miikemmel
bir tarihi umumi meydana getirdik. Almanya da, Avusturya Macaristan’da, Fransa ve Ingiltere’de
yaymnlanan en meshur ve en biiyiik tarihleri getirttik. [...] Bu eser bir eser olsun diye degil
matbuatimizin bir heykel abidesi, milli kiitiibhanemizin bas eseri ve ayni zamanda az tahsil gormiis
biitiin halk simiflarmin istifadesine hizmet etmesi maksadiyla basilmigtir” fbrahim Hilmi “Negrin
Ifadesi”, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol.1, (1912), n.p.
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pages of European books. This was especially true for unaffordable photographs of
remote places. In addition to this, majority of drawings depicting social and cultural
life such as portraits of Byzantine peasant women, military officers, or emperors
seem to have been taken from the collections of Album Historique (1896), published
by the direction of M. Ernest Lavisse between 1891 and 1907. Ernest Lavisse, the
French historian was also one of the contributors to Histoire General, from which
Ahmed Refik translated several chapters for his Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi. In fact, as
Ahmed Refik confirmed in his article of “Fransiz Miiverrihleri” [French Historians]
in 1932,°' Ernest Lavisse was one of French historians to have important impact on
the historical understanding of Refik, with whom he personally met in Paris and
exchanged some books.

The drawings of Album Historique seem to be an important provider for
Celal Esad. While Ahmed Refik used mostly portrait drawings, Celal Esad, on other
hand, employed drawings depicting the conquest of Istanbul and military equipment
used for military attracts for the 1912 edition, probably targeting Turkish readers.
Mehmed Ziya also gave reference to Album Historique as the major sources for the
drawings of several Byzantine figures from emperors and empresses, chevaliers,
soldiers, military officers, archers, religious officers, priests, grand dignitaries of the
palace, civil servants, noble Byzantines, farmers, sailors, woman and children (fig.
67-69).”""

For the representation of Byzantine Constantinople, on the other hand, there
were two important providers for all these three authors. The first one was the
commercial photograph studios founded by primarily foreigners, but soon
inhabitants of the city, immediately after the invention of the camera in the
beginning of the nineteenth century.’'> Although their focus was not the Byzantine

heritage; they photographed several Byzantine monuments of istanbul.’"?

510 Ahmed Refik, Fransiz Miiverrihleri: Michelet, Lavisse, Vandal, (Kanaat Kiitiiphanesi, 1932).
> Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 2, pages especially 87-97.

>'2 Pioneers of them were J. Pascal Sébah and Policarpe Joaillier. See Bahattin Oztuncay, The
Photographers of Constantinople, 2 Vols. (Istanbul, 2003), Vol. 1, 100-150.

313 Qusterhout, “Rediscovery of Constantinople”, 2011, 186.
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One of the other sources of visual documents for Byzantine Capital was the
Imperial Museum. While the Museum itself was the main display arena, the
reproduction of the artifacts through the photography could provide another way of
representation and display. Moreover, the inclusion of these photographs into the
historical accounts of the city not only enabled the dissemination of the knowledge,
but effectively contributed to the representation of city. By this way, from museum
catalogs, the artifacts were resituated into the historical context. Acknowledging the
importance of this, Ahmed Refik placed the photographs of archeological artifacts
preserved in the Imperial Museum in his text with particularly captions giving
information about each piece514 (fig. 56-59).

The last contributor to the visual materials was the author himself. It is
evident that Celal Esad and Mehmed Ziya themselves created their own photograph
collections. In addition to these pictures, these two authors also produced certain
artistic and architectural drawings. Graduated from the Military School, Celal Esad
must have been familiar with photography through the instruction offered in the
Ottoman Military and naval academies. As he was also personally interested in
painting in the earlier years of his carrier, it is reasonable to assume that some of the
photographs were taken by Celal Esad himself, though he did not mention this in
the text.

Celal Esad also prepared restitutions and reconstruction drawings made by
charcoal. One of them is a reconstruction drawing of the Mese Street [the main road
in Byzantine Istanbul, the Ottoman Divanyolu] with the Column of Constantine in
the background with a caption “Mese Street and Column of Constantine in the 10"
century- the authors own imaginative drawing-(Miiellifin resm-i tasavvurisidir)”

(fig. 91).°"° Another restitution of “Hippodrome, Imperial Palace and Hagia Sophia

>* Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, pages especially 133,139, 156, 161, 174, 179, and
183.

515 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 121. It seems that Celal Esad prepared this restitution based on the
photographs of the street, probably taken by him, by replacing the Ottoman building- probably the
Cemberlitas Bath built by Mimar Sinan- at the right side with an arcaded building and by drawing
the “Byzantines” wearing a tunic and cloak and walking in the street.
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in the 10™ Century” based on the plan provided by French scholar Jules Labarte’s
Le Palais impérial de Constantinople et ses abords (1861).'¢

Graduated from the Sanayi-i Nefise Mektebi, Mehmed Ziya was also
talented in charcoal drawing. He also prepared some maps and architectural

drawings adapted from European works (fig. 92-93) >

There are several drawings
to display the current situation of some lesser known Byzantine chapels and
churches converted into mosque.’’® Many of these engravings depicting the
Byzantine chapels converted into mosque or mascids seem to have taken from
Paspates’ book on Byzantine topography and monuments of istanbul.”"® Mehmed
Ziya was very careful in the placement of appropriate plates in the appropriate

sections of the written text.

516 Celal Esad, Constantinople, 101; Eski Istanbul, 172. As noted above Celal Esad later extended
this restitution of “Byzantine Palace and Its Environs in the 10th century” based on the plan of Jean
Ebersolt’s La Grand Palais (1910).

"7 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, 482, 510; Vol.2, 6, 248.

>'8 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 2, 106.

31 See Alexandros Georgiou Paspates, Vyzantinai meletai topographikai kai historikai meta pleiston
eikonon, (Byzantine Studies: Historical and topographical), Coustantinople: Koromela, 1877.
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CHAPTER 6

FROM EMPIRE TO NATION STATE: THE “FALL” OF BYZANTIUM

As discussed briefly in Chapter 4, from the late Ottoman to the early
Republican period, there were three new interrelated historical phenomena which
had significant impact on the perceptions of the Byzantine heritage and its
historiography in Turkey: nationalism, nation-state building, and orientalism. The
first was related to the rise of Turkish nationalist discourse in history writing. The
second was related to nation-building process of Balkan states and the rediscovery
and embracing of the Byzantine heritage particularly by Greece. And the third was
the Orientalist discourse which reached its full-fledged form in the nineteenth
century.

All three historical phenomena had significant repercussions for the
transformations of the perceptions and (architectural) historiography of the
Byzantine heritage in Turkey. The development of pan-Turkic ideas among
Ottoman authors led to the interpretation of Turkish ethnicity as the dominant
nationality in historical writings of the period. This process went hand in hand with
distinguishing the “Turkic national essence” by separating it from the Byzantine as
well as Islamic Arab and Persian identities. According to views prevailing among
many European historians, the successes of the Ottoman Empire were predicated on
the Byzantine Empire as they imitated the Byzantine institutions particularly after
the capture of Constantinople. Ottoman architecture, in this light, was a mere copy
of Byzantine architecture, particularly Hagia Sophia. Therefore, the late Ottoman
and then early Republican historical writings were deeply engaged with these
assumptions and developed counterclaims. One of the major consequences of these
attempts was negative attitudes towards Byzantine legacy and elimination of
Byzantine “influence” from Ottoman and then “Turkish” history, art and
architectural history.

The first section of this chapter will focus on the consequences of these

historical events and factors for the transformation of the perceptions and
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historiography of Byzantium in the transition period from empire to nation state.
The second section, on the other hand, will explore the Republican legacy of this
shift in discourse tracing especially the intellectual life and works of the authors

examined in Chapter 5 during this transition period.

6.1. Nationalism, Orientalism, and History Writing: Transformation of
Discourse

6.1.1. Turkish Nationalist History Writing and the Place of the Byzantine
Heritage

During the Second Constitutional Period between 1908 and 1918, a Turkish
national identity began to play a prominent role in the cultural politics of the
Ottoman Empire. The Balkan Wars of 1912-13 and nationalist movements of non-
Turkish subjects in the empire paved the way for increasing awareness of the
Turkish identity. This led to the re-interpretation of the Ottomanism in line with the
idea that Turkish nationality is the dominant nationality of the empire.’*
Turkification, a project of nation-building in the multi-ethnic Ottoman Empire,
which began to be implemented from 1913 to the end of World War I by the Young
Turks, had various dimensions. By means of settlement and deportation policies, the
Young Turks sought to nationalize Anatolia as the base of a Turkish national
core.”?! While on the economic level, the members of the Committee for Union and
Progress pursued a project for the creation of a Turkish bourgeois,”* on the cultural
level, some measures were taken to promote the use of Turkish in the local

administration of resident by non-Turks which resulted in the reactions by

Albanians and non-Muslim residents in the empire.523

S0 Gee Serif Mardin, “19 Yijzyll’gia Dﬁsﬁr}ce Akimlar1 ve Osmanli Devleti”, Tanzimat’tan
Cumbhuriyet’e Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1985), Vol. 2, 342-51.

>*! Erol Ulker, “Contextualizing ‘Turkification’: Nation-building in the Late Ottoman Empire, 1908—
18”, Nations and Nationalism 11/4, (2005), 613-636.

522 See Caglar Keyder, State and Class in Turkey: A Study in Capitalist Development, (London, New
York, 1987).

> Millas, “Non-Muslim Minorities in the Historiography™, 155.
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In fact, long before the Balkan Wars and Young Turk Revolution, Turkish
nationalism had taken roots among some Ottoman intellectuals. The successes of
German and Italian nationalist movements and the invasion of Central Asia by
Russia in the mid-nineteenth century led to the increase in the studies focusing on
the history of Turks and the emergence of pan-Turkist ideas among some Ottoman
authors. The contributions of individual Tatar and Azeri émigrés coming from the
Russian Empire were of major significance for this development. Among them,
Mustafa Celaleddin Pasa’s (1828-75) “Les Turces Anciens et Modernes” published
in 1869, argued that Turkish was a main root language which had influenced ancient
Greek and Latin. In his article “Ug Tarz-1 Siyaset” [Three types of politics]
published in 1904, Yusuf Akcura (1876-1935), one of the most influential émigré
scholars from Russia, suggested that the Turkish nation be defined according to
“ethnic elements” as opposed to Ottomanism and Islamism.’** After the foundation
of the Turkish Republic in 1923, Akcura would also become a major contributor to
the “Turkish History Thesis” evolving after 1930. In fact, these ideologies of
national identity contributed to the late Ottoman vision of the self, had also great
influence on the intellectuals and leaders of the Turkish Republic, most of whom
members of the Committee for Union and Progress.”>

As discussed in Chapter 4, the foundation of the Ottoman Empire and the
ethnic origins of the first Ottomans as historical themes had already became a major
focus of interest particularly after the mid-nineteenth century historical writings.
During this period, prominent historians and journalists searched for the origin of
pre-Islamic Turkish history in their works. For instance, Siileyman Hiisni Pasha, one
of the teachers of Askeri Tibbiye Mektebi [Military Medical School] focused on the
military and political history of the Turkish states founded before the Ottoman

Empire in his Tarihi-i Alem (1876). Another historian, Necib Asim produced an

52 Kayali, “Arabs and Young Turks”; Biisra Ersanli-Behar, Iktidar ve Tarih: Tiirkiye’de “Resmi
Tarih” TezininOlu;umu (1929-1937), (Istanbul: Afa, 1992); 60-85; E.tienne queaux, Tiirk Tarih
Tezinden Tiirk Islam Sentezine: Tarih Ders Kitaplarnda (1931-1933), (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2006), 39-
48.

35 Gee Deringil, “The Ottoman Origins of Kemalism”; Copeaux, Tiirk Tarih Tezinden.; Ersanli,
Iktidar ve Tarih, 60-85.
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account of general Turkish history highlighting the role of the nomad Turks of
Cental Asia in 189952 Through these historical studies, Ottoman historians tried to
foster patriotism among Ottoman subjects by linking central Asian origins and early
Ottomans.”’

The development of pan-Turkic ideas among Ottoman authors had
significant consequences for the historiography of the Byzantine heritage. The first
step was the establishment of a Turkic genealogy for the Ottoman dynasty and then
the interpretation of Turkish ethnicity as the dominant nationality of the empire in
historical writings of this period. These processes went hand in hand with
distinguishing the “Turkic national essence” by separating it from the Byzantine as
well as Islamic Arab and Persian identities. As noted before in Chapter 4, late
Ottoman historians were deeply engaged with the understanding and prevention of
the decline of the empire. This concern led some historians to the study of Ottoman
history along with other empires particularly the Byzantine Empire for
understanding the processes of decline better. We also see that some historians tend
to conclude that the Ottoman Empire declined due to “influences” of other cultures
particularly Byzantine as well as Persian, and Arabic since these “foreign” elements
caused a change in “pure Turkic identity”.

One of the first references to the Turkic identity was made by historian
Ahmed Midhat in his Uss-i Inkilap (1877). Considering the “immorality existing in
the Byzantine lands”, Ahmed Midhat asserts that “only the virtues which the Turks
had brought from Central Asia could do away with such immorality”.528 In 1912,
Celal Nuri condemns the Byzantine as well as Arab and Persian influences as the
most important reasons of the Ottoman decline since the “essence of original Turkic
identity” was lost upon encountering with such “corrupt nations” He writes:

Byzantium was the tangible evidence of moral decay. Like the cholera
disease, the Byzantine corruption contaminated to the Ottoman Empire...The
Turks did not capture the Byzantine Empire; on the contrary, the Byzantines

%% Kuran, “Ottoman Historiography, 428.
527 Berktay, Cumhuriyet ideolojisi, 29-30. ; Shaw, Possessors and Possessed, 23.

528 Quoted in Ursinus, “Byzantine History”, 213, n. 11; Ursinus, “From Siileyman Pasha”, 308, n.15.
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captured the Turks. In addition to Arab and Persian influences, the Ottoman
Empire became the heir of corrupt Byzantine Empire... Ottoman Turks
inherited their infamous capital. The disease and moral decay which had
caused to decline of the Byzantine Empire, now contaminated to the
Ottoman Empire, and thus the same reasons caused to collapse of the
Byzantine Empire affected to the Ottoman Empire. To be the heir of
Byzantium was the main reason for Ottoman decline. From this point of
view, the decline of Byzantine Empire still continues. **°

Celal Nuri further developed these ideas in his account called Rum ve Bizans
published in 1917. Here, he examines socio-political linkages between t Byzantine
Empire and the Ottoman Empire by focusing on the “cosmopolitan” nature of the
two empires, the state organization, the position of rulers and subjects, religion,
traditions, palace ceremonies, etc. In the end, however, Celal Nuri concludes that
the appropriation of Byzantine institutions is now the main reason of the corruption
of Turkic identity and thus the demise of the Ottoman Empire.’*

In the same way, in his Tarih-i Ebulfaruk [History by the Father of Faruk]
(1909- 1916), Mizanc1t Mehmed Murad (1854-1917), one of the important figures of
the Young Turks, examined Ottoman history by identifying some basic features of
the Ottoman Empire that caused it to decline. Accordingly, the “twin influence of
Byzantine and Persian” since the foundation of the Ottoman state was a major

factor. Mehmed Murad explains this phenomenon with a metaphor of architecture:

2 «Bizans kotii ahlakin bir temsil-i musahhast idi. Kolera mikrobu gibi, Bizans yolsuzluklari,
cemiyet-i Osmaniye’ye girdi. Vakd, hali evlad-1 Osmaniyeliler bunu hissedemediler. Galib
mevkiinde bulunduklarindan Tiirkler bu tavr-1 istihkar [hor gérmek] ile millet-i maglubiyeye ancak
kahka-i istihza [eglenme] firlattilar. Fakat Turan’dan gelmis harb ve darb ile yorulmus Tiirkler,
nazenin [ince, giizel], Bizans’in cazibesine isvesine dayanamadi. Yavas yavas ve hiss olunamaz
derecede, onun agusuna atildilar. Tiirkler Bizans’1 degil, Bizans Tiirkleri zabt ettiler. Tiirk cemiyeti
Arap ve Acem inhitatini [diisme, ¢okiis] temadi [devam] ettirdigi gibi, Bizans inhitatin1 da temadiye
vasita ve alet oldu”. Celal Nuri, Tarihi Tedenniyatt Osmaniye, 89. “Garbi Roma Imparatorlugunu
mahv eden Hun Tiirkleri oldugu gibi, Sarki Roma Imparatorlugunu harita-1 alimeden kaldiran
Osmanli Tiirkleri olmustur. Birinci nevi Tiirkler, tam intihat-1 zamaninda Roma’ya girdiklerinden,
onun bozuk ahlakini kabul ettiler [...] Ikinci nevi Tiirkler de, tam ¢okiis zamaninda Dogu Roma’ya,
yani Bizans’a dahil oldular. Vusta [Orta] Asya’dan gelen Tiirkler vecihen [goriiniis bakimindan]
cirkin idi. Bunlar, giizellik bakimindan herhalde kendilerinden faik [iistiin] olan Bizans kizlarini
sayda [avlamaya] koyuldular. O kizlarin c¢ogu Tiirklesti. Giizelliklerinin yami sira, Bizans’in
cokiistine neden olan ne kadar ahlak bozuklugu varsa, ctimlesiyle Tiirk uzviyyet-i milliyesine idhale
muvaffak oldular. Bizans’in ¢okiisii, bu itibariyle hala devam ediyor. Her milleti tarihsel bakimdan
yonlendiren, bir gaye emel vardir. Bu gayenin miinkesir olmasiyla [kirilmasiyla] millet de miinkesir
olur. Iste Bizans’a halef olmak, bu siikutu icab ettirmistir.” Celal Nuri, Tarihi Tedenniyat: Osmaniye,
386-387.

5% Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 40-52.
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“Yeni insa olunan bina-y1 siyasimize Osmanl harcindan ziyade ecnebi malzemesi
karismistir. Bizans arsasi iizerinde, Bizans enkazi ile insa olunan bina-y1 devletimiz
[ran usulii iizerine tertib ve tezyin olmustur.”!

In his study of comparative historiographies (2004), Christ Lorenz proposed
that as the representations of historical identity deal with changes in time, they
engage with the problem of origins. Therefore, “Before the changes of national
identity can be investigated, its existence and thus its genesis must be clarified.””*
In the late Ottoman historiography, then, we see that after the establishment of a
Turkic origin and genealogy for the Ottoman dynasty in the beginning of the

>3 Ottoman historians tried to find “the changes” of this

nineteenth century,
“national essence” and identity. Within this context, some Ottoman authors pointed
out the encounters with Byzantium and the appropriation of the Byzantine heritage
by the Ottoman Empire, causing the “pure Turkic identity” was transformed, lost or
corrupted.

The ways of “influence” of these “foreign” elements on the Turkic identity
seem to have been explained from different angles. While many authors point out
the shared geography as the Ottoman Empire had established on the former territory
of the Byzantine Empire and the appropriation of Byzantine institutions, some
others emphasize ethnic and cultural influences. According to Celal Nuri, for

example, the cultural influence of Byzantium to the Ottoman Empire was

“unconscious” process:

! “Osmanlilarin sosyal ve idari biinyesinde Bizans ile iran tesiri daha devletin kurulusunda ortaya
¢ikan bir inkiraz sebebidir. Osmanhilar baslangicta iki, daha iyisi ikiz bir tesire maruz kalmuslardi:
Once Bizans, sonra da fran tesiri... Hele Istanbul’un fethinden sonra bu tesirler daha da agir basmaga
baglamus ve Osmanlilarin asli mizaglarini degistirecek kadar miitessir olmugtu. Tiirk-Miisliiman
Istanbul’da bile Bizans riizgarlar1 esiyor, Iran saraylarimin hatirast en kotii siyaset ve ahlak
diisiikliikleri seklinde kol geziyordu...” Mehmed Murad, Tarih-i Ebulfaruk, Vol. 7 (Istanbul, 1916),
7-8; Birol Emil, Son Dénem Osmanlt Aydimi Mizanct Murad Bey, (Istanbul: Kitabevi Yayinlari,
2009), 492-493.

532 .
Lorenz, “Towards a Theoretical Framework”, 21.

>3 Altough the Kay tribe geneaology for the Ottoman Empire first appeared in the fifteenth century
Tevarih-i Al-i Selguk, Selcukndme or Oguzndme by Yazicizade Al, it did not a dominant theme until
the late ninetheenth century. See Yazicizade Ali, Tevarih-i Al-i Selcul], trans. Abdullah Bakir,
(Istanbul, Camlica Basim Yayin, 2009); cited in Kafadar and Karateke, “Ottoman and Turkish
Historical Writing”, 570-77.
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Bilmeyerek, hissetmeyerek, anlamayarak, ve hatta teneffiir ederek bazi
Bizans hususiyyatini aldik. Sevmedigimiz; fuhsiyyatiyla, rezaletleriyle,
nefretimize mucib olan bir aliiftenin avzalliy1 gibi, kendisinden son derece
ikrah etmekle beraber, Istanbul’un igvelerine dayanamadik. [...] Garibdir ki,
Tiirk gayr1 medruk (inconscient) olarak bircok orf ve adetini ithal eder. Adab
almayla, harem dairelerimizin en kapali noktalarina, yemek soframiza,
huyumuza, tabiat ve zevkimize kadar Bizans giriyor da bizim haberimiz bile
olmuyor!

There can also be seen some differences in their approaches to the city of
Istanbul, as a capital of both the Byzantine Empire and the Ottoman Empire. In line
with the Turkification project of Young Turks for creating Anatolia as the base of a
Turkish national core, Istanbul began to be denigrated in historical narrative of this
period. In his book on the decline of the empire, Celal Nuri defined Istanbul as “a
corrupt Byzantine city with great variety of ingredients from Rum, Armenian,
Arabs, Levantine, and Jewish”.”*® Similarly, another important figure of Young
Turks, Mehmed Murad asserts that Istanbul was actually an “Ottoman Byzantium”,

536
”°°” In contrast,

and thus “inheriting all misdeeds and malignity of both civilizations.
Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya’s love of Istanbul was indeed the most important
driving force behind their studies on the Byzantine and Ottoman heritage of the city.
As was also discussed in the previous chapter, Ahmed Refik even tried to foster
patriotism among Ottoman subjects by linking the Byzantine heritage with the
contemporary Ottoman Istanbul through his method of history writing and the use

of photography of the architecture.

6.1. 2. Other Nationalisms and the Byzantine Heritage

The second historical factor which influenced perceptions and
historiography of Byzantium in Turkey was the embracing of the Byzantine heritage

by the newborn Balkan national states as discussed in Chapter 4. Among them, the

534 Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 52
3% Celal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyati Osmaniye, 291-301.

5% Mehmed Murad, Tarih-i Ebulfaruk, Vol.5, 353; Vol.2, 33; Emil, Son Donem Osmanli Aydini,
494-95.
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ongoing conflicts and wars between the Greek state and Turkey during both
countries’ nation-building processes were crucial in defining the relationships with
the Byzantine heritage in Turkey.

After the foundation of the Modern Greek state in 1830, the Greek national
unity tried to be constructed with the Megali Idea, the Great Idea, formulated by
Prime Minister . Kolettis before the National Assembly which preceded the
promulgation of the Constitution of 1844. The meaning of the Great Idea varied
from the resurrection of the Byzantine Empire to the liberation and unification of all

Greek populations within and expanded Greek State.”’

As discussed in Chapter 4,
the Greek historian Paparrigopoulos’ rehabilitation of Byzantium and the way in
which he integrated it into the continuum of Greek historical development (1860 -
1874) had accelerated these processes. Thereafter, the Greek government attempted
to expand its territories by waging the wars with the Ottoman Empire in 1881, 1908
and 1912-13.>%

Although the Great Idea as a project to expand the Greek state to include all
ethnic Greeks on the lines of the Byzantine Empire was not accepted universally
and rather short-lived,™ its traumatic consequences had long lived in the
perceptions and historiography of Byzantine heritage in Turkey. First of all, it was
during this period when we see that the Ottoman government began to consider any
activities related to Byzantium and “its Greek connection” as potentially suspect. A
document of 1892, for example, dealt with “the Greek attempts at resurrecting the
Byzantine Empire”.540 Similarly, according to another document of 1914, the

Thessaloniki Consulate informs the central government about the organization of a

mourning ceremony for the anniversary of the demise of the Byzantine Empire.*!

37 Joannis A. Tassopoulos, “Constitutionalism and the Ideological Conversion to National Unity
under the Greek Constitution of 18647, in Ways to Modernity in Greece and Turkey Encounters with
Europe, 1850-1950, ed. Anna Frangoudaki and Caglar Keyder, (London; New York: LB. Tauris,
2007), 12.

5% Millas, “Non-Muslim Minorities”, 155-162.
5% Kitromilides, “On the Intellectual Content of Greek Nationalism”.
0 BOA, Y.PRK.ASK, 16/47, 28 Rabiulevvel 1310 (20 October 1892)

> BOA, DH.EUM. 3. Sb, 1/36, 8 Sevval 1332 (30 August 1914)
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In this political context, even books concerning the Byzantine Empire were
under strict surveillance. A number of archival documents testify to the Ottoman
government’s consideration of several such books in relation to the Greek and
Slavic attempts for “the project of resurrecting Byzantium”. Several documents, for
example, are about the prohibition of the dissemination of the books published
outside the Empire. The first one was a guide book of Istanbul, Rehber-i
Konstantinyye that had been brought in from Russia. According to the document,
although the book was defined “harmless” by the Russian Embassy, it was still
prohibited as it contained several pictures and information regarding the Byzantine
emperors.542 Similarly, another book brought from Russia was prohibited due to its

343 The document

harmful content including the pictures of the Byzantine Emperors.
of 1895 testifies the prohibition of the dissemination of a history book titled the
Byzantine Empire published in Athens due to its harmful content. According to the
document, this book was encountered in a bookstore in Beyoglu by the printing

3 In the same way, the document dated 1900 states that the book

press inspector.
titled the History of Nation and the Byzantine Empire published in London was
prohibited entry into the Ottoman state.”*

Herkiil Millas, who has long dealt with mutual images and stereotypes of
Greeks and Turks in his seminal studies, has demonstrated that the perceptions and
representations of the “other” in Greek and Turkish national narratives were greatly
shaped by the historical events and factors during the nation-building processes of
both countries. Millas highlights that apart from the Serbs, the Greeks were the first
ethnic group to develop a nationalist consciousness and uprisings resulted in the
foundation of a sovereign state in 1830. Ottoman historians, therefore, have tended

to consider the Greeks as responsible for instigating the nationalist turmoil in the

Balkans which finally gave way to the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire.

2 BOA, DH.MKT, 1724/6, 27 Ramazan 1307 (17 May 1890)
>3 BOA, DH.MKT, 1712/61, 6 Saban 1037 (28 March 1890)
> BOA, MF.MKT, 263/56, 28 Zilkade 1312 (23 May 1895)

3 BOA, DH.MKT, 2425/75 AH 1318 (AD 1900).
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Furthermore, the Greek state continuously extended its territory through the wars of
1881, 1908 and 1912-13. Finally the events of the period between 1919 and 1924
including the Greek-Turkish War (1919-1922) and the exchange of populations of
1922-24 were crucial in defining not only the identity of the nation states, but also
the construction of the historical “other” and “the great enemy” in national
narratives. Millas also states that due to historical reasons each party conceives the
“other” as a prospective threat to its identity.*®

Looking from the Ottoman/Turkish authors’ perspectives, then, when
Constantinople was conquered, Greeks, Rum milleti were brought under the just and
multicultural rule of the Ottoman Empire. Indeed, Ottoman authors considered
contemporary Greeks as descendants of Orthodox Christians living under the
“corrupt and despotic Byzantine Empire”. Accordingly, while they were living
under the “tolerance” of the Ottoman Empire, certain members of the Rum milleti
were also able to access to the positions of powers such as palace dragomans and
appointed as governors to Danubian principalities. Despite this, however, they
initiated ethnic turmoil in the Balkans leading to the demise of the Ottoman Empire.
Since then, they have been attacking to take back Turkish territories along the
Megali Idea, always with the support of the Europeans as in the case of the
foundation of independent Greek state in 1820.54 Therefore, we see that it was

during this period that Ottoman authors associated the demise of the Ottoman

346 Hercules Millas, “Milli Tiirk Kimligi ve “Oteki” (Yunan)”, in Modern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Diisiince.
Vol. 4: Milliyet¢ilik, ed. Tanil Bora and M. Giiltekingil, (Istanbul: ﬂetisim, 2002), 193-201.; Millas,
“Non-Muslim Minorities”, 160-161. ; Alexis Heraclides, “The Essence of the Greek-Turkish
Rivalry: National Narrative and Identity”, GreeSE Paper No.51 (2011) Hellenic Observatory Papers
on Greece and Southeast Europe. http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/45693/1/GreeSE %20No51.pdf (accessed
14.07.2013); Murat Ergin, “Archaeology and the Perception of Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Eras in
Early Republican Turkey”, in Perceptions of the Past in the Turkish Republic: Classical and
Byzantine Periods, ed. S. Redford and N. Ergin, (Leuven; Walpole, Mass, Peeters, 2010), 13-33.

347 Heraclides states that from the Greek nationalist perspectives, on the other hand, when Ottomans
defeated the glorious thousand years ‘Greek Byzantine Empire’ (in 1453), they subjected the Greeks
to the ‘Turkish yoke’, to ‘four hundred years of slavery and dungeon’, until the Greeks were finally
able to free themselves in a heroic struggle for independence (1820s)”. Heraclides, “The Essence of
the Greek-Turkish Rivalry”. See also Hercules Millas, “Tourkokratia: History and the Image of
Turks in Greek Literature”, Working Papers European Studies Amsterdam, 4, 2006.
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13608740500470315 (accessed 17.07.2013).
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Empire with the Greek attempts at restoration of the Byzantine Empire with
irredentist policies.

Fallmerayer’s thesis mentioned in Chapter 4 has acceptance among some
Ottoman/Turkish historians who do not see any connection between ancient and
modern Greeks. Therefore, while they praised ancient Greeks and appreciated their
contribution to modern European civilization, modern day Greeks were deemed to
be remnants of the people living under the rule of the Byzantine emperors. Ahmed
Midhat, for example, who is said to have beeen able to read Greek and had a Greek
connection through mamriage548 praised ancient Greek culture as the creator of great
civilizations in his “History of Greece” published as part of his Kainat (Universe) in
1882. When it comes to the modern Greeks, he described Ottoman Empire as the
liberator of Orthodox Christians living under the “corrupt Byzantine rule”. >*

Celal Nuri also praises ancient Greek culture, the beauty of Milo Ziihresi
[Veniis of Milo] and the literary wealth of Iliad and Odessa of Omeros [Homeros],
the importance of Parthenon harabeleri [ruins] at Acropolis, and the “Greek
contribution to the formation of the modern European culture”. ™ He also
appreciates the Greek’s “ambitious project for constructing a national identity” in
the nineteenth century. Yet, he explicitly feels anger towards them as he is
convinced that “if the Ottoman Empire had implemented forceful policies towards
Greeks from the time of the conquest of Constantinople, the Ottoman Empire would

» 551

not be in miserable situation now”.”" Celal Nuri also points out the Megali Idea in

the form of attempts at “restoration of Byzantium by expanding Greek territory and

38 See Johann Straus, “The Greek Connection in Nineteenth Century Ottoman Intellectual History”,
in Greece and the Balkans: Identities, Perceptions and Cultural Encounters since the Enlightenment,
ed. Dimitris Tzioves, (Ashgate, 2003), 47-67.

3 He states that “ancient Greece and modern Greece are not the same nation as Slavs and
Bulgarians diffused into the Byzantine Empire and changed its nature.” Ahmed Midhat, Kdinat, Vol.
3, 1-60 (Yunanistan’t Kadim, Ibtiadai Tarihi Yunanistan), 63-100 (Sark Imparatorlugu). ; Ahmed
Midhat, Uss-i inkzlap, Vol.1, 10-11; Also cited in Ursinus, “Der schlechteste staat: Ahmed Midhat
Efendi”, 237 and Dayang, “Ahmed Midhad Efendi”, 837-847.

330 Celal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyati Osmaniye, 388-392.

31 Ceal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyati Osmaniye, 391-400; Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 52-53
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regaining Constantinople” %, In order to support his arguments, he also refers to
contemporary European journal articles denoting the Fener Patrick in Istanbul as
the living “heartland of Byzantium”.553 He even states that “Sultan Mehmet II did
not deserve the title of “conqueror”, because he did not capture Istanbul totally;
Fener district remained independent.”5 >

Ahmed Refik was also very aware of the claims on the Byzantine heritage in
the Ottoman capital in such a historical context in which newly established Balkan
nation states began to search for their ancient past drawing on the Byzantine
heritage. Acknowledging the Greek and Slavic claims, he warned that “if Ottomans
do not claim the Byzantine heritage, the Greek and Slavic aspirations will turn into
reality who wants to capture istanbul.”**

We see that the political context of the period under question here highly
affected Ottoman perspectives and the Ottoman author’s reactions for this situation
were diverse. While authors like Celal Nuri explicitly express undisguised anger
toward modern Greeks due to the Megali Idea and condemn the Ottoman “tolerant”
policies toward Greek minorities, Ahmed Refik argued that the best way to prevent
these irredentist policies is the adoption and claim of the Byzantine heritage as part

of Ottoman history and identity.

6.1.3. Orientalist Discourse and the Byzantine Heritage

The third phenomenon influencing Byzantine historiography and perceptions
was the FEuropean orientalist discourse regarding the study of history and

architecture of the Ottoman Empire. The question of Byzantine influence on the

%32 Celal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyan Osmaniye, 393.

333 Celal Nuri, Tarih-i Tedenniyati Osmaniye, 394-396.

>>* “Sultan ikinci Mehmet’e fatih unvanini ok goriiriim. Filhakika, bu padisah Istanbul’a girdi ise de
onu biisbiitiin temelliikk etmedi. Fener Mahallesi, Osmanli Imparatorlugundan hari¢dir”. Celal Nuri,

Tarih-i Tedenniyati Osmaniye, 400.

355 Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, 10-13.
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Ottoman Empire was deeply felt by the late Ottoman and then early Republican
scholars who attempted to prove that the Turks were not influenced by anything.

Byzantine influences on Ottoman institutions became one of the major
historiographical themes in the writings of some European authors from the late
nineteenth century onwards. The French historian Alfred Rambaud (1842-1905),
specializing in Byzantine and Russian history, was one of the first to study the
nature of Ottoman government, military and economic institutions in comparison
with the Byzantine Empire. In the fourth volume of his Histoire General, published
between 1891 and 19013 in a section titled “Gouvernement compare des empereurs
byzantins et des sultans”, Rambaud argued that not only the organization of the
capital and the traditions of the imperial palace, but also the provincial
administration and land organization of the Ottoman Empire was modeled on the
Byzantine tradition. Accordingly, the model for the Ottoman beylerbeyliks of
Anatolia and Rumelia was the Byzantine domestique des scholae appointed to east
and west; the vezir-i azam was the grand domestique, the kaptanpasa was the
megaduc, the reissiilkiittab was the grand logothete, the defterdar was the logethete
and the kadiasker was the juge du camp. Rambaud concluded that “Le changement
de régime, quand le souverain musluman et turc remplaca le souverain Orthodoxe et
hellene, n’a pas été si radical qu’on I ’imagine”.”®

Following Rambaud, many other prominent European historians dealing
with Ottoman history such as A. Finlay, E. Oberhummer, Rudolf von Scala, H. A.
Gibbons, R. Grousset, and Nicholas Iorga asserted that the Byzantine Empire had
profound influences on the governmental and military structures of the Ottoman
Empire. Some even argued that the Ottoman Empire was ‘“an Islamized

Byzantium”.”®’ In the same line, in his Byzance, grandeur et décadence (1919),

336 Rambaud, Histoire Générale du IV° siécle jusqu'a nos jours, (1492-1559) Vol. 4, (Paris, 1894),
749.

7 While many of scholars as Rambaud and Torga were convinced that it was after the capture of
Constantinople, the Ottomans reorganized their model according to the Byzantines, some historians
point out the pre-conquest period as the beginning period of Byzantine influence. For example, H. A.
Gibbons, the first modern historians of the early Ottoman state, conceived so-called “tribal thesis”
about the foundation of the Ottoman Empire. In his Foundation of the Ottoman Empire (1916),
Gibbons asserted that the Byzantine influence on Ottoman society had already begun before the
conquest of Constantinople. According to Gibbons, Asian barbarians could not have constructed
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Charles Diehl claimed that “Turks were neither administrators nor jurists, but rather
soldiers who had very little knowledge about political science. Therefore, they
established their institutions and administrative organizations by following
Byzantine models.”®

Indeed, the question of whether the Ottoman Empire was the successor of
the Byzantine Empire had always been a topic of lively discussion since the
conquest of Constantinople when the Ottoman Empire was established as a new
empire on the former territory and capital of the Byzantine Empire. As noted
elsewhere in this thesis (Chapter 2), the 15™ and 16™ century European political
authors such as Machiavelli and had portrayed the Ottoman Empire as the legitimate

heir of the Roman Empire.ssg

They had praised the Ottoman Empire, especially
certain aspects of its institutional and political traditions. Then, we have seen how
18" century political writings began to describe both the Byzantine and Ottoman
Empire in negative and most often in orientalist terms. The 19" century witnessed
profound transformation in terms of orientalist discourse. Thus, we see that the
discourse was transformed from “inheritor” to “imitator”. While former historical
writings portrayed the Ottoman Empire as the legitimate heir of the Roman Empire,
the latter described it as merely an imitator of the Byzantine Empire. This was also
related to transformation of the conception of Byzantine Empire as an “oriental” and
“despotic” empire. As we have seen, in the seventeenth century, the Byzantine
Empire was considered as the Roman Empire in western European view, but after

the eighteenth century, it was seen merely as “the decline period of the Roman

Empire”. Although the rehabilitation and appreciation of the Byzantine Empire

such a complex state and Greek converts had been the creative force behind the Ottomans. Gibbons
concluded that the Ottoman Empire was merely a continuation of the Byzantine Empire. See
Gibbons, Foundation of the Ottoman Empire (Oxford, 1916). See also Kafadar, Between Two
Worlds, 15-33.

%% “Les Turcs n’étaient ni des administrateurs ni des juristes; ils entendaient peu de chose a la
science politique. Ils modelerent donc en grande partie leurs institutions d’Etat et leur organisation
administrative sur ce que leur offrait Byzance.” Charles Diehl, Byzance Grandeur et Décadence,
(Paris: Flammarion, 1919), 305.

% Bodin, Method for the Easy Comprehension of History, 292-293. ; Valenci, The Birth of Despot,
64-65.
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began after the second half of the nineteenth century, many Ottoman historians’
knowledge regarding Byzantium was still deriving from these earlier eighteenth
century sources especially Gibbon and Voltaire.

The issue of Byzantine “influence” to the Ottoman is also reflected in the
writings of late Ottoman authors examined in this thesis. For example, in his Rum ve
Bizans (1917), Celal Nuri repeats the idea of “imitation” of the Byzantine Empire
and “Islamized Byzantium” that prevailed among western European orientalists. He
writes, “After the conquest of Istanbul, the Turks imitated Byzantium probably
being unawareness or unconsciously. If Islam had not been so strict, after a while,
Rum and Turks would have become similar”.>*

It is not surprising that among others, Gibbon, Finlay, and Montesquieu
were the primary sources of Celal Nuri.”®' Ahmed Refik’s approach to this issue, on
the other hand, is more different. Drawing mainly on recent works of French
authors such as Rambaud and Diehl, he seems to consider more “positive” the
Ottoman appropriation of the Byzantine heritage by showing similarities between
the Byzantine Empire and the Ottoman Empire in terms of the nature of the imperial
traditions located in the same geography, the position of the emperors, the
relationships between the state and religion, similar institutions, etc.’®> With regard
to Ottoman architecture, Ahmed Refik also pointed out the important contribution
of the Byzantine heritage to the formation of Ottoman architecture particularly

during the early periods of Ottoman Empire.563

% “Farkina varmayarak belki bilmeyerek Osmanlilar Bizansi kopya ettiler. Salabet-i Islamiye
olmasa idi pek az zaman iginde Rum Tiirk’ii temsil edecekti. Bizans birinci neviden bir
temsilkardir.” Celal Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, 41.

5! Celal Nuri Rum ve Bizans, 17.
362 Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtnrigeleri, 1-13.

363« Osmanli tarz-1 mimarisi bu suretle Bizans ve Sark usullerinin imtizacindan hésil olmustu.
Osmanlilar Bursa’y1 payitaht ittihaz eder etmez Bizans mimarlar1 ile malzemesinden istifade ederek
sehri miizeyyen binalarla siislemeye, Osmanl tarz-1 mimarisinin ilk asarmmi viicuda getirmege
baslamislardi. Konstantiniye'nin fethi ise Osmanli tarz-1 mimarisinde biiyiik bir inkilab husule
getirmisti. O zaman Osmanli mimarlar1 Ayasofya ile kubbeli kiliselere takliden planlar viicuda
getirmiglerdi. Iste bu tarihten itibaren Osmanli sanat-1 mimarisinde Bizanslilarin plani, fakat Suriye
ve ran tezyinat1 esas ittihaz edilmisti....” Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarihi Umumi, Vol.6, 434-435.
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6.2. Republican Legacy and the ‘“Burden” of the Byzantine Heritage

The establishment of the Turkish Republic in 1923 was marked with the
attempts at transforming and reconstructing the society in order to create a new
modern nation-state out of the heterogeneous Ottoman Empire. After the foundation
of the Turkish Republic, Islam was left as a uniting force and Turkism became the
official ideology and a crucial tool in the processes of nation state building. As is
well known, the Turkish Historical Society founded on June 4, 1930 was
commissioned to investigate the roots of Turkish history. The “Turkish History
Thesis” constructed at the Turkish Historical Congresses of 1929 and 1937 and
formulated in a book titled Tiirk Tarihinin Ana Hatlari [The Main Tenets of Turkish
History] published in 1930. Accordingly, the Turks were the progenitors of the
earliest historical civilizations, particularly the Sumerian and the Hittites and had
significantly influenced the development of other civilizations. One of the basic
endeavors of the “Turkish History Thesis” was to break off ties with recent Ottoman
and Islamic past embracing early civilizations of Anatolia to provide Turkish
citizens with a new national identity, according to Biisra Ersanlt who discussed this
processes in her seminal work, Iktidar ve Tarih: Tiirkiye'de “Resmi Tarih” Tezinin
Olusumu (1929-1937).°%

Art and architectural historians, however, tried to establish a new nationalist
and modern view of Ottoman and pre-Ottoman Turkish art and architecture, rather
than totally discarding the Ottoman architectural heritage as Sibel Bozdogan has
demonstrated in several studies.”® The anxiety about the notion of “influence” and
the preoccupation with “Turkishness of Ottoman architecture” began in the first
decade of the twentieth century increasingly continued in the early Republican
period. According to Bozdogan, Celal Esad became the leading figure who

established the “quintessential Republican nationalist view of Ottoman and pre-

5% Brsanl, Iktidar ve Tarih, 225-226.

5{’5 Sibel Bozdogan, Modernizm ve Ulusun Insasi: Erken Cumhuriyet Tiirkiyesi’nde Mimari Kiiltiir,
(Istanbul: Metis, 2002), 262.
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Ottoman Turkish art and architecture” during this period.”®® This view was basically
the assertion of the “unique, innovative and evolving” character of Turkish
architecture distinct from other Islamic and eastern architectural traditions.’®’

This process also brought about changes in the transformation of the
discourse on the ‘“Byzantine influence” on the “Ottoman/Turkish architecture”,
since ethnic based genealogy became the defining character of architecture.”®® This
requires, among others, the elimination of any “foreign”, particularly the Byzantine
and other Islamic Persian and Arabic influences from the “essence of Turkish
architecture”.

Celal Esad was critical of Orientalist views that prevailed among many
European historians in which Ottoman/Turkish architecture was considered a mere
copy of Byzantine architecture, and indistinguishable from Persian and Arabic
architecture. The most comprehensive critique of Orientalist views of the Byzantine
influence on the Ottoman Empire was also produced by Fuat Kopriilli, prominent
historian of this period. Both authors were deeply engaged with these Orientalist
views and posed very similar arguments regarding the issue of “the influence of

Byzantium”.

6.2.1. Celal Esad and Fuad Kopriilii

Celal Esad was the first to attempt to define a distinct category of Ottoman
architecture different from Arab, Persian and Byzantine architectural traditions. In
1906, three years before the publication of his first book Constantinople, Celal Esad
wrote a series of article entitled “Osmanlit Sanayi-i Nefisesi’, “Bizans Sanayi-i

Nefisesi, “Araplarda Sanat-1 Tezyin-Iran ve Tiirk Sanayi-i Nefisesi™ “Arap Sanayi-i

%% Sibel Bozdogan, “Reading Ottoman Architecture Through Modernist Lenses: Nationalist
Historiography and the “New Architecture” in the Early Republic”, in History and Ideology:
Architectural Heritage of the Lands of Rum, Muqgarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the
Islamic World, Vol. 24, ed. Sibel Bozdogan, Giilru Necipoglu, (Leiden-Boston, 2007), 200-201;
Zeynep Celik, “Architecture”, the Routledge Handbook of Modern Turkey, ed. Metin Heper and
Sabri Sayari, (New York: Routledge, 2012), 115-116.

567 Bozdogan, “Reading Ottoman Architecture”, 200-201.

568 Bozdogan, “Reading Ottoman Architecture”, 202.
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Nefisesi” and “Osmanli  Mimarisi” published in the newspaper Ikdam

respectively.”®

As noted by him in the first article, the aim of Celal Esad was to
prove the distinctiveness of Ottoman architecture from that of Arab, Persian and
Byzantine architecture. In order to do this, he argued, he needed to study first
Byzantine, Arab and Persian architecture. These articles are the complimentary part
of his first article on Ottoman art and architecture in which he aimed at defining an
autonomous, distinctive and historically rooted architecture by differentiating
Ottoman architecture from both Byzantine and Islamic-Arab and Persian
architectural tradition.

This is very evident in his introductory sentence of the first article. He

writes:

Some European authors envisaged Ottoman architecture as a mere imitation
of Arab, Persian and particularly Byzantine architecture. They also asserted
that as Arabic architecture was highly influenced from Byzantine; all Islamic
architecture was formed under the influence of Eastern Christians.’”

Indeed, as in the case of Ottoman institutions, Ottoman architecture was
degraded by many European art historians -particularly specialized in Byzantine
architecture- as an indistinct mélange of Byzantine and Islamic components.
Charles Texier, for example, in his Description de I’Asie Mineure (1839-49) argued
that “Ottomans being tribes with tents do not have an architecture particular to their
nation... Their public edifices are the works of foreigners, Arab and Persian
architects initially, and Greek architects afterwards™’' He also asserted that later
mosques of Ottoman Empire were merely imitation of Hagia Sophia.572 Another

French architectural historian specialized in Roman and Byzantine art, Auguste

59 Celal Esad, “Osmanli Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, Ikdam, (13.12.1906); Celal Esad, “Araplarda Sanat-1
Tezyin- fran ve Tiirk Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, Ikdam, (24.12.1906); Celal Esad, “Arap Sanayi-i Nefisesi”,
Ikdam, (18.12.1906); Celal Esad,*“Osmanli Mimarisi”, Ikdam, (3.1.1907). Also cited in Cephanecigil,
“Ge¢ Osmanli ve Erken Cumhuriyet Dénemi Tiirkiyesinde Milliyet¢ilik ve Mimarlik Tarihi”, 35.

370 Celal Esad, “Osmanli Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, fkdam, (13.12.1906).

' Charles Texier, Asie Mineure: Description géographique, historique et archéologique des
provinces et des villes de la Chersonnese d’Asie (Paris, 1862), 125. Quoted in Necipoglu, “Creation
of a National Genius”, 142-143, n.11.

572 Texier, Asie Mineure, 126. Cited in Necipoglu, “Creation of a National Genius”, 142-143, n.12.
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Choisy, in his L’art de batir chez le Byzantines (1883) also asserted that the
monumental imperial mosques of chief architect Sinan were the last representative
of Byzantine architecture.””

In his earlier writings of 1906 and 1909, Celal Esad acknowledged the
contribution of Byzantine architecture in the formation of Ottoman architecture.””
Although Celal Esad’s views were already Turkic nationalistic in character in these
early works, it was after the foundation of the Republic that he firmly established
the nationalist views of Ottoman and pre-Ottoman Turkish art and architecture in
his Tiirk Sanati published in 1928. Here, although he acknowledges that there were
some interactions between Byzantine and Seljuk architecture, he attributes these

e . . 575
similarities to a common source, which was Asia.

In the chapter on Ottoman
architecture, he again mentions Byzantine architecture. But this time, he does not
accept any links between the two. He says that “Ottoman artists had very different
perspectives from those of the Byzantines. Ottoman architecture had no relations
with the diseased gloominess of Byzantine architecture”.”"®

Although Celal Esad criticized the Orientalist conception of Islamic
architecture, he also evaluated Byzantine architecture with these same Orientalist
approaches. Similar to authors of architectural history survey books examined in
Chapter 3, Celal Esad compared Byzantine architecture with western Euroepan
architectural traditions. In his account, “Bizans Sanayi-i Nefisesi” (1906), he clearly
states:

It is not true to assert that Byzantine art and architecture reached a high level
of development like some authors who treat every small Byzantine church as
if it was Hagia Sophia. Byzantine architecture could never achieve the

3" Auguste Choisy, L’art de batir chez le Byzantines (1883), 139-41. Cited in Necipoglu, “Creation
of a National Genius”, 151.

37 « .. Filhakika Osmanl1 sanat-1 nefisesi Arap, Acem ve Bizans sanatlarinin agusunda dogmus ve
yine onlarin tesiri altinda biiytimiis bir sanattir. Fakat iyice dikkat ve miitalaa olunursa goriiliir ki bu
sanatlarin higbirine tamamuyla benzemez, ayr1 bir sahsiyet-i mahsusayr haizdir.” Celal Esad,

“Osmanli Sanayi-i Nefisesi”.
575 Celal Esad Arseven, Tiirk Sanar, (Istanbul: Aksam Matbaasi, 1984, 1st edition in 1928), 36, 57.

576 Celal Esad Arseven, Tiirk Sanan, 83.

194



beauty and symmetry of ancient Greek art. The Greeks always searched for
beauty, in contrast to the Byzantines who were more interested in luxulry.577

At this stage, in order to justify his own views, Celal Esad referred to the
words of Alphonse de Lamartine (1790 -1869), an orientalist French writer, poet
and politician who visited Istanbul as part of his travels to the “East”, and regarded
Hagia Sophia as “as poor in its geometry and the product of the poor taste,
decadence and corruption of a civilization.””’®

Similar views regarding the Byzantine heritage and a comprehensive critique
of Orientalist conceptions of Ottoman history were produced by Fuad Kopriilii, one
of the influential historians of the early Republican period. Born in Istanbul in
1890, his family was related to Ottoman Grand Vizier Kopriilli Mehmed Pasha
(d.1661). After completing his secondary education at Mercan High School in
1906/7, he studied at the School of Law of Dariilfiinun, but then specialized in
Turkish literature and sociology under the guidance of Ziya Gokalp, the Turkish
nationalist ideologist of the Ottoman Empire. After teaching at several high schools
in Istanbul between 1910 and 1913, he was appointed as a professor of the history
of Turkish literature at Dariilfiinun. Between 1915 and 1925, Kopriili published his
major works on the history of Turkish literature. In these studies, Kopriilii claimed

that Turkish history had to be dealt with as a whole in contrast to European scholars

such as Joseph von Hammer and E. J. W. Gibb, whose studies, he argued, confined

277 “Fakat sunu da iyi bilmelidir ki Bizans sanayi-i nefisesi 0yle her ufak bir sapeli birer Ayasofya
gibi gostermek isteyen tarafgir miielliflerin dedigi vecihle biiyiik bir derece-i sanata vasil olamamis
ve hi¢ bir zaman kadim Yunan mesleginin zerafetine varmamistir. Buna sebep ise Bizans
sanatkarlarimin kadim Yunaniler gibi tabiatta giizelligi miitalaa etmeyip sadegiden ayrilmalari ve
daima siis ve fantazya cihetinden baska bir sey gormemeleridir.” Celal Esad, “Bizans Sanayi-i
Nefisesi”, Ikdam, 16 Aralik 1906.

78 “Mosyo do la Martin Ayasofya Cami-i Serifi’nin usul-i mimarisinden bahsederken diyor ki: “Bu
tas yiginina bakilacak olursa heniiz tekAmiil etmemis bir devre ait asardan oldugu goriiliir.” Filhakika
Bizans sanayi-i nefisesi tekamiil etmemis bir sanat idi. Sanatkarlar bunu tekamiil ettirmek igin
tezyinatta tafsilata girdikce bu sanat1 tealiden alikoyuyor ve gitgide inkiraza ducar ediyorlardi.” Celal
Esad, “Bizans Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, Ikdam, 16 Aralik 1906. However, in his book, Celal Esad
somewhat softened this remark by adding his own views: “it is a mistake to think like this. Byzantine
art occupied an important place in the stages of art history” Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, 111.
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to Ottoman literature.””® However, Kopriilii also criticized his contemporary Turkish
scholars who were overly imbued with Turkish nationalism. In many articles
published in magazines and newspapers, Kopriilii criticized these studies which
argued for the direct continuity of Turkish domination in Anatolia since the
Hittites.”*’

Kopriilii’s interest in Turkish literature led him to conduct researches on
Turkish history of art as well. He also contributed to the formation of a nationalist
view of Turkish art history during the early years of the Republic. As is well known,
Viennese art historians particularly Josef Strzygowski (1862-1941) and his student
Heinrich Gliick contributed much on the formation of the master narrative regarding
“Turkish art”. Their studies on the existence of a Turkish Art were highly approved
by Turkish scholars primarily by Fuad Kopriili who got into contact with
Strzygowski and invited him to contribute the journal of Turkiyat Mecmuasi
published by Kopriili himself in 1926-1933.7®' Kopriilii also contributed in the
same volume with a paper entitled “Turkish Art” in which he introduced the works
of Stryzgowsky and Gliick and criticized some Turkish art historians for not
appreciating enough their works.

Strzygowski and Gliick’s works were crucial for not only defining the
essence of Turkish art by focusing on the notions of origination and movement, but
also in differentiating it from Byzantine art and architectural traditions. Strzygowski
argued against the views prevailed among European historians that Turkish art came
into being solely with the contribution of Byzantium and Islamic states. According

to him, Greek art had a Semitic origin and Mediterranean in nature. As Islamic and

o Gary Leiser, “Introduction”, in Some Observations on the Influence of Byzantine Institutions on
Ottoman Institutions, trans. Gary Leiser, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999), 1-13.

380 Berktay, Cumhuriyet Ideolojisi ve Fuat Kopriilii, 50-63.

8! Cemal Kopriilii, “Cumhuriyetimizin Ellinci Y1l Vesilesiyle: En Eski Plastik Sanatlart Hakkinda”,
in Eski Tiirk Sanati ve Avrupaya Etkisi, (Ankara: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1973), v-xv;
H. Gliick, “Turk San’atinin Diinyadaki Mevkii”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuas: 3, (1933), 119-28; Joseph
Strzygowski, “Tiirkler ve Orta Asya San’ati Meselesi”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuast 3, (1926-1933), 1-80;
Fuat Kopriilii, “Tiirk Sanat1”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuast 3, (1933). These articles re-published in Eski Tiirk
Sanati ve Avrupa’ya Etkisi (Ankara: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1973)
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Byzantine art inherited the origins of Greek art, they are completely different from
Turkish Art which was itself in Northern origin.”**

In his book length article consisting of 150 pages and entitled “Bizans
Miiesseselerinin Osmanlt Miiesseselerine Tesiri Hakkinda Bazi Miilahazalar”
[Some Observations on the Influence of Byzantine Institutions on Ottoman
Institutions] Kopriilii focused solely on this issue. The article first appeared in 1931
in the first volume of Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Tarihi Mecmuas: [The Journal of
Turkish Legal and Economic History] one of the scholarly journals founded by
Kopriilii himself.”® One of the novelties in this work is the method which Kopriilii
called “genetic” and “comparative” for a better exploring the most important
aspects of the supposed influence of Byzantine institutions on the Ottoman
institutions.”®*After reviewing arguments by aforementioned European scholars
such as Rambaud, Diehl, and Gibbons in detail; Kopriilii claimed that various
institutions which were alleged to have been taken from Byzantium had their origin
in pre-Ottoman Turkic and/or other Muslim states, thus were non-Byzantine in
origin. However, he also states:

Bizans devlet miiesseselerinin Osmanli devlet miiesseseleri iizerinde hi¢ bir bariz
tesir icra etmemis olmasi, Osmanlilar’dan evvelki devirlerde de boyle bir tesirin
bulunmadigina asla bir delil teskil edemez. Tiirk ve Islamlar iizerinde Bizans

%2 Stryzygowski “Tiirkler ve Orta Asya San’at1 Meselesi”; Ergin “Archaeology and the Perception
of Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Eras”, 23-24. In his Altay-Iran published 1917, Strzygowski
contested the prevailing European conception in favor of Greco-Roman art by advocating the
Northern (Aryan) art enhanced by the movements of nomadic peoples from the northern parts of the
Central Asia. In his Tiirkler ve Orta Asya Sanati Meselesi in 1926-27, Styzgowsky linked the origins
of Turkish art to Central Asia. For a detailed analysis of the ideological and methodological premises
of the formation of the Turkish art with the utmost contribution of Viennese School of Art
Historians, see Oya Pancaroglu, “Formalism and the Academic Foundation of Turkish Art in the
Early Twentieth Century”, Mugarnas, Vol. 24, (2007), 67-78. Although Celal Esad’s works were
among earliest in such attempts at defining a distinct category of Turkish Art, who used the word for
the first time in his Constantinople (1909), Celal Esad is also said to have been influenced by
Strzygowski’s ideas and methods in the refinement of his ideas regarding the formation and basic
characteristics of Ottoman/Turkish architecture.

38 Fuad Kopriilii, “Bizans Miiesseselerinin Osmanlt Miiesseselerine Tesiri Hakkinda Bazi
Miilahazalar”, Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Tarihi Mecmuasi, 1 (1931), 165-313.; Fuad Kopriilii, Bizans
Miiesselerinin Osmanli Miiesselerine Tesiri, 4th edition, (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2003);
Mehmet Fuat Kopriilt, Some Observations on the Influence of Byzantine Institutions on Ottoman
Institutions, trans. Gary Leiser, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999).

384 Kopriilii, Bizans Miiesselerinin Osmanlt Miiesselerine Tesiri, 28-29.
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medeniyetinin diger bir takim tesirleri de, en ziyade, Osmanlilar’dan evvelki
devirlerde gerceklesmistir.”®

Hence, Kopriilii asserted that the Byzantines had no major direct influence
on Ottomans as for all the Ottoman institutions, or if there was any Byzantine
influence on Ottoman institutions, these came indirectly to Ottomans through the
Turkish beyliks, Anatolian Seljuks and other Muslim states that had long been in
contact with Byzantium.5 86

Fuad Kopriili’s essay laid the groundwork for the future trajectory of the
historiographical methodology in the study of Byzantine and Ottoman institutions.
He established a methodology for subsequent Turkish scholars who often based
their arguments on the conclusions of Kopriilii.”®’ ilber Ortayli also argued that by
not accepting the relation of the Byzantine heritage with the Ottoman institutions,
Fuad Kopriilii influenced the conception of history which was radically transformed
during the 1930’s. Ortayli describes this historical notion as a “recession” for

Byzantine studies in Tulrkey.588

Celal Esad and Fuad Kopriilii’s works during the
early Republican era were crucial in differentiating the Byzantine influences from

the Ottoman/Turkish art and architectural traditions.
6.2.2. Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya

Compared to Fuat Kopriilii and Celal Esad Arseven, Ahmed Refik and
Mehmed Ziya’s works appear to have had little or no effect on future Byzantine

studies in Turkey. Why their efforts regarding Byzantine history and art have not

585 Kopriilii, Bizans Miiesseselerinin Osmanli Miiesseselerine Tesiri, 170. In his later works, Kopriilii
again comments on this topic: “Esas eserimde, Bizans’1n bilhassa Emeviler ve Abbasiler devirlerinde
Islam miiesseselerine tesirlerini miisbet mu’talar olarak kaydettim. Tiirklere gelince, bu tesirin onlar
tizerinde, Osmanli devletinin kurulusundan sonra degil, daha evvel dmil oldugunu meydana
koydugumu saniyorum”. Quoted in Berktay, Cumhuriyet Ideolojisi ve Fuat Kopriilii, 89.

386 Gary Leiser, “Postscript”, Some Observations on the Influence of Byzantine Institutions on
Ottoman Institutions, trans. Gary Leiser, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999), 161-167.; See also
Berktay, Cumhuriyet Ideolojisi ve Fuat Kopriilii, 80-90.

587 Gary Leiser notes that Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili (1888-1977) and Osman Turan (1874-1978),
Kopriilii’s students and prominent historians, used Kopriili’'s conclusions for not accepting the
linkages between the Byzantine and Ottoman institutions. Leiser, “Postscript”, 165-166.

% {lber Ortayl, Tarih Yazicilik Uzerine, (istanbul: Cedit Nesriyat, 2009), 69.
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been appreciated enough by subsequent scholars in Turkey? This can be attributed
to a number of factors if one traces the fate of their life and academic works during
the same period.

To begin with Mehmed Ziya, the publication of the second volume of
Istanbul ve Bogazici in 1928 coincided with the reform of the alphabet breaking the
link with the Ottoman and Islamic past in order to orient the new state of Turkey
towards the West. According to Semavi Eyice, probably for this reason, Mehmed
Ziya’s second volume seems to be incomplete for not having an index and content
page at the end of the book.”*’

In 1937, after seven years following the death of Mehmed Ziya in 1930, his
son Celal Ergun, a pharmacologist himself, tried to re-publish this second volume
with the new alphabet (fig. 36). This new edition, intended for weekly publication,
fascicule by fascicule, however, suffered from serious drawbacks. While the main
titles of the original text more or less remained same, the content of the original text
was dramatically reduced by omitting and/or summarizing some parts. For example,
in the first fascicule, after mentioning very briefly the foundation of Byzantium in
the sixth century by the Great Constantine, the conquest of the city by Ottomans is
described in detail. The typesetting and spelling of foreign words were full of errors.
The most conspicuous divergence from the original text is seen in its illustrations.
Rather than using the original visual materials, this new edition of the text is
accompanied by irrelevant photographs. For example, the text under the title of “the
glorious and brightness of Istanbul during the time of Byzantines” is illustrated by
photographs of a number of Ottoman mosques. In other words, while the text is
narrating the topography of Byzantine Constantinople, the illustrations display
“Ottoman mosques” from different parts of the city such as “Cerrahpasa mosque”,
“Ersinan Mosque”, Ahmed Pasa Mosque” (fig. 94-95)>° The editor seems to be
completely arbitrary in deciding what parts of the text and photographs were to

replace another one. Ultimately, this highly inattentive and careless “edition” of the

> Eyice, “Eyiip Sultan Sempozyumu”, 178.

>% Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici (1937), 6-17.
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book ceased publication after the tenth fascicule.”®’ Thus, Mehmed Ziya’s study
remained with these unfinished fascicules until recent years.

Semavi Eyice, who has often been regarded as the founder of Byzantine art
history scholarship in Turkey, was also the first person to appreciate Mehmed
Ziya’s works. During the early years of carreer in the 1960’s, Semavi Eyice began
to be interested in Mehmed Ziya’s life and works, initially because he found some
similarities between himself and Mehmed Ziya, such as great love and interest in

the history and monuments of Istanbul.”*>

During these years, Semavi Eyice decided
to publish an article introducing Mehmed Ziya and his works. In his two attempts,
however, during 1960°s and 1980’s respectively, Eyice was disappointed by the
poor quality of the published texts in a popular journal.sg3 Similar to the edition of
his book in 1937, the article introducing Istanbul ve Bogaici was also published
incomplete and carelessly. Mehmed Ziya and his efforts on behalf of the Byzantine
heritage were not brought back to the minds of people until Istanbul ve Bogazici
was republished in 2004.

Ahmed Refik, on the other hand, experienced several difficulties in the
transition from an “Ottoman historian” to a “nationalist historian” probably because
he could not orient himself into the new political and historical context. Although
the declaration of the Turkish Republic did not constitute a break in historical
studies, the question of how to write history textbooks became an important issue.
The debates concerning this issue continued until the four volumes of high school
history textbooks were written in 1931. Yet, the method which would be used in
writing Ottoman history was not still resolved.

At the beginning of the processes of writing a new history for the new
Turkish Republic, Ahmed Refik also participated in these attempts as a member of
the Ottoman Historical Society (after 1924 Turkish Historical Society). He

! Eyice, “Eyiip Sultan Sempozyumu”, 178.

% “Mehmed Ziya Bey vefat ettiginde henuz 6-7 yaslarinda bir cocuk oldugumdan onu tantyamadim
ancak onun da benim gibi Galatasaray Sultanisi Lisesi mezunu olmast ve yine Istanbul’un tarih ve
eski eserlerine merakli olusu benim ona bilyiik bir yakinlik duymama yol act1”. Eyice, Eyiip Sultan
Sempozyumu, 178.

%% Eyice, “Bir Istanbul Tarih¢isi Mehmed Ziya”, n.p.
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contributed to Tiirk Tarihinin Ana Hatlar: [The Main Tenets of Turkish History],
with a paper titled “Osman Ogullar” in which he examined the beginning of
Ottoman dynasty in Anatolia. Here, he also emphasized the successes of the
Ottoman dynasty and their close relations with the Byzantines.sg4 Since 1920’s,
Ahmed Refik focused on the topic of Ottoman and Byzantine relations particularly
in the formative period of the Ottoman Empire. He published several articles under
the titles of “Orhan Gazi ve Paleoglar”, “Tiirkler ve Bizans”, and “Tiirk ve Bizans
Idaresinde Anadolu” in the journal Jkdam.’®® In these articles, he highlighted the
political and cultural relationships between Ottomans and Byzantines using
Ottoman and Byzantine primary sources. These articles constituted the base of his

book entitled Bizans Karsisinda Tiirkler published in 1924.%°

However, the
Republican leaders were trying to construct a new Turkish identity and his
passionate interest in Ottoman history and his methods of history writing may not
have been so useful for this aim. Thus, he was gradually excluded from the
academic circles.™’

Soon after his appointment as president of the Turkish History Society in
1925 upon the death of former president Abdurrahman Seref, he had to leave this
position to Fuad Kopriilii in 1927. During the First Turkish History Congress in
1929, when Yusuf Akgura criticized recent Ottoman historiography for being mere

compilations of historical publications in French, Ahmed Refik made a self-

criticism for the “inadequacy of his books”.”® Afterwords, he lost his teaching

% Ahmed Refik, “Osman Ogullar1”, Tiirk Tarihinin Anahatlar, cited in Ersanl, Iktidar ve Tarih,
128.

35 Ahmed Refik, “Orhan Gazi ve Paleoglar”, Ikdam, 8415, (29.7.1920); “Tiirkler ve Bizans”, fkdam
8729, (3.7.1921); “Tiirkler ve Bizans Kilisesi”, Ikdam, 8463, (28.9.1920); “Tirk ve Bizans
Idaresinde Anadolu”, Ikdam, 8470, (5.10.1920); “Tiirk ve Bizans”, Ikdam, 8813-8860, (28.9.1921-
14.11.1921); “Bizans’ta Turkler”, fkdam, 9427, (15.6.1923).

3% Ahmed Refik Altinay, Bizans Karsisinda Tiirkler (699-857/1299-1453), ed. Fahameddin Basar,
(Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2005) The book is an examination of the history of Ottoman Empire with its
relations with the Byzantines from the foundation of the Ottoman state until up to the capture of
Istanbul based on Byzantine and Ottoman chronicles as well as secondary sources.

37 Brsanh, Iktidar ve Tarih, 153-157.

58 Brsanly, fktidar ve Tarih, 152-153.
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position during the reorganization of Istanbul University in 1933. These years were
the period of the Independence War and the foundation of the Republic, Ahmed
Refik continued to write articles highlighting the successes of the Ottoman Empire.
Within that political context of the period, this was unacceptable.sgg

In fact, during the early years of the Republic, a simplified version of
Ahmed Refik’s Biiyiik Tarih -i Umumi published in 1929 by the State Print was
being used as a textbook in the history classes of high schools (fig. 40). Ahmed
Refik’s Byzantine history, thus, continued to be taught in high schools during the
first decade of the Republican period. Furthermore, until his death in 1937, Ahmed
Refik continued to publish journal articles on the Byzantine and Ottoman
monuments of Istanbul. In article-series entitled “Kafes ve Ferace Devrinde
Istanbul”, published in Aksam in 1936, he covered the topics such as “the City
Walls”, “Hagia Sophia” “At Meydan1”, “The Topkap1 Palace”, “Binbirdirek
Cistern”, “Basilica Cistern” etc. The biographic articles related to Byzantine
emperors and empresses also continued to appear in several newspapers until his
death in 1937.%

These newspaper articles must have aroused great interest as they were also
republished as separate books. Indeed, Ahmed Refik was one of the widely read
historians particularly due to his method which digested history with ease by
combining it with literature. Therefore, we can say that compared to Mehmed Ziya,
Ahmed Refik enjoyed great popularity not only during his time, but particularly
after his death. However, both Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya’s studies became

known and made use for what they wrote about Ottoman history or Ottoman

% According to the story told by Resat Ekrem Kogu, the assistant of Ahmed Refik, in one of the
occasions in which Atatiirk and Ahmed Refik came together in 1928, Atatiirk requested from Ahmed
Refik: “Yeni bir devlet kurduk. Bir filiz... Ama gelisen bir filiz. Yeni bir tarih anlayis1 da getirdik.
Diinyaya, uygarliin Orta Asya’dan, Mezopotamya’dan, Anadolu’dan yayildigini ispatlamaya
calisiyoruz. Kalemin bizimle olmasa bile ters diismesin”. [We founded a new nation state. It is now
just flourishing. We also created a new concept of history. We are trying to prove that civilization
had spread from the Middle Asia, Mesopotomia, and Anatolia to the world. Therefore, even though
you are writing history for these ideals, do not write to oppose them.] Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren
Adam, 121-122.

6% See Chapter 4.2.3. For a full list of Ahmed Refik’s articles published in newspapers and journals
see Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam.
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monuments of Istanbul rather than Byzantine history and/or Byzantine Istanbul. For
example, Ahmed Refik’s article series of Ottoman Life in Past Centuries became
one of the major sources used by foreign and local scholars who interested in
Ottoman Istanbul. In the same way, Mehmed Ziya’s Istanbul and Bogazici was
often explored and cited for information regarding Ottoman buildings. For example,
Alfons Maria Schneider (1896-1952), who was one of the leading scholars in
istanbul during the 1930’s conducting excavations in Hagia Sophia,®”’ made use of
Mehmed Ziya and Ahmed Refik’s studies in his article “Die Blachernen” (1951)

602
Even

while seeking information about the Ottoman interventions to the building.
Semavi Eyice, who “discovered” Mehmed Ziya and introduced Istanbul ve Bogazici
as a valuable contribution to the history of Istanbul states that “the most valuable
contribution of his work is Mehmed Ziya’s comments on the Turkish
monuments.”*"

Therefore, Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya’s Republican legacy concerning
the Byzantine heritage remained very little, if any. This can also be seen in their
successors. Ahmed Refik’s pupil, Resat Ekrem Kog¢u who had inherited many
features from him such as the merging of history with literature, wrote Bizans
Tarihi: Sarki Roma Imparatorlugu (395-1453) published in 1934 as part of a series
“History Books for Kids.” As may be expected, this book was heavily based on his
mentor, Ahmed Refik’s Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi. Similar to his mentor, Resad Ekrem
Kocu with great interest in the history of Istanbul began to publish Istanbul
Encyclopedia. There was little related to the Byzantine heritage of the city in
Istanbul Encyclopedia, the journal became popular for the Ottoman past of the city.
Describing his childhood in 1950’s, grew up in the wealthy westernized district of
Nisantasi in Istanbul, Orhan Pamuk, the famous novelist, in his autobiographical

book Istanbul: Memories and the City, writes:

Like most Istanbul Turks, I had little interest in Byzantium as a child. I
associated the word with spooky, bearded, black-robed Greek Orthodox

T Semavi Eyice, “Prof. Dr. Alfons Maria Schneider”, Belleten, XVI, 64, (October 1952).
92 Alfons Maria Schneider, “Die Blachernen”, Oriens , Vol. 4, No. 1, (Aug. 15, 1951).
5% Eyice, “Bir Istanbul Tarih¢isi Mehmed Ziya”, n.p.
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priests, with the aqueducts that still ran through the city, with Hagia Sophia
and the red brick of walls of old churches. To me, these were remnants of an
age so distant that there was little need to know about it. Even the Ottomans
who conquered Byzantium seemed very far away.

As a fan of Resat Ekrem Kocu’s Istanbul Encyclopedia, he got relatively

familiar with the Ottoman past, but the Byzantines, “had vanished into thin air soon

after the conquest.. 604

% Orhan Pamuk, Istanbul: Memories and the City trans. Maureen Freely, (London, Faber and Faber,
2005), 155.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

This thesis is the first comprehensive study attempting to explore the
perceptions and historiography of the Byzantine heritage in the late nineteenth
century with a special focus on the writing of architectural history. Important
contributions of the thesis are outlined in eight concluding points presented below.

1. First of all, this thesis demonstrates that both European and Ottoman-
Turkish perceptions of Byzantium underwent transformation in the late nineteenth
and early twentienth century. Perceptions of Byzantium were not uniform across the
region, but were very much shaped by political changes in different periods.
However, one dominant pattern we see is the ambiguity towards Byzantium.

In this regard, western perceptions of Byzantium were ambiguous, leading to
a selective appropriation of its legacy. Although the reasons for this ambiguity
varied according to different time periods, much of the debate derived from the
nature and geographical position of the Byzantine Empire. Founded upon the
classical Greek city of Byzantion as a “New Rome”, later extension of territories
covered “Eastern” and “Islamic” lands. Thus, it was simultaneously defined as part
of the European past and also as “the other.” In the same vein, it was Christian, but
Orthodox rather than Catholic or Protestant. While its Greco-Roman tradition was
selectively appropriated to attach it to the West, its “oriental” and “Islamic” features
set it apart. Despite its portrayal as an Oriental empire in western political and
literary writings, Byzantium occupied an ambiguous position and was never quite
rejected. Byzantium belonged to the “West” when compared to Eastern cultures but
never completely.

One of the basic endeavors of this thesis was to attempt a parallel
examination of perceptions of the Byzantine legacy both in Europe and the Ottoman
world. This examination has shown that as in Europe, Ottoman attitudes towards the
heritage of Byzantium and its role were deeply ambivalent, reflecting changing

national and global political and cultural dynamics during this period. Indeed, late
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Ottoman approaches with regard to Byzantium bear certain similarities and follow
similar patterns with those of Western Europe.

Accordingly, the thesis has revealed how the “antiquities of Constantinople”
prompted an initial interest in the legacy of Byzantium in the eyes of both European
and Muslim visitors to the city. During the early modern era, while there was little
interest in the empire, its past and what it represented, especially its capital
Constantinople, as the seat of the Roman Empire, had particular symbolic and
political significance for emerging empires with universal claims during this period.
Political and ideological rivalries among these emerging European monarchies,
including the Ottoman Empire, formed an important political backdrop for interest
in Constantinople. The Ottomans, like the Western Europeans, engaged in the
selective appropriation of the Byzantine heritage. After the conquest of
Constantinople in 1453, the former claimed to be the legitimate heirs of the Roman
imperial legacy, using it in their political competition with western European
monarchies with similar aspirations. Within the context of the scholarly web
between European and Ottoman scholars, the first Byzantine studies, in the form of
Turkish translations of Byzantine chronicles from European compilations appeared
in this period. It is also seen that the iconic Byzantine monument, Hagia Sophia, as
a building and as a text, was highly engaged by Ottoman historians and architects.

The eighteenth century brought about significant changes in the Western
perceptions of the Byzantine Empire. Once defined as a storehouse of antiquities
embodying glorious Greek and Roman past, Byzantium became the ambiguous
“other” in this century. With the impact of the French revolution, historical and
literary writings played a significant role in the construction of Byzantium as a
“despotic” and ‘“decadent” empire because of its “autocratic” and “Oriental
features”. Interestingly, this was a period of significant transformation with regard
to the conception of Europe, the development of Euro-centrism and the European
representations of the Ottoman Empire. It is also this period that sees the beginning
of the orientalist system of thinking and the creation of binary categorizations of the
“West” and “East” with the West defining itself as superior.

Contrary to such perceptions in the West, there emerged a kind of revival of

interest in the Byzantine cultural and architectural tradition in the Ottoman capital
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of Istanbul. Due to the lack of any notable historical or architectural account dealing
with Byzantine history and architecture in this period, however, we can attribute this
gradual revival of interest in Byzantine culture to the rise of Phanariot family who
considered themselves the heirs and custodians of Byzantine culture.

2. Western Europe’s ambivalent attitude and selective appropriation of the
Byzantine legacy became particularly pronounced in the 19" century with the
emergence of renewed interests in the classical and the medieval past. This study
has pointed out that this renewed interest in the Byzantine legacy and appreciation
of the study of Byzantine history, art and architecture in the mid-nineteenth century
was closely associated with the rise of nationalism, historicism, and orientalism. Of
course, the professionalization of history as an autonomous discipline and the
emergence of Byzantine studies as an academic field of study should not be
overlooked.

Significant political developments in the nineteenth century Europe
encouraged the processes of nation-building and the utilization of matching
historiography. During this period, various European countries began to search for
the origins of their cultures which in turn led to a renewed interest in the Middle
Ages. Thus, the thesis revealed how the selective appropriation of the Byzantine
heritage served as a tool in constructing national histories in Western European
historiography. This new appreciation of the Byzantine heritage enabled Western
European states to claim a kind of historical continuity for their national histories.

Through this narrative, it is also seen how this process was experienced by
historians of the new nation states of the Balkan region, particularly after the second
half of the nineteenth century. In searching for native traditions in the efforts to
create a national culture, these historians began to show a renewed interest in the
Middle Ages, and thus Byzantine history and culture with which deep historical
relationships were highlighted. Thus, “medieval Byzantium” became crucial as a
part of a historical chain that would connect the ancient past to these modern nation
states. This became most evident in the Modern Greek nation state’s political
aspirations and historiographical approaches which emphasized her Byzantine
heritage particularly for legitimizing “the Great Idea” (Megali Idea) and cultural

continuity.
207



Although the Greek case provided a model for the historiographical
traditions of other Balkan states in the project of nation-building in the nineteenth
century, this did not happen as smoothly in Romania and Bulgaria where the
Byzantine heritage also represented oppression for Romanians and Bulgarians by
the Greek Orthodoxy and the “Oriental agricultural state” that was hardly ideal for
their aspirations of becoming modern European national states. Therefore, I
conclude that the appropriation of the Byzantine heritage was selective also here. In
conjunction with crucial markers in defining the uniqueness of each nation, such as
ethnicity, religion, and language in the nineteenth century as I discussed in previous
chapters, while some emphasized the Orthodox religion of Byzantine, as is the case
with Russia and Romania, others gave prominence to its Greek language, in order to
use the Byzantine heritage for creating a historical and sustainable national identity.

3. A major argument of this thesis is that, as elsewhere in Europe, after the
second half of the nineteenth century, there was a gradual increase in accounts
dealing with Byzantine history in the Ottoman historiography. The emergence of
new historiographical methods, a new interest in non-Muslim histories and
proliferation of universal histories stand out in this development. Similar to
European historians, Ottoman authors also recognized the potential of older
traditions and the “glories of the ancient past” not only for writing a linear dynastic
or national history but also for providing a political legitimacy to the empire.
Ottoman historians also showed an interest in the medieval period by ‘“re-
discovering” the formative period of the Ottoman state as a historiographical topic.
Interestingly, as in Western Europe and new nation states of the Balkan region,
Ottoman historians also tended to use Byzantine history in their attempt at
constructing a progressive Ottoman history.

Although the portrayal of Byzantium was negative in the majority of the
nineteenth century Ottoman historical writings, there was also a new appreciation of
the importance of the study of Byzantine history for a better understanding of
Ottoman history. More importantly, it was in these historical accounts that we see
Ottoman historians acknowledging the Ottoman appropriation of the Byzantine
heritage by pointing to similarities between the Byzantine and Ottoman Empires in

terms of the nature of those empires which were located in the same geography, the
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position of emperors, the relationships between the state and religion, and thus
Byzantine-Ottoman linkages.

4. Starting from the mid-nineteenth century, there was a growing interest in
Byzantine Constantinople and its architectural heritage among late Ottoman
intellectuals who lived in Istanbul. This interest paved the way for the production of
important scholarly works dealing with the history, topography, architecture, and
archaeology of Byzantine Constantinople during the first decades of the twentieth
century. One of the most important contributions of this thesis is the exploration of
these earlier “local” contributions to the study of Byzantine Istanbul. In this regard,
Celal Esad, Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya’s works attempted to explore the
Byzantine heritage of the city and enlighten compatriots living in the city. This has
contributed much to the emergence of “Byzantine scholarship” in the late nineteenth
century Turkey.

In this regard, the thesis points out that the emergence of such studies was
partially the result of the Ottoman Empire’s modernization attempts in relation to
Europe and a new approach to the cultural heritage of the Empire, such as new
regulations concerning the preservation of architectural heritage, museums and
archaeological activities and the establishment of modern scientific institutions in
the multicultural and intellectual milieu of Istanbul in this period. This is apparent in
the fact that all three authors were members of institutions and learned societies
founded in this period. This particularly apparent in how the works of these authors
followed the methods and frameworks of European counterparts and how they
“emulated” and “appropriated” the works of European scholars with whom Ottoman
authors had often close personal and academic contacts. Yet, their works also
display ingenious “local” attempts and developments as we see in nationalist
concerns of Celal Esad, the “universal” approaches of Mehmed Ziya or in the
attempts of Ahmed Refik to incorporate the Byzantine heritage as part of Ottoman
identity through visual materials.

Among them, Celal Esad was one of the first Ottoman authors to write about
Byzantine Constantinople with the publication of his Constantinople de Byzance d
Stamboul in 1909. This was the result of his genuine interests in the Byzantine past

and archaeology of Istanbul, but also his developing nationalist concerns for
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Ottoman architecture. We have seen that this seeming dilemma is also displayed in
the framework of his book and its narrative. Mehmed Ziya’s genuine interest in the
methods of “dsdr-1 atika” led him to the actual examination of monuments within
their historical and topographical contexts. Such an approach is very important
considering that the established typological approach had long dominated the study
of Byzantine architecture until recently not only in Turkey, but in Europe as well.
Ahmed Refik can also be considered an “innovator,” who realized the importance of
photography for architecture as tangible evidence of the past and who used it for
keeping alive urban memory and continuity. It was for this reason that he used, most
appropriately, the pictures of “the magnificent buildings of the glorious Byzantine
past”éo5 for creating a sense of belonging to Byzantine and Ottoman Istanbul.

Although the focus was on these three authors, it is also noted that the
interest and publications on the Byzantine heritage in the late Ottoman period were
not limited to them. Other authors, particularly Mehmed Raif, Miinir Mazhar, and
Celal Nuri, also wrote on the history, art and architectural history of Byzantium
with a special emphasis on Byzantine and Ottoman linkages.

5. Concerning Byzantine architectural history writing in Europe, 1 have
concluded that despite a renewed interest in Byzantium in this period, the
examination of architectural history books also reveals its ambivalent position
within western historiography. My analysis of architectural history survey books
shows that Byzantine architecture posed some problems to authors of survey books
in terms of the ethnic, geographic and religious categorizations of the nineteenth
century historiography of architectural history. While in some surveys, Byzantine
architecture is clearly dissociated from Western European architectural traditions
and paired with Islamic and/or Asian architecture, some others highlight its Greco-
Roman heritage and attribute to it an important role in the development of the
Western European architectural tradition. This is particularly pronounced in the

placement of Byzantine architecture within “Ancient Architecture” rather than

605 Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, 13.
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“Medieval Architecture.” All these demonstrate the ambiguous position of
Byzantine architecture within the European architectural narrative.

The trace of such an approach to Byzantine architecture is also seen in
Ottoman authors, although we cannot find similar kinds of architectural history
production in this period. For instance, Celal Esad’s evaluation of Byzantine
architecture and the placement of it within global architectural history are
concomitant with Western Europe’s ambiguity and selective appropriation of the
Byzantine heritage. Similar to them, Celal Esad highlights the prominent position of
Byzantine architecture in the historical development of Western European
architecture. On the other hand, he evaluates Byzantine architecture by comparing it
with western architectural developments.

6. The historical and political context of the transition period from the
Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic was crucial in defining the trajectory of
the perceptions and treatment of the Byzantine heritage in Republican Turkey. In
other words, the historical process leading to the demise of the Ottoman Empire and
then, the creation of a new nation state out of a heterogeneous empire had a
significant impact on the late Ottoman and then early Republican authors’
perspectives regarding the Byzantine heritage.

In this regard, the thesis reveals that Ottoman/Turkish author’s treatment of
the Byzantine heritage during this period was somewhat “reactive” and closely
related to current political context. The rise of nationalist movements leading to the
emergence of sovereign states in the Balkan region of the Ottoman Empire had
profound influence on the writings of the Ottoman authors concerning Byzantine
history. Hence, the development of Turkish nationalism had also significant
consequences for the historiography of the Byzantine heritage including the
interpretation of Turkish ethnicity as the dominant nationality of the empire and the
elimination of the Byzantine as well as Islamic Arab and Persian identities. As this
thesis has demonstrated, the ongoing conflicts and wars especially between the
Greek state and Turkey during both countries’ nation-building processes greatly
affected how they viewed Byzantium. It was during this period that Ottoman

Turkish authors associated the demise of the Ottoman Empire with Greek attempts
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at creating a national state and the policies of the restoration of the Byzantine
Empire.

The second “reactive” character of Ottoman/Turkish Byzantine
historiography is seen in the responses to the Western European orientalist
discourse considering the Ottoman Empire as a mere imitation of the Byzantine
Empire. This thesis highlights how late Ottoman and then early Republican scholars
were well aware of these assumptions, and made great effort to argue against them.
Ironically, their works reinforced negative attitudes toward Byzantine legacy, and
resulted in the “purging” of Byzantine influences from the Ottoman and later
Turkish culture, art and architectural history.

Apart from these “external” factors, the most important element which
shaped late Ottoman authors’ perspectives during this period is the actual situation
of the Ottoman Empire which was on the eve of the demise. Within this context, I
conclude that rather than studying Byzantine history as “a historical subject”, late
Ottoman historians were interested in the history of the Byzantine Empire for the
present time and even for the future. This is particularly evident in Ottoman authors’
preoccupation with “the question of Byzantine influence” and in their attempts at
understanding, analyzing and finding solutions for the dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire. While late Ottoman authors condemned the Byzantine influence for the
decline of the Ottoman Empire, for early Republican authors (these were often same
people) the Byzantine heritage was intimately connected with the Ottoman past,
which now had to be dealt with in a different political and nationalist context.

7. It should also be highlighted that Ottoman authors’ treatments of the
Byzantine heritage were not uniform. In addition to the historical context mentioned
above, this may also be related to the ideologies to which Ottoman intellectuals
subscribed throughout the late nineteenth and twentieth century. However, we have
seen that although they lived in the same period and pursued the ideology of
“Turkism”, for example, Ottoman authors produced different accounts of
Byzantium. This means that apart from the political and ideological context, there
was another important factor, which is a more practical one, in shaping perspectives
of Ottoman authors: the nature of sources that were used by Ottoman authors.

Preceding chapters clearly demonstrate that Ottoman historians were very much
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dependent on European works for the history of Byzantium. They made either direct
translations or compilations from a variety of different works. Therefore, their
perceptions were greatly shaped by their source material.

When we examine the sources that were used by Ahmed Midhat, Celal Nuri
and Mehmed Murad, for example, we see that they were heavily based on the
French editions of the works of the eighteenth century authors especially
Montesquieu, Voltaire, and Gibbon. Therefore, when describing the Byzantine
Empire, Ottoman authors often echoed negative views and employed the same
denigrating words such as “corruption”, “lawlessness”, ‘“extravagance” and
“frivolity” prevailed in the writings of the enlightenment scholars in the eighteenth
century Western Europe.

In contrast, Ahmed Refik and Mehmet Ziya’s primary sources were often
more recent French studies. Among them, the French author Charles Diehl seems to
have had a special place for Ottoman authors. As mentioned in different parts of the
thesis, almost all of the authors explored in this study had a personal or academic
relationship with Charles Diehl and his works. For instance, Charles Diehl wrote a
preface to Celal Esad’s Constantinople (1909); Mehmed Ziya translated two articles
by Charles Diehl, the Kariye Cami and “Les origines Asiatiques de ’art Byzantine”
both published in Diehl’s Etudes Byzantines in 1900. Ahmed Refik, on the other
hand, translated Diehl’s Figures Byzantines (1906).

Why was Charles Diehl so inspiring for Ottoman authors? In addition to
direct personal and academic relations between him and several Ottoman authors,
we can state two major reasons. The first one is related to Charles Diehl’s approach
to the study of Byzantium. As already noted in Chapter 2, the very beginning of the
twentieth century witnessed a renewed appreciation of Byzantine studies in Europe.
In this regard, Charles Diehl was one of the first to criticize the presentation of
Byzantine history in earlier works and tried to challenge established negative
perceptions of Byzantium. In the same vein, Ahmed Refik was also aware of the
negative connotations of Byzantium and wanted to rehabilitate dominant views of
Byzantium as a decadent empire in his several accounts. Therefore, the new
approaches by Charles Diehl were greatly “appropriated” by Ottoman authors who

also wanted to deal with Byzantine history, art and architecture. Among them
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Mehmed Ziya and Ahmed Refik translated Diehl’s works but presented them as if
their own ideas. Furthermore, Ahmed Refik published several articles in journals
and newspapers introducing Diehl’s new appreciation of the study of Byzantium to
a wider audience. The second and related factor is Charles Diehl’s emphasis on the
relationships between the Byzantine and the Ottoman Empire. For example, Miinir
Mazhar published the conference notes of Charles Diehl assuming that it would
encourage further studies concerning Byzantium and its impact on Ottoman
history. %%

8. Finally, this thesis has also concluded that the role of individuals was
crucial not only in the production of knowledge regarding the Byzantine heritage
but also in defining the trajectory of Byzantine scholarship in Turkey.

Among intellectuals examined in this thesis, Fuad Kopriilii and Celal Esad
had important impacts not only on the future trajectory of the disciplines of history
and art history respectively, but also for the study of Byzantine history, art and
architecture in Turkey. Celal Esad and Fuad Kopriilii had very similar views
regarding the issue of the “influence” of the Byzantine heritage on Ottoman
institutions, art, and architecture. Indeed, neither Celal Esad, nor Fuad K&priilii
rejected the relevance of the Byzantine heritage for the Ottoman Empire, but they
attributed these interactions to the pre-Ottoman times and did not accept a direct
continuity between the Byzantine and Ottoman traditions. Nevertheless, their
approaches remained influential for later generation Republican scholars, especially
for those who wanted to argue against any historical link between the Ottomans and
the Byzantines. Compared to them, Ahmed Refik and Mehmed Ziya’s works
appears to have had little or no effect on future Byzantine studies in Turkey,
although they took a more positive approach to the Byzantine heritage.

The other important consequence of Fuad Kopriilii’s seminal work was on
the method. Despite his comprehensive use of primary Turkish and other Islamic

sources, Kopriilii did not use any Byzantine sources.””’ This tradition has continued

8% Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Tarihine aid iki Ders”, 489-495.

607 Leiser, “Postscript”, 161.
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until recently when the importance of Byzantine sources for the early Ottoman
periods was realized by later generations of historians. In contrast, the topic of
continuity and changes between the Byzantine and Ottoman Empire has been
considered of utmost importance and many contemporary Turkish historians focus
on the late Byzantine sources for the early period of Ottoman history. In this regard,
Ahmed Refik is probably among the first to point out the importance of the study of
late Byzantine sources. However, Ahmed Refik could not produce an original
historical work articulating these ideas in an academic manner which would have
had positive effects on Byzantine scholarship in Turkey. Rather, his ideas were
scattered mainly in the introductory part of his studies while the main body of the
texts were in effect almost word to word translations of French works, particularly
from Rambaud, Lavisse and Diehl. Mehmed Ziya’s important study of Byzantine
Istanbul, on the other hand, could not be sufficiently appreciated by modern
scholars due to the fact that his works suffered from some misfortune as mentioned
in the previous chapters.

As Said has forcefully argued, the production of knowledge, including
historical knowledge, is far from a purely academic endeavor and is related, in part,
to configurations of power in any given historical context.’”® The historical
developments that went into the making of the European and Ottoman-Turkish
representations of the Byzantine past were extremely complex and subjected to
shifting dynamics. Furthermore, it was not solely larger political contexts but also
individual actors, institutions, and key texts played a significant role in this process.
For the late Ottomans and early Republican Turks, the question of what to do with
the Byzantine past was not an abstract question as that past was (and is) physically
present in the built environment, and thus could not easily be rewritten. They had a
great challenge and a heavy burden, so to speak. As a matter of fact, the perception
of the Byzantine past and its architecture has continued as an issue up to the present

day.

5% Said, Sarkiyatcilik, 18-20.
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As mentioned at the beginning of this thesis, in her discussion of European
scholarship on Byzantine historiography, there has been what Averil Cameron calls
the “absence of Byzantium.” Cameron’s concern about this “absence of Byzantium”
in the European historical narrative has been received seriously among European
scholars and has resulted in self-reflective and self-critical reassessments of Western
Europe’s attitude toward Byzantium. This thesis represents an attempt to contribute
to this discussion by providing a thorough case study of Turkish (architectural)
historiography of Byzantium which has been a missing part in these studies until
now.

One cannot help but notice that we are living through another historical
moment in which the question of what to do with the Byzantine past figures
significantly, and continues to occupy the minds and energies of political authorities
and particular cultural circles within Turkey, as can be seen in such activities as the
re-conversion of important Byzantine churches, which had been used as museums
since the Republican period, into mosques. Furthermore, although it is a World
Heritage Site and a European capital of culture, Istanbul is going through a
continuous series of re-fashioning activities resulting in a fading away of the
Byzantine, Ottoman and early Republican legacy of the city. This is a worrying
trend. “The absence of Byzantium” within the built environment of Turkey would
have irreversible and negative consequences for the preservation of the World’s
architectural heritage. It is my belief that the efforts of individual scholars through
the production of knowledge, like the actors and texts examined in this thesis, can
contribute to the safeguard of the Byzantine heritage. It is in that spirit that I offer
this thesis with the hope that in some small way it may encourage the preservation

of Turkey’s remarkable Byzantine architectural heritage.
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Figure 1 (left): Thomas Hope, An Historical Essay on Architecture, 1835, title page.
Figure 2 (middle): Edward A. Freeman, A History of Architecture, 1849, title page,

Figure 3 (right): James Fergusson, lllustrated Handbook of Architecture: Being a Concise and Popular Account of the Different
Styles of Architecture Prevailing in All Ages and Countries, 1859, title page.
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Figure 4 (left): James Fergusson, History of Architecture in All Countries, 1862, title page.

Figure 5 (middle): Daniel Ramee, Histoire Generale de L’architecture, 1860, title page.
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Figure 7 (left): Albert Rosengarten, A Handbook of Architectural Styles, 1898, title page.

Figure 8 (middle): Banister Fletcher and Sir Banister Fletcher, A History of Architecture for the Student, Craftsman, and Amateur:
Being a Comparative View of the Historical Styles from the Earliest Period, 1896, title page.

Figure 9 (right): F.M. Simpson, A History of Architectural Development, 1913, title page.
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Les Origines

395-1095

Armand Colin & C*. Editcurs
Barin, & ros dsiMbinlire

Y Figure 14 (left): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.1: Ezmine-i Kadime, 1912, title page.
(e)

Figure 15 (right): Alfred Nicolas Rambaud and Ernest Lavisse, Histoire générale du IV siécle jusqu'a nos jours, 1893, Vol.1, title
page.
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Figure 16 (left): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 93.
Figure 17 (right): Alfred Nicolas Rambaud and Ernest Lavisse, Histoire générale du IV° siécle jusqu'a nos jours, Vol.1, page 16
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Figure 18 (left): Ahmed Refik, Bizans Imparatoriceleri, 1915, title page.
Figure 19 Ahmed Refik, Bizans Imparatorigeleri, 1915, frontispiece.
Figure 20 Charles Diehl, Figures Byzantines, 1906, title page.

Figure 21 Paul Adam, Princesses Byzantines, 1893, title page.
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Figure 22 (left): Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Tarihine Aid iki Ders”,
Figure 23 (right): Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Tarihine Aid iki Ders”,

Yeni Mecmua, Vol.2/51, (1918), page 489.
Yeni Mecmua, Vol.2/51, (1918), page 490-491.
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Figure 24 Portrait of Celal Esad
(source: www.kameraarkasi.org)

Figure 25 Portrait of Mehmed Ziya
(after Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici)
1937, frontispiece)

Figure 26 Portrait of Ahmed Refik
(after Resad Ekrem Kocu, Ahmed Refik:
hayati, secme siir ve yazilari, frontispiece)
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Figure 27 (left): Mehmed Raif, Sultan Ahmed Park: ve Asadr-1 Atikast, 1916, title page.

Figure 28 Mehmed Raif Bey, Bir Osmanli Subayimin Kaleminden Sultan Ahmed Semti (ed. H.A. Arslantiirk and A. Korkmaz,
Istanbul: Okur Kitapligi, 2010), book cover.

Figure 29 Mehmed Raif Bey, Topkap: Sardy-1 Hiimdyiinu ve Parkinin Tarihi, 1916, title page.

Figure 30 Bir Osmanli Subaymin Kaleminden Topkapt Saray: ve Cevresi, (ed. H.A. Arslantiirk and A. Korkmaz, Istanbul: Okur
Kitapligi, 2010), book cover.
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Figure 31 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul, 1909, title page.
Figure 32 (middle): Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, Abidat ve Mebanisi Sehrin Tesisisinden Osmanli Fethine Kadar, 1912, title page.

& Figure 33 (right): Celal Esad Arseven, Eski Istanbul (Abidat ve Mebanisi), 1989, book cover.
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Figure 34 (left): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi, Vol.1, 1920, title page.
Figure 35 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici: Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi, Vol. 2, 1928, title page.
Figure 36 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Bizans ve Tiirk Medeniyetleri’nin Eserleri, Istanbul, 1937, book cover.

Figure 37 ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Bizans ve Osmanli Medeneiyetlerinin Oliimsiiz Mirast, 2 Vols, 2004, book
cover.
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Figure 38 (left) : Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Begeriyetin Tekemmiilat-1 Medeniye, Ictimaiye, Siyasiye ve Fikriyesi, Volume
4, (Istanbul: Kiitiibhane-i islam ve Askeri, Ibrahim Hilmi, 1327/1911-1912), title page.

Figure 39 (middle): Ahmet Refik, Umumi Tarih, Lise Kitaplar1 1. Sinif, (Istanbul: Devlet Matbaasi, 1929), title page.
N Figure 40 (right): Ahmet Refik Altmay, Eski Istanbul, 2011, book cover.
o)



CONSTANTINOPLE e ANLIE

: CHAPITRE PREMIER
PREMIERE PARTIE

A TRAVERS BYZANCE

L"ART OTTOMAN

CHAPITRE PREMIER
PRECIS HISTORIQUE

[} L’HEISTOIRE DE LA VILLE JUSQU'A LA CONQUETE
TURQUE : oy
1 L'ART TURG

e dans  ['histoire aatant
L parfois encore considérd en

léve sur les teurs qui s"éten

mitation des art

nent que |
vi-mime, aur

pas
aurmil ébé Lraversé i

s'est inspiré de '

e oD gonked lart byzantin de Syrie ot
vs par du Le ;

mder eople, pro

5¢ en Egypie

rkcopte 3 son tour ayant subi

avant I'ére musulmane,

ore réunit la mer Noire (Pont-Eaxin]® 4 ln mer de =
influence hyzantine, toutes les diverses manifestations

de art m
par Fi
aff
est dvident que les arts de tous les peuples, comme les
langues, ont réciproquement exered, Jos ung sur les

autrss, d'occultes, profondes et continuelles inflluences,

el surtout de l'are ture, dé ouleraient,
het, de I'art byzantin et awraient de multiples
5 avee ce dernier, Rien n'est plus contestable, 1]

Existe-t-il wn art qui ne présente aucune paremté avee
les autres arts

Figure 41 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, page 1. “Premiére Partie: A Travers Byzance”.

ro Figure 42 (right): Celal Esad, Constantinople, page 151. “Deuxiéme Partie: A Travers Islambol”.
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Figure 43 (left): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1,“Medhal” [Introduction], n.p.
Figure 44 (middle): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, page 1.
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3 Figure 45 (right): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.2, page 1.
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Figure 46 (left): Mehmed Ziya, Ka 'riye Cami-i Serif, 1910, title page.
[\ .
S  Figure 47 (right): Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, (Istanbul, Okur Kitapligi, 2012), book cover.
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Figure 48: (left): Charles Diehl, “les mosaique de kariye mosque”, Etudes Byzantines, page 395.
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Figure 49: Mehmed Ziya, Ka'riye Cami-i Serif, 1910, title page.

Figure 50: Ahmed Refik, “Kariye Camii ve mozaikleri”, Yeni Mecmua, 1917, page 329, “Kariye Camisi”.
5 Figure 51: Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 16. “Mosqué de Kahrié (Ancienne église de Khora)”.
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Figure 52 Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, (ed. Dilek Yelkenci, 1989), appendix. “Istanbul’un Bizans Zamamindaki Sokaklar1 ve
Mebanisini Gosterir Plan”
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Figure 53 Celal Esad Arseven, “Sultanahmed Meydam Hafriyati Miinasebetiyle: Istanbul’da Bizans Saraylar1”, Hayat, Vol. 1/24,
(1927).

Figure 54 Celal Esad Arseven, “Sultanahmed Meydam Hafriyati Miinasebetiyle: Istanbul’da Bizans Saraylar1”, Hayat, Vol. 1/24,
(1927). “Hafriyata Daha Yakindan Bir Nazar”
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Hipodrom, Biiyiik Saray ve Ayasofya’nin manzara-i menazirfisi (Mit’ellifin resm-i tasavvurisidir.)

Figure 55 Celal Esad, Eski Istanbul, (ed. Dilek Yelkenci, 1989), page 172. “Hipodrom, Biiyiik Saray ve Ayasofya’nin manzara-i
menazirisi (Mi’ellifin resm-i tasavvurisidir).
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Figure 58 (right): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 104. “Konstantiniye’de Teotokos Kilisesi’nin Cephesi”.



1y Jageiag) JLpsl

(dpzap) Gt y® ) Bl ins pabl 2l 2oL,
o il syl Gad e cgs 2K s and
oazal 350 315 ialy bl Pl Jl e g

Ay 25T kg

R ECERN ST I PRI R I S |
Lapnd 3 15 e e il s fad Ml b a0
gl A SYsle s lrlen 8 K0 8 wga pat ] et ]

Rfl)l\ 2 \Rh [\{l .-'\JIJ\TOR[ UG '!L\T

hLI: uki -v-ennlu mnvuln gm ecektl. Bunlarm temin ettigi prensip-
ler gunlardc Tesarriil Lakks tecaw ilzden masundur, Gocuklar baba-
larmm mirasim misavaten slirlar. Kedim, himaye hakkim baizdir,
Esaret, hukuku tal iz mimalidir

L9T

Filhakiks, bu biydk bir hizmetti Fakat zaran da biyiktil _Ekir
kere bu I§ carcabuk, dikkatsiz ve tenkitsiz yapidi Gaius'un,
Papinianus'un, Ulpiapus'on ve Paulus'un eserlerine tecaviiz edildi.

et e gl

-';J:;;-\-'L-H - gl HE| g e

siatun Baghilar

s Oirtnd i o ki teaglak P pene
of L] i .
o . et
Casml gl Lpe [ FETTT Ot o Ny R N 2
: by o
S35 P M 33300 5 (B3 yi) et g b S & K
B ARl TSN LY B 1 S Sl 4B crilns Aot 2 M) Sl v,
2 G eyl dloyye Sl ita 4l Lsays buj_j‘_ch wlal o Jas b L R EE
s dai Upagad il gzl 3l gl i ol oy

o] TS B o i p
25 N agagd a5 § 5058 Ga3 o asly Jii 2y y o Gl B8 ool Slbatiyn B S5l paly) ess il o

. = agaskls AV - i ks Ay e
s gal Zie ‘___,.L.. Wil ]JJU“ SO R (PR 1 wastlBy SAY agdadl el S g o 2

Doloay e Lm)- s Ay Glisal gty s

itk 3 CE claail ads il Sl a e Glis g Qa3 2598 3

T e 8T G Oyl e s lE
aEh)aazsh Zos 23T G035 0l ol cgazalYy sl a ST R

A=A & e nurad P gy A

Figure 59 (left): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 161. “Kiirsii Parcasi (Selanik’te bulunmustur) (Miize-i
Hiimayundadir)”

Figure 60 (middle): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 167. “Imparator Dérdiincii Romanos ve Kralice Odoka’ nin
Hazreti Isa Tarafindan Takdis Edilmesi”

Figure 61 (right): Ahmet Refik, Umumi Tarih, 1929, page. 367. “Bizans tarzinda siitiin basliklar1”
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Figure 62 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 20,“Obelisque de Theodosius”.
Figure 63 (middle): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 108.“ Teodozyus Siitunu”.
& Figure 64 (right): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.2, page 168. “At Meydani’ndaki Tasin Seksen Sene Evvelki Hali”.
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SaxtTE-SorHi, — Vue générale prise du coté de I'Hippodrome.

Figure 65 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 7. “Sainte-Sophie-Vue générale prise du coté de L’Hippodrome”.
ro Figure 66 (right): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol. 4, page 116.“Ayasofya Camisi”.
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Figure 67 (left): M. Ernest Lavisse, Album Historique, 1896, page 40.
Figure 68 (middle): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.2, page 90-91.
Figure 69 (right): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 102 .“Bizanslhlar’in Anadolu Askeri”.
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Figure 70 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 20. “Hebdomon Palace”.
Figure 71 (middle): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 145. “Hebdomon (Tekfur) Saray1”
Figure 72 (right): Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.2, page 110-111. “Tekfur Saray:: dahili kism1 ve simal cephesi”.
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Figure 73 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 4. “Ruines du Palais de Justinien”,
N Figure 74 (middle): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 9. “Konstantiniye’de Jiistinyanus Saray1”
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Figure 75 (left): Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 4. “Aqueduc de Valens”,
N Figure 76 (left): Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.4, page 136. “Valens Su Kemeri”.
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Toun pe GavaTa Mosouig ve Topuaxi

Figure 77 Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 5.
“Tour de Galata”, “Mosquée de Tophané”.

PonTe MELANDISIA : Ponte pe Ruseiun

Figure 78 Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 6.
“Porte Melandisia”, ‘“Porte de Rhegium”
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Figure 79 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, and Vol. 2, n.p. “Birinci

Justiniyanus Zamam Istanbul, Doktor Dethiye’nin Planindan, 1873”.
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Figure 80 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 58.
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Figure 81 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 250-251. “Toklu
Ibrahim Dede Tiirbesi Avlusundaki Ayios Vasiliyus’un Ayazmasi, La Fontaine Ste.
De Basile (Aivan serai)”

Figure 82 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 248-249. (left):
“Vlaherna Sarayi, (Bu plan “Istanbul’un Kara Tarafindaki Surlarinin Arkeoloji
Plani’ndan istinsah edilmistir. (sene:1881)”; (right): “Toklu ibrahim Dede Tiirbesi.
Ebu Seybetii’l-Hudri’nin Miibarek Makami”.
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Figure 83 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 228-229. (left): “Tekfur
Saray1 Surlari, Les murs de Palais de Porphirogénete”, (right): “Tekfur Sarayi,
Palais de Porphirogénete”.

Figure 84 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 140-141. (left): “Edirne
Kapt'nin i¢ tarafi, hal-i hazir”, (right): “Edirne Kapisi’nin Seksen Sene Evvelki
Hali, (after Jouannin 1840)”.
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Figure 85 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 76-77. (left): “Kiiciik

Yaldizli Kap1 (Petite Porte Dorée), (right): “Yedi Kule’deki Yaldizli Kapr’nin Fatih
Asrindaki Sekli (Porte Dorée)”.
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Figure 86 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol. 1, page 63. “Yedikule’deki

Mermer Kule ile Vasil ve Konstantin Burcu, La belle tour de Marmara (Bu resimde,
vaktiyle Balikl’nin iskelesi olan rihtim da goriiniiyor)”.
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Figure 87 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 94. “Silivri Kapis1 (d1s
taraf1), Porte de Pygie, Porte de Sylivri (vue de dehors)”.
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Figure 88 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 95. “Silivri Kapis1 (ic
taraf1), Porte de Sylivri (vue du coté de la ville)”.
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Figure 89 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 91. “Ikinci bab-1 askeri:
Belgrad Kapisi (eski hali), Porte Militaire Deutera. 2. Porte de Belgrade™.
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Figure 90 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 91. “Ikinci bab-1 askeri:
Belgrad Kapisi (eski hali), Porte Militaire Deutera. 2. Porte de Belgrad™.
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Figure 91 Celal Esad, Constantinople, plate 25. (above):“Colonne de Constantine et
Mesé, (below): “Ancienne Rue de “Mese” et Colonne de Constantin Au X° 3¢
(Dapres la restitution de I’auteur).
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Figure 92 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 19. “Bizans Tepesi:
Akropol, At Meydanm ve Civari- Meyer’in Plan1”.
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Figure 93 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Vol.1, page 254. “Vlaharne Saray1
Civari, Millingenin Planindan, Les Blaquernes, d’aprés Millingen”.
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Figure 94 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Bizans ve Tiirk Medeniyetleri’nin
Eserleri, 1937, page 9.
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Figure 95 Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici, Bizans ve Tiirk Medeniyetleri’nin

Eserleri, 1937, page 12-13.
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ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTS
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1. BOA. DH.MKT. 2425

f1 24 Eyliil sene 316

Zaptiye Telgraf ve Posta, Mithimmat, Sehremaneti, Hariciye,

Matbii[]at, Dahiliye ve SalJadetim, Vilayat-1 Sdhane ile

Elviye-i Gayr-i Miilgaya Tezakir ve Muharrerat

Fi 13 Receb sene ve f1 Tesrin-i evvel sene 24

Londra matbt[latindan D: Istori of Nasyonis ve Di Bizantin Empayir ve Atina
matbt Jatindan Hikdye-i Miizhike ve Elli Iki Masal ve Miistemlekdt-1 Yunaniyye
nam kitablarin miindericat-1 mazarratlarina mebni Memalik-i Sahdneye men[]-i
idhah lazim gelerek tal/mimen tebligat icrd ve mezkir kitablarin lisdn-1 mahsis
iizere tab[] edilen pusuladan leffen isrd kilindigindan Hariciye Nezaret-i Celile-i
Asefanelerinden mullamele-i mukteziyyenin ifi bildirilmesi babinda oraca da
takayyiidat-1 cedid icrasiyla bunlarin bunlarin idhdl ve intisdrina meydan
verilmemesi gelismeleri ve var ise dolandirilarak i[Jma buyurulmasi babinda
matbl [Jat-1 dahiliye idare-i [Jalliyyesince ifa olunmak iizere isbu tezkire tevdill
kilind1.
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2. BOA. DH. MKT. 1724

Riistimat Emaret-i CelilesilIne

27 N. sene 307 ve 3 Mayis sene 306

Rahib Rafael nimina Rusya’dan getiriliib emanet-i celilelerince tevkif idilen Rehber
Kostantine nam kitdbin mazarrati olmadig cihetle imrarina ruhsat i[tas1 Rusya
Sefareti’nden ifade idilmesi iizerine tedkikét-1 ldzime ledelll-icrd mezk{r kitabin
Bizans Imparatorlar1’nin resimleriyle terceme-i hillerini havi oldugundan ve bularin
men[-i intisdr1 mukaddema seref-sadir olan irdre-i seniyye iktiza-y1 [Jalisinden
olub dogrudan dogruya hiikiimet-i seniyye [Jaleyhinde mevaddi havi olmayan bu
makiile kiitb ve resdilin geldikleri mahallere il[ladesi dafi[l-i sadal] ve sikayat
olacagindan bunlarin geldigi mahalle il[]adesi veyahud bedelinin tazmin ve tesviyesi
hususu lede[1-istizdn mezkir kitdbin bedelinin tesviyesi hususuna irade-i seniyye-i
hazret-i padisadhi miite(]allik ve seref-sudiir bulundugu beyan-1 [lalisiyle ifa-y1
muktezas1 ba-tezkire-i sdmiyye emr ve is[Jar buyurulmus olmagla ber-mantiik-1
mer-i ferman-1 hiilmayin icabinin icrasina himem-i [laliyye-i asefineleri dergir
buyurulmak babinda.
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3. BOA. BEO. 3660

Daire-i Sadaret Mektiibl Kalemi

Mallarif Nezaret-i []Aliyyesine

24 Sevval sene 327

25 Tesrin-i evvel sene 325

23 Eyliil sene 325 tarihli tezkireye zeyldir. Istanbul surlarinin Asar-1 atika nokta-i
nazarindan hiiz-i ehemmiyet aksdminin miize miidiirleriyle birlikde tallyin ve
beyan1 zimninda cihet-i [(askeriyyeden me’mir idilen Erkdn-1 Harbiye binbasisi
Adil Bey’in miize miidiriyetine vuk([] bulan miirdcallatina yolda cevab
verdiginden bahsle baz1 ifddati mutazammin Harbiye Nezareti Vekileti
[JAliyyesi’nden bu giine gelen 21 Tesrin-i Evvel sene 325 tarihli ve 3865 numarah
tezkire dahi matviyyen savb-1 valalarina tesyar kilinmak miinderecatina ve isl]ar-1
sabika nazaran iktizasinin 1fa ve ebnésina ebnasina melfiifen hiiccet.

273361

Mezkir fi 19 Eyliil sene 325 tarih ve 2298 numerolu tezkiresinin leffiyle Mallarif
Nezaret-i [JAliyyesi’ne fi 23 Eyliil sene-i m. tarthinde tastir buyurulmus olan
tezkire-i samiyeye cevab gelmigdir.

Zeylen tezkire fi 24 Tesrin-i evvel sene 325
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4. BOA. i.MMS. 172/1

Daire-i Sadaret Tahrirat Kalemi

Mallarif Nezaret-i []Aliyyesine

20 ZiJl-hicce 331

20 Tesrin-i sant 329

11 Tesrin-i evvel sene 329 tarihli ve 1191 numarah tezkire-i aliyyelerine cevabdir.
Bizantin, Romen ve Yunan asar1t muhafizi tinvaniyla Fransal dan celb olunan Bordu
[Bordeaux] Darulll-fiinfinu mulJallimlerinden M6syd MendelJin 1 Tesrin-i evvel
sene 329 tarihinden ilJtibaren serd’it-i mukarrere-i sabika dairesinde {i¢ mah
miiddetle istihdam1 hustisuna meclis-i viikela karariyla billl-istizan irdde-i seniyye-i
cenab-1 padisahl seref-siidir buyurularak sdret-i musaddakast o babdaki
mukavelendmenin Divan-1 Himayun ddiresinden musaddak sfiretiyle berdber savb-1
[Jalilerine isra kilinmagla 1fa-y1 muktezalarina hiiccet.
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5. BOA. .MMS. 172/2

MalJarif-i JUmOmiyye Nezareti

Mosyo MendelJin Mukavelenamesi Stretidir.

Bir tarafdan miize-i hiimay{in idaresi ndmina hareket eden ve Mallarif Nezaret-i
[JAliyyesi tarafindan 4 Kanun-1 sani sene 326 tarihli ve 406 numaral tezkire
miicebince me’z{in bulunan miidir-i umimi Halil Bey ve diger tarafdan Fransallda
Bordu [Bordeaux] Darulll-fiiniinu asar-1 [Jattka mullallimi Mosyd Mendel
hayatinda mevad-1 atiye kararlasdirildi.

Birinci madde: Miize-i Hiimay(nlar idare-i um@miyyesi fi 1 Tesrin-i evvel sene 326
ve 14 Tesrin-i evvel sene 1910 tarihinden ilJtibaren sehri {i¢c bin guriis mallas ve {i¢
sene miiddetle malldsati miize veznesinden te’diye olunmak {izere MO0syd
Mendellli istihdam idecekdir.

Ikinci madde: Mosyd Mendel kadim Yunan ve Roma ve Bizantin 4sart muhafizlig
(invanim haiz ve bu vazife ile miikellef olub kendi sullbelerine []aid olan
kataloglarin tanzimi ve asarin bir sekl-i fennide teihirini ve miizenin yapacagi
hafriyata nezareti ve vildyatda asar-1 [atika teftisatin1 ve miizeler idaresinin ileride
te’sis idecegi mecmi[lanin nezaretini der-[Juhde idecekdir.
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Uciincii madde: Mosyd Mendel’e miizeler idare-i umiimiyyesinin tensibi iizerine
vilayatda icra idecegi teftisat iclin nizdmi dairesinde harcirdh ve yevmiye
virilecekdir.

Dordiincii madde: Mosyd Mendel kendi saldhiyeti héricinde olarak memalik-i
Omaniyye/de bulunan sair asar-1 [Jatika mes’elelerinin hi¢ birine hidmet
idemeyecekdir. MalJaméfih miize idaresinin tensibi ile marru[Jz-zikr mii’esseselere
gonderilebilecekdir.

Besinci madde: Mosyd Mendel Istanbul’a [Jazimeti iciin bir deflaya mahsiis olmak
tizere iki bin bes yiiz ve miiddet-i hidmetinin hitiminda [Javdet iciin dahi bir
deflaya mahsiis olarak iki bin bes yiiz gurQis alacakdir.

Altinct madde: miizeler idare-i [Jum@miyyesi isbu mukavelendme miiddeti
miinkaziyye olmazdan evvel M6syd MendellJin me’miriyetine hitam virebiliyor.
Fakat bu hilde miizeler miidir-i [Jumimisi kendiisiine me’ miriyetine hitam
virilecegini iki mdh mukaddem ihbar idecekdir. Ve bundan baska besinci maddede
muharrer iki bin bes yiiz gurisgdan maJada hidmeti hidmeti terk idecegi giinden
illtibaren mukavelendmenin miintehdst olan f1 1 Tesrin-i evvel sene 329 ve 14
Tesrin-i evvel sene 1913 tarthine kadar olan mallasati mecm[Jinin nisfin
deflJaten virmege mecbiir olub M6sy6 Mendel[lin dahi baska hi¢bir tazminat talebe
hakk1 olmayacakdir.

Yedinci madde: Eger Mosyd Mendel mukédvelendme miiddeti miinkaziyye
olmaksizin terk-i hidmet iderse ne besinci maddede muharrer iki bin bes yiiz gurfis
harcirah ve ne de altinct maddede muharrer tazminidta ve ne de sdir bir glind
mutalebeye hakki olamayacakdir.

Sekizinci madde: Mosyo Mendel mukavelename miiddeti zarfinda senede ii¢ mahi
tecaviiz itmemek ve mallasini almak sartiyla bir veya birka¢ deflla me’z{iniyet
alabilecekdir. Ancak me’zliniyet zamanlar1 kendiisiiniin talebi iizerine miizeler
miidiir-i umimisi tarafindan tallyin olunacakdir. Hiiklimet-i seniyyenin tasdikine
iktiran iden isbu mukéavelendme yekdigerinin [Jayn1 olmak tizere iki niisha olarak
tanzim kilinmisdir.

Fi 23 Muharrem sene 329 ve fi 11 Kéan{in-1 sani sene 326
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6. BOA. i.MMS. 172/3

Bab-1 [JAli Meclis-i Mahsiis
Mallarif Nezareti’nin melfifuyla meclis-i [Jacizidnemizde kird’at olinan
tezkiresinde dermeyan olindig1 vech ile Bizantin Roman ve Yunan dsar1 muhafizi
[Jiinvamyla ii¢ bin gurlis mallas ve {ic sene miiddetle Fransalldan celb olunan
Bordu [Bordeaux] Darulll-fiinin(Jlu mulJallimlerinden Mo6syd Mendel’in
kontoratosu 1 Tesrin-i evvel sene 329 tarihinde hitim bularak liizimuba bind’en
tecdidi teklif idilmis ise de serd-i mallzeretle kabul itmemesine ve yalniz noksan
kalan ballz iglerin ikmali zimninda ii¢ ay kalmagla ahiren beyan-1 muvafakat
eylemesine bind’en mezkiir kontoratoda miinderice sera’it da’iresinde miima-ileyhin
1 Tesrin-i evvel sene 329 tarthinden ilJtibaren iic mah miiddetle istihdami bilJt-
tezekkiir salifii’]l-beyan tezkire bu babda tanzim olunan irdde-i seniyye layhasiyla
[Jarz u takdim kilinmagla katibeten ahvilde emr u ferman hazret-i veliyyii[l-
emrindir. Fi 17 ZilJl-hicce sene 331 f1 4 Tesrin-i sani sene 329
Adliye Nazir1 (imza)
Stra-y1 Devlet Re’isi (imza)
Bahriye Nazir1 (imza)
Dahiliye Nazir1 (imza)
Harbiye Nazir1 (imza)
Seyhii[J1-islam (imza)
Sadr-1 [1Azam (imza)
Posta ve Telgraf ve Telefon Nazir1 (imza)
Evkaf-1 HimayGn Nazir1 bulunamadi
Mallarif Nazir1 (imza)
Ticaret ve Zirallat Nazir1 (imza)
Nafilla Nazir
Maliye Nazirt
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7. BOA. MF. MKT. 686

Miize-i Hiimayiin

MalJarif Nezaret-i Celilesine

[JAtGfetlii efendim hazretleri

Atranos Kazasi civarinda zuhiir iderek merkez kazada hifz idildigi istihbar idilen
Bizans bakir sikkelerinin bir ay teshir-i miize-i hiitmay{ina irsali zimninda mezkir
k&’ immakamliga evamir-i lazime ilJtdsinin Hiidavendigar Vilayet-i [1Aliyyesillne
emr u is[lar1 miitevakkif re’y-i [1ali-i cendb-1 nezaret-pendhileridir. Ol babda emr u
ferman hazret-i men-lehii[]l-emrindir. F1 4 Zi[Jl-ka/de sene 320 i 20 Kén{in-1 sani
sene 318

Miize-i Himaytin Miidiiri
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8. BOA. MF. MKT. 192

Hiidavendigar Vilayeti

Mektib1 Kalemi 82

MalJarif Nezaret-i Celilesine

Devletlii Efendim Hazretleri

Tafsilat1 12 Eyliil 309 tarth ve elli bes numerolu tahrirat-1 [Jacizide beyan olundigi
tizere Gediis [Gediz] Kazasi[Inin Karacahisar KaryesilInde bir tarlada bulunan ve
Vezentu (v.z.n.t.o/u/v) tallbir olunan bir [Taded [Jatik altunun postaya tevdil]an
gonderildigi ve mezkiir altunun bulundugu mahal kadimen ebniye olub mu’ahheren
tarla haline girdigi cihetle mahal-i mezk{irda hafriyat icrd olinub olunmayacagi
kaza-i mezklr ka’immakamhiginin ig[Jarina [Jatfen ve ol babda sebk iden tebligata
cevaben Kiitahiyye Mutasarrfiligilindan bu kere varid olan tahrirdtda beyan ve
istifsdr olunmasiyla vilayet mallarif miidiiriyetine billl-havale zikr olinan [Jatik
altun bilJl-viirGd bunun Nezéret-i Celilelerine irsali ve fakat mezkdr tarla derinunda
daha bu gibi meskiikdtin zuhliru melhiz olub benaberin hafriyat icrasi halinde
istifideyi miicib olacagr muhaberat-1 carlyeden anlasimis oldugundan keyfiyetin
savb-1 simi-i nezaret-penahilerinden istifsar1 ifide ve mezkdr altun tekrdr postaya
billt-teslim tebdilen alnan [ilm u haberi matviyyen ballis ve idare olmagin siiret-i
isllar ve ifadeye nazaran muktezdsinin 1fa ve ebnd buyurulmasi babinda emr u
ferman hazret-i men-lehiilJl-emrindir. Fi 26 Cemaziyell-ahir sene 311 ve f1 23
Tesrin-i sani sene 309.

Vali-i Vilayet-i Hiidavendigar
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9. BOA. MF. MKT. 193

Mektibl Kalemine Mahsiis Miisvedde

Hiilasa

25 Eyliil sene 309

Zabtiye Nezaret-i []Aliyyesilne

Carsanba civarinda Begcegiz MahallesilInde ka’in Kizlar Agas1 dergéh-1 serifinin
temelleri hafr olunur iken kargir bir lahd zuhir itdigine ve bunun asar-1 [Jatikadan
olmast muhtemel bulundugundan icra-y1 mulldyenesi liizimuna d&ir 27
RebilJulll-evvel sene 311 tarfhli tezkire-i [laliyye-i nezéret-penahileri miize-i
hiimayln miidiriyet-i [Jaliyyesine ledel]l-havidle mezk(r lahd mul]ayene
itdirildikde Bayzantin zamdnindan kalma &sar-1 [ladiyyeden oldugu anlasiimig
bulundugundan cevaben izbari ifade kilinmig olmagla ol babda.

Fi 6 Kan{in-1 sani sene 309
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10. BOA. MF. MKT. 195

Miize-i Hiimayiin

MalJarif Nezaret-i Celilesine

Devletlii Efendim Hazretleri

JAtdfetlii Uncuyan Ipek Efendi hazretlerinin igerii Goksuda vaki[] degirmeninden
icrd itdirdigi hafriyat esndsinda zuhlr idiib Bayzantin &sirindan olduklari
anlasilmasina mebni miize-i hiimay(ina nakilleri liizimu [larz olunan {i¢ [laded
kiipiin mesarif-i nakliyesi evvel-emirde meclis-i mallarifce taht-1 tasdike alinmak
tizere mikdarinin billt-tahkik [Jarz ve igl]ar1 yiiz iki numerolu ve 11 Kén{in-1 sani
sene 309 tarthlii tezkire-i [laliyye-i nezéret-penahilerinde emr u tevliyet
buyurulmusdur. Zikr olinan kiiplerin miizeye nakilleri ziyade kiilfet masrafa muhtac
olmayub bu nakille beraber gerek tasradan gelen ve gerek Der-SalJadet dahilinden
arada sirada bu vechle zuhilir itmekde olan asar-1 [Jatikanin mesarif-i nakliyesi
idare-i [acizimce billt-tesviye evrak-1 miisbetesi istihzar ve hifz itdirilmekde oldigi
cihetle mezkdr kiiplerin nakli i¢iin vuk{i[] bulacak mesarifin dahi fallide ve emsal-i
cariyesi vechle buraca tesviye olunmak iizere bunlarin idare-i [laciziden
gonderilecek me’mira teslim itdirilmesi husisunun musarun-ileyhe teblig
buyurulmasi babinda emr u ferman hazret-i men-lehii[1l1-emrindir. Fi 19 Receb sene
311 ve fi 15 Kén{in-1 sani sene 309

Miize-i Himaytin Miidiiri
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11. BOA. MF. MKT. 222

Mallarif-i ['Um@miyye Nezareti Mektibi Kalemi Miisevviddnina Mahsis
Varakadir

219

Maliye Nezaret-i Celilesil Ine

Umiir-1 Sihhiye-i Insaniyye teftis komisyonu allzAligindan miiteka(Jid mirliva
salladetlii Kostantin Makridi Pasa tarafindan vaktiyle miize-i hiimayin namina
fiiriht idilmis olan Bizantin koloksiyonu esmani bulunan yiiz bin gurusun hazine-i
celile-i maliyece tesviyesi irdde-i seniyye-i hazret-i hilafet-penahi iktiza-i
[Jalisinden olmasina mebni lira farkindan malladasi olan yiiz bin gurisun nezaret-i
celile-i asefanelerince havile sfiretiyle tesviye ve il[Jtd kilindigina ve meblag-1
mezkrun farki bulunan iki bin yedi yiiz elli gurusun hazine-i celile-i maliyeden
aranilmasi tabil[]1 bulundugundan bahsle icra-y1 icdbi makadm-1 [laciziden 24
Kaniin-1 evvel sene 318 tarth ve yiiz kirk bes numerolu tezkire ile makam-1 [Jali-i
nezaret-penahilerine isl]ar olundugu halde bu kere pasd-yt mima-ileyh tarafina
nezaret-i [lacizice i(Jtd kilinan [Jarz-1 halde salifii[lz-zikr koloksiyon esmaninin
sim-i mecidi on dokuz gurlis hesabiyla yiiz bin gurts {izerinden virildigi ve halbuki
bunun bin liraya fiirGht idildigi beyaniyla lire farki olan marrullz-zikr iki bin yedi
yiiz elli gurisun tesviyesi esbabinin istikmali istid(Ja idilmis ve islJar-1 sabik
vechile iktizasinin 1f4 ve neticesinin ebndsi huslisunun te’kiden savb-1 [Jali-i
daverilerine izbar1 billl-havale muhasebeden ifide kilinmig olmagla ol babda.
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12. BOA. MF. MKT. 263

Huz{ir-1 sami-i cenab-1 nezaret-penahiye

Bugiin dahi icra idilen devr ve teftis-i [Jacizanemde matbalJalarda mugayir-i riza-y1
ali bir sey’e tesadiif idilememis Beyoglu kitabgilarinda tesadiif idilen Rum
Imparatorlart nAmiyla Atina ve matb(i[Jatindan tesadiif idilen seksen kitJa resmi
havi bir kitlla kitdbin mazarrati cihetiyle zabt ve miisadere olinarak huzir-1 [1ali-i
cenab-1 nezaret-penahilerine takdime ciir’et olunmusdur.

Fi 13 Nisan sene 311

Matba(Jalar miifettisi

297



13. BOA. MF. MKT. 78/1

Fi121 S. sene 300

Sehremanet-i Celilesilne

Pendik  Karyesi kurbunda Temen tallbir olunan mahalde Bizans
Imparatorlar1 ‘Indan Justinyanus nim imparatorun meshiir Janrali Pilizerek bina
itmis oldugu bir ¢cesmenin yaptirdiklar1 cdmillde taslara kullanilmak iizere tahrine
Yaylakdy ahali-i miislimesi tarafindan on sene mukaddem vuk@[] bulan tesebbiis
olunan cénib-i hiikiimetden men[ idilmis oldugu halde karye-i merkiimede insa
idilen kilise ebniyesinde kullanilmak {izere sekene-i karyeden Apotolis Andonyo
Tefedor Yanko Yazici1 oglu Corbac1 Haralambos Dimitri Nikina Petros Londariyo
Anarbiros Bakkalis Yankos Colakos Evankilis Colakos Burkis Kokodakis Hagi
Kosti ve Pavlo ndm kimesneler tarafindan mezkiir cesmenin hedm ve tahrib ve
taglar1 arabalarla koye nakl olundugu haber virildiginden ve bu gibi ebniye-i
[attkanin hedm ve tahribi ceza kanlinndme-i hiilmayGnunun iki yiiz kirk ii¢ ve iki
yiiz kirk dordiincii maddeleri hiikmiince kat[liyyen memn{i[] olub miitecasirleri
kanlinen mes’#l tutulmak lazim geleceginden bahsle icra-y1 icdb1 miize-i hiimay(n
miidiriyet-i behiyyesinden ba-tezkire is[lar olunmus asar-1 kadimenin muhafazasi
ehemmiyeti nezd-i vala-y1 asefanelerine beydndan mustagni olunmus oldugundan
merkimlar hakkinda hiikm-1 kanQinun ifasiyla emsaline ibret gosterilmesi huslisuna
himem-i [laliyye-i eméanet-penahileri dergar buyurulmak

F125 Safer sene 1300 ve f1 25 Kéniin-1 evvel sene 298 yazild1.
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14. BOA. MF. MKT. 78/2

Miize-i Hiimayiin

MalJarif Nezaret-i Celilesine

Devletlii Efendim Hazretleri

Pendik Karyesi kurbunda Temen tallbir olunan mahalde k&’in olub Bizans
Imparatorlar1 Indan Justinyanus nim imparatorun meshiir Janrali Pilizerek bina
itmis oldugu bir ¢cesmenin bundan on sene mukaddem yikub tasglarini almak ve inga
itdikleri camille kullanmak gibi Yayla koyii ahali-i miislimesi tarafindan vukii[]
bulan tesebbiisat hiikimet-i mahalliye tarafindan men(] idilmis oldugu halde bu
kere Pendik Karyesi dahilinde insa edilen kilisede kullanmak {izere karye-i mezkiir
ahélisinden Apostolis Andonyo Tofodor Suniribo Banko Pazimisi oglu Corbaci
Haralambos Dimitri Nikista Petros Londariyo Anabriyos Bakkalis Yankos Colakos
Evamgilis Colakos Yorgis Koforakisi Haci Kosti ve Pavlo mallrifetleriyle igbu
cesme hedm ve tahrib olunub taglar1 dahi [Jarabalarla kdye nakl olunmus oldugu
haber alinmigdir. Mallliim-1 [Jali-i nezaret-pendhileri oldugu {izere haber ceza
kantnname-i hiimayGinunun iki yiiz kirk ii¢ ve iki yiiz kirk dordiincii maddeleri
miicebince bu gibi ebniye-i [Jatikanin hedm ve tahribi kat[liyyen memnii[]
oldugundan miitecasirlerin kantinen st’al tutulmalarinin lazim gelen mahalle irdde
ve islJar buyurulmasi babinda emr u ferméan hazret-i men-lehiil/l-emrindir. Fi 18
Safer sene 300 ve f1 18 Kan{in-1 evvel sene 298

Hamdullah
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15. BOA. MF. MKT. 441.

Zabtiye Nezaret-i [1Aliyyesine

Anadolu simendifer idaresi miiltezimi tarafindan demiryolu hatt1 i¢in kum ve cakil
tas1 ¢ikarilmak iizere Dil IskelesilInde icra etdirilmekde olan hafriyatda bakir ve
giimiis antika akce ve sdir ballzi esyd zuhiir etmesine mebni bunlar Uskiidar
Mutasarrif-1  [JAliyyesince elde edilerek gonderildiginden me’mir-1 mahs@isa
tevdil]an irsal kilindigina ve Haydar Pasa komiserliginden alinan jurnalde ise
mahal-i mezklirda hafriyat ve taharriyita devam edilirse daha bir takim asarin
zuhliru melh@iz edildigi bildirildigine dair 29 Tesrin-i evvel sene 314 tarih ve doksan
iic numarall tezkire-i vala-y1 nezéret-penahileri Miize-i HiimayGn Midiiriyet-i
[JAliyyesilIne ledelll-havéle asar-1 mezk(re billl-viirGd mullayene olundukda
Bizantin devrine mensiib olduklar1 anlagilarak Miize-i Himaytn(Jda hifz edilmis
oldugundan ig[Jar-1 [Jaliyyeleri vechle mahal-i mezk{irda [ameliyat-1 hafriyyeye
devam edilirse daha bir takim asirmn zuhlru melhQiz bulundugundan kemégin
iltizdm-1 takayyiizat ile ¢ikacak asarin Miize-i Hiimay(n ndmina ahz u muhéfazalari
icin lazim gelenlere tebligat-1 akide icrast hus@isunun cevaben savb-1 vala-y1 nezaret-
penahilerine ig[lar ifdde olunmagla ol babda.
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16. BOA. MF. MKT. 430 /1

Miize-i Hiimayiin

MalJarif-i Nezaret-i Celilesine

Devletlii Efendim Hazretleri

Anadolu simendiferi kumpanyasinin Adapazar: istasyonundan kasaba-i mezk{ireye
temdidini tashih etmis oldugu sullbeyi az mesafe ve o nisbette masraf ile viictida
getirmek maksadiyla giizergdhda vakil] ve on bes metre [larz ve bes yiiz metre tilii
ve yirmi kemeri havi olan asar-1 nadire-i kadimeden cisr-i [Jazimden hedmi mansfir
bulundugu istihbar edilmis olub bu koprii Bizantin imparatorlarindan Justinyen
zamanindan kalmig ve fenn-i mil ' marice gayetiil]l-gdye ehemmiyeti hdiz bulunmusg
olduguna ve seyyahin-i ecnebiyyenin bu eser-i nadiriilll-emsali ziyaretden hali
kalmadiklarina nazaran beka-y1 mallmdriyeti matlib ve miiltezim ve kumpanyanin
bunu tahribe hicbir vechle hak ve saldhiyeti olmadigi miisellem bulundugundan
hattin mezkir koprii tizerinden gecirilmesi caiz olsa bile kusur vakill vechle hedmi
kat[Jan rehin-i cevaz olamayacaginin ve bu babda kumpanyaya tebligat-1 mii’essire
icrasiyla kusur-1 mezkiirun fillile ¢ikarilmasina meydan verilemesinin Ticare ve
Nafilla Nezaret-i Celilesi[ne is[]ar1 keméal-i ehemmiyetle [Jarz ve niyaz olunur. Ol
béabda emr u fermén hazret-i men-lehiilll-emrindir. Fi 29 Receb sene 316 ve fi 1
Kanfin-1 evvel sene 314.

Miize-i Himaytin Miidiiri

Hamdullah
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17. BOA. MF. MKT. 430 /2

Ticaret ve NafilJa Nezaret-i Celilesine

Anadolu simendiferi kumpanyasinin Adapazari istasyonundan kasaba-i mezkireye
temdidini tasmim etmis oldugu sullbeyi az mesafe ve o nisbette masraf ile viicida
getirmek iizere giizergdhda vaki[] ve on bes metre [larz ve bes yiiz metre tdlii ve
yirmi kemeri havi olan asar-1 nadire-i kadimeden cisr-i [Jazimin hedmi mans@r
bulundugu istihbar edilmis olub bu koprii Bizans imparatorlarindan Justin[Jin
zamanindan kalmig ve fenn-i mil ' marice gayetiil]l-gdye ehemmiyeti hdiz bulunmusg
olduguna ve seyyahin-i ecnebiyyenin bu eser-i nadiriilJl-mesali ziyaretden hali
kalmadiklarina nazaran bekd-y1 mallmiriyyeti matlib ve miiltezim ve
kumpanyanin bunu tahribe hicbir vechle hakk-1 saldhiyeti olmadigi miisellem
bulundugundan hatti mezkir koprii tizerinden gegirilmesi céiz olsa bile kustr vakil’
vechle hedmi kat[]an rehin cevaz olamayacagini ve bu babda kumpanyaya tebligat-1
mil’essire icrastyla kusfir-1 mezkdrun filJile ¢ikarilmasina meydan verilmemesinin
savb-1 [Jali-i nezaret-penahilerine liizim-1 is[Jar1 Miize-i Hiimayln Miidiriyet-i
[JAliyyesiInden ba-tezkire izbar kilmmis ve icra-y1 icdbiyla mer’i olan kusir
vakil] ise fenn-i asar-1 [Jatika nokta-i nazarindan gayetiil'l-gdye hdiz-i ehemmiyet
olan mezk{r eser-i kiymetdarin muhéfazas1 emrinde tedabir-i lazime-i kat[Jiyye
ittihdz-1 himem-i celile-i nezaret-pendhilerinden billl-hdssa manzir ve merch
bulunmus olmagla ol babda.
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APPENDIX C
TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu tez, Bizans mirasinin algilanmas1 ve mimarlik tarihi yazimini, 19. ylizyil
sonu ile 20. ylizyil bas1 Osmanh Tiirkiyesi odakli olarak incelemektedir. Calismada,
oryantalizm, milliyetcilik ve tarih yazimi arasindaki karmagik iliskiler baglaminda,
tarihsel metinlerde Bizans’in kiiltiirel ve mimari mirasinin nasil temsil edildigi ve
betimlendigi arastirimaktadir. Bu c¢alisma aymi zamanda, Avrupa ve Osmanli
diinyasinda Bizans’in nasil algilandigim karsilagtirmal tarihsel baglam igerisinde
incelemeye calisir. Arastirma, biiyiik oranda Bizans mirasina iligkin bilgi iiretiminde
ve yayillmasinda onemli rol oynayan bireylerin yazilarinin yakin bir okumasina
dayanir. Tiirkiye’de Bizans mirasi lizerine bu en erken yazilarin, ideolojik ve tarih
yazimsal mirasina odaklamlarak incelenmesi ve giiniimiizde devam etmekte olan
Bizans hakkindaki olumsuz algilarin kokeninin irdelenmesi ile bu caligmanin,
Tiirkiye’deki Bizans calismalarina katkida bulunacag diisiiniilmektedir. Daha genel
olarak ise bu ¢alisma ile sarkiyatc¢ilik, tarih yazimi ve ulus devlet insaas1 arasindaki
iliskilere dair literatiire katkida bulunmak amaclanmistir.

Son yillarda, 6zellikle Edward Said’in Oryantalizm (1978) adli calismasinin
yarattigl ivme nedeniyle, Bat1i Avrupa’da Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi ve tarih
yaziminin elestirel bir sekilde degerlendirilmesine yonelik caligmalar artmustir.’ Bu
caligmalar, Bati Avrupa’da tarih boyunca Bizans’a ikircikli ve degisken yaklagimlar
oldugu, hatta ana akim tarih yaziminda “Bizans’in yoklugu” sorularm giindeme
getirmistir.” Diger taraftan son yillarda milliyetcilik, ulus-devlet ve tarih yazimi

izerine caligmalarda da bir artig goriilmektedir. Bu ¢aligmalarda 6zellikle Giiney-

! S6zii edilen calismalardan bazilari sunlardir: Robin Cormack ve Elizabeth Jeffreys, (eds.), Through
the Looking Glass: Byzantium through British Eyes, Papers from the Twenty-ninth Spring
Symposium of Byzantine Studies, London, March 1995, (Ashgate, Variorum, 2000).; Liz James
(ed.), A Companion to Byzantium, (Chichester/Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010).; Robert
Ousterhout, “Apologia for Byzantine Architecture”, Gesta, 35/1, (1996), 21-33.; Robert S. Nelson,
“Living on the Byzantine Borders of Western Art”, Gesta, Vol.35, No.1 (1996): 3-11.

> “pek cok tarihgi icin, Bizans yoktur” Averil Cameron, The Byzantines (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishing, 2006), 6nsoz sayfasi.
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Dogu Avrupa ve Balkan bolgesindeki ulus devletlerin olusumunda Bizans mirasinin
rolii konusu 6nem kazanmustir.® Ancak soz konusu calismalarda Tiirkiye Grnegi
ihmal edilmistir. Tiirkiye’de bu anlamda yapilan ¢aligmalar ise genellikle klasik
donem ya da Osmanl ve Tiirk mimarlik tarihi iizerine yo gunlasmlstlr.4

Bu tezde incelenen tarihsel donem Osmanli’dan Cumhuriyet’e ge¢is donemi
olan ge¢ 19. yiizyil ile erken 20. yiizyll olarak belirlenmistir. Ancak, erken
Cumhuriyet donemi yalnizca, ge¢ Osmanli doneminde ortaya ¢ikan gelismelerin
devamlilig1 ve degisimini izlemek amaciyla incelenmistir.” Bu tezin amaci, Bizans
mirasina iligkin ge¢c Osmanli donemindeki devlet politikalarini incelemekten ziyade,
bu donemde yasayan entelektiieller tarafindan {iiretilen bilgiyi ve yaklasimlar
incelemek oldugu icin; Osmanlt donemindeki arkeolojik arastirmalar, miizecilik
faaliyetleri, koruma ve onarim aktiviteleri yalnizca tarihi ve politik baglam1 vermek
amactyla betimlenmistir. Dolayisiyla ¢aligmanin birincil kaynaklarini, Bizans tarihi,
sanati ve mimarligr {izerine yazilmis Kkitaplar, makaleler, seyahatnameler ve
monografiler olusturur. Ayrica, s6z konusu donemde Bati Avrupa iilkeleri ve
Amerika’da iiretilmis diinya mimarlik tarihi (survey) kitaplari, ilk kez burada
Bizans mimarisinin, diinya mimarlik tarihi yazim ic¢indeki yerini anlamak icin
incelenmistir.

Tiirkiye’de bu tiirden bir mimarlik tarihi yazimi 6rneklerini, bu dénem igin

bulmak elbette miimkiin degildir. Bu tezde, Bizans mimari miras1 iizerine bilgi

? Ornegin bakimiz, Marius Turda, “National Historiographies in the Balkans, 1830-1989”, The
Contested Nation: Ethnicity, Class, Religion and Gender in National Histories, Stefan Berger and
Chris Lorenz, eds., 463-489, (Writing the National Series, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).

* Ornegin bakiniz, Giilru Necipoglu ve Sibel Bozdogan, (eds.) History and Ideology: Architectural
Heritage of the Lands of Rum, Mugarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World,
Vol. 24, (Leiden-Boston, 2007).

> Tiirkiye’de erken Cumhuriyet donemi kiiltiir politikalarinda arkeoloji, kiiltiirel miras ve koruma
calismalar1 ve bunlarin ulus-devlet insa siirecindeki roliine iligkin ¢alismalardan bazilar1 sunlardir:
Mehmet Ozdogan, “Ideology and Archaeology in Turkey” in Archaeology Under Fire: Nationalism,
Politics and Heritage in the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East, Lynn Meskell, 111-123,
(London and New York: Routledge, 1998); Mehmet Ozdogan, “Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti ve Arkeoloji:
Siyasi Yonlendirmeler-Celiskiler ve Gelisim Siireci”, Bilango: 1923-1998: Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin
75 Yilina Toplu Bakis Uluslar arast Kongresi, (I: Siyaset, Kiiltiir, Uluslararas: Iliskiler), ed. Zeynep
Rona, 193-204, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1998); Giil Pulhan, “Cumhuriyet’in Arkeoloji
Seferberligi”, Sanat Diinyanuz, Vol: 89, (2004): 171-174.; Tugba Tanyeri-Erdemir, “Archaeology as
a Source of National Pride in the Early Years of the Turkish Republic”, Journal of Field
Archaeology, Vol. 31, no. 4, (2004):381-393.
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iretimi konusunda Onciiliilk eden ii¢ yazar, Celal Esad [Arseven] (1876-1971),
Mehmed Ziya (1871-1930), Ahmed Refik [Altinay] (1880-1937) iizerine
odaklanilmistir. S6z konusu yazarlar aslinda bilimsel ilgiden yoksun degillerdir.
Ozellikle Tiirkiye’deki ilk sanat tarihgisi olarak bilinen Celal Esad’n, Tiirk sanat ve
mimarhgina iligkin kitaplar1 pek cok acidan degelrlend'urilmist'ur.6 Aym sekilde
Ahmed Refik, hem bir tarih¢i hem de popiiler bir romanci olarak pek cok modern
aragtrmanin  konusu olmustur.” Ancak sozii edilen arastirmalar, bu yazarlarin
genellikle Osmanly/Tiirk tarihi, sanatt ve mimarisi iizerine yazdiklart ile
ilgilenmisglerdir. Bu ¢alismada bu yazarlarin eserleri, Tiirkiye’de Bizans mimari
tarihi {izerine yapilan calismalarin en erken Ornekleri olarak incelenmektedir.
Mehmed Ziya ise Celal Esad ve Ahmed Refik kadar taninmig bir yazar olmamakla
birlikte, en onemli eseri Istanbul ve Bogazici 2004 yilinda yeni harflerle yeniden
basilmistir.®* Ancak bu giine kadar onun bu calismas: da detayl bir incelemenin
konusu olmamustir.

Tezin icerik ve metoduna iligkin olarak, dncelikle bu tez, Avrupa ve Osmanli
diinyasindaki Bizans algisini karsilagtirmali tarihsel baglam icinde incelemeye
caligmistir. Bu kapsamda, Osmanh yazarlarinin Avrupali yazarlar ile olan iligkileri,
Bizans’a iligkin “yerlesik” baz1 algilarin Avrupa’dan nasil “ithal” edildigi, ama ayn1
zamanda Osmanly/Tiirk yazarlarin Bizans mirasina iliskin “yerel” bir soylem de
gelistirdikleri ileri siiriilmektedir. Bu yaklasim, sozii edilen donemde, Balkan
ilkelerinin Bizans mirasina yaklagimim da kisaca ele almayi gerektirdi. Balkan
ilkeleri, Osmanl yazarlarinin Bizans algisina iliskin bir calisma icin iki agidan
Onemliydi. Osmanli devletinin Balkan bdlgesinde bu donemde ortaya cikan
milliyet¢ilik hareketleri ve ardindan bagimsiz modern ulus devletler kurulmasi,
Osmanli yazarlarinin bu siireci anlama ve “bas etme” siirecinde, Bizans’1in algilanig

ve tarih yaziminda ele alinig bi¢imini derinden etkilemistir. Aym zamanda, soz

6 Dogan Kuban, “Celal Esad Arseven ve Tiirk Sanat1 Kavramm”,

http://dergi.mo.org.tr/dergiler/4/391/5707.pdf (11.10.2012); Semavi Eyice “Celal Esad Arseven
(1875-1971)” Belleten, 36, (1972), 141-144.

7 Muzaffer Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam: Ahmed Refik Alnnay (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi
Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1978).

¥ ihtifalci Mehmed Ziya Bey, Istanbul ve Bogazigi: Bizans ve Osmanl Medeniyetlerinin Oliimsiiz
Mirasi, ed. Murat A. Karavelioglu and Enfel Dogan (Istanbul: Bika, 2004).
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konusu iilkelerin ulusal tarihlerini yazma siirecinde de, Bizans’in oynadig: aracsal
rolii géormek de ilginctir.

Ayrica tezin odak noktasim Istanbul’un olusturdugunu belirtmek gerekir.
Bizans Imparatorlugu’na baskentlik yapmis ve Bizans’'in kimligi ile 6zdeslesen
Konstantinopolis ya da Osmanl yazarlarinin deyimiyle Konstantiniyye, bir Osmanl
baskenti olarak da kiiltiirel ve entelektiiel iiretimin merkezi olmustur. Bu nedenle
sadece Avrupali seyyahlarin ve yazarlarin degil, Osmanl yazarlarinin da Bizans
mirasina olan ilgisinin odaginda Istanbul yer almistir. Dahasi bu ilgi, Bizans
Istanbul’unun arkeolojisi, sanat1 ve mimarisi iizerine yapilan ¢alismalarin en erken
orneklerinin ortaya c¢ikisina taniklik etmektedir.

Bu tez yedi bolimden olusmaktadir. Tezin giris boliimii olan Birinci
bolimde; calismanin genel cercevesi ve konuya iliskin daha ©nce yapilan
calismalarin degerlendirilmesiyle birlikte, Bizans imparatorlugu’nun yapisi, cografi
ve tarihi smirlarina iligkin ¢ok temel bilgiler yer alir.

Ikinci boliimde, tezin asil odak noktasim olusturan geg 19. yiizyilda yasanan
donlisiimii  anlamak amaciyla, bu doneme kadar olan tarihsel arka plan ele
alinmugtir. Iki alt boliime ayrilan bu boliimiin ilk kisminda, Bat1 Avrupa’da Bizans
mirasina olan ilginin kaynagi ve erken modern donemdeki ilk Bizans ¢aligmalarina
yer verilmistir. Ikinci alt boliim ise aym dénemde, Istanbul’un fethinin ardindan
kendini Bizans topraklarinda konumlandiran Osmanli Imparatorlugu’na ayrilms,
19. yiizylla kadar Osmanli’nmin Bizans miras: ile olan iliskisi Ozellikle Ayasofya
izerinden degerlendirilmeye calisilmigtir.

Uglincii boliim biitiiniiyle 19. yiizyil Bati Avrupa’sma ayrilmistir. Bu
donemdeki milliyet¢ilik, oryantalizm ve tarih yazimi arasindaki iliskiler
baglaminda, Bati Avrupa tarih yaziminda Bizans’in yeri ve Ozellikle Bizans
mimarlik tarihi yazimini inceler. Bu boliimde ilk olarak, 19. yiizyilda ortaya ¢ikan
tarihsel gelismeler ve Avrupa’da bir nevi Bizans’in “yeniden kesfi” incelenir.
Ardindan, bugiin kullanilan genel mimarlhk tarihi kitaplarinin en erken
orneklerinden olusan bir secki; genel olarak mimarlifin ge¢misinin nasil tarihi
donemlere ayrildigi, Bizans mimarisinin bu dénemlere ayirma icindeki yeri,
tanimlanmasi ve siniflandirilmasi ve genel olarak mimarlik tarihi yazimi metotlar

acisindan incelenmistir.
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Dordiincti boliim, iiclincii boliime paralel olarak 19. yiizyil Osmanh
diinyasina odaklamr. Bu bolim ii¢ ana alt bolime ayriir. Birinci alt bdlim 19.
yiizyildaki tarihsel ve politik baglammi vermektedir. Ikinci alt boliim, Osmanlt
tarih¢ilerinin Bizans mirasin1 nasil algiladigi ve tarihsel metinlerde nasil
betimledigini arastirir. Ayrica, Avrupa ile paralel olarak Osmanl yazarlarinin artan
Bizans ilgisinin ardinda yatan nedenleri anlamaya ¢ahsir. Ugiincii alt boliimde ise
Bati Avrupa ve Osmanli’da oldugu gibi, Balkan bolgesinde yeni kurulan ulus
devletlerde Bizans’in yeniden kesfi ve bunun milli tarih yazimma etkileri
incelenmektedir. Genel olarak bu boliim, ulus devleti kurma siirecinde Bizans
mirasinin roliinii aragtirr ve bu donemdeki yazarlarin benzer tarihsel kosullar
altinda, benzer kaygilar ile “siirekli ve ilerleyici milli bir tarih” yazmak amaciyla,
diger unsurlar ile birlikte Bizans mirasimin ara¢sal kullanimini ortaya koymaya
caligir. Diger bir deyisle, Bizans mirasimnin “sanlt uzak ge¢mis” ile modern ulus
devletler arasindaki tarihsel bagi kurmadaki roliine dikkat ¢eker.

Besinci boliim, Bizans Istanbul’unun yazinsal ve gorsel imgeleri, metinler ve
bireyleri inceler. Bu béliimiin odak noktasinda, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun son
yirmi yilinda, Bizans tarihi, sanati ve mimarlig iizerine calisma yapan li¢ dnemli
figiir; Mehmed Ziya, Celal Esad ve Ahmet Refik vardir. Bu yazarlarin, Tiirkiye’deki
Bizans sanat1 ve mimarlig1 yazininin en erken orneklerini verdiklerini sdylemek
miimkiindiir.

Besinci boliim ii¢ alt boliime ayrilmistir. Birinci alt boliimde bu yazarlarin
icinde bulundugu tarihsel, politik ve kiiltiirel ortam1 yeniden kurmak amaciyla,
ozellikle 19. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan sonra ortaya ¢ikan modern devlet kurumlari,
yasal diizenlemeler, arkeoloji ve miizecilik faaliyetlerinin genel bir portresi verilir.
Besinci boliimiin ikinci alt bolimii, Avrupalt ve sinirli sayida Osmanli yazarlar
tarafindan, Istanbul iizerine yapilan daha eski calismalara ayrilmistir. Ciinkii bu ii¢
yazarin eserlerinin, bu Oncel ¢aligmalardan bagimsiz degerlendirilmesi miimkiin
degildir.

Besinci boliimiin iigiincii alt boliimiinde ise; bu ii¢ yazarmn Bizans Istanbul’'u

tizerine olan ¢alismalar1 degerlendirilir. Bu ¢aligmalar; Celal Esad’in ilk olarak 1909
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yilinda Paris’te basilan kitabi Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul ve 1912
yilinda Eski Istanbul: Abidat ve Mebanisi adiyla istanbul’da yaymnlanan baskis:’;
Mehmed Ziya’'nim ilk cildi 1920, ikinci cildi ise 1928 yilinda basilan Istanbul ve
Bogazici: Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi adli gahsmas1m ve
tarih¢i Ahmed Refik’in ilk olarak 1912 yilinda yayimlanan, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi:
Beseriyetin Tekemmiilat-1 Medeniye, Ictimaiye, Siyasiye ve Fikriyesi adli kitabinin
Bizans tarihine ayrilan boliimleri ayrintili olarak incelenmektedir.'' Bu kapsamda,
Bizans Istanbul’'unun tarihsel topografyasi ve mimarisinin s6z konusu yazarlar
tarafindan nasil bir kuramsal ve pratik ¢ercevede kurgulandigi; kentin gecmisine ve
eski eserlerine artan bir ilgi ile metinlerde yazili olanlarla yetinmeyip, anitlari
yerinde inceleyerek kentin “Bizans arkeolojisi” ile de ilgilendikleri, tarih yoluyla
gecmisi kurgulamada ve bir kimlik insaa etmede, Bizans mimarisine ait gorsel
malzemenin nasil bir iglev iistlendigi incelenmistir.

Altinc1 boliimde, dordiincii ve besinci boliimde genel cercevesi verilen tezin
ana noktalarmn1 olusturan Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi ve tarih yaziminin,
Imparatorluktan Cumbhuriyet’e gecis siirecindeki 6zel tarihsel kosullar nedeniyle
doniisiimii ve Bizans mirasina iligkin sdylemin degisimini incelemektedir. Burada
ozelikle 1900’lerden sonra Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi ve tarih yaziminin, degisen
tarihi ve politik kosullara bagh olarak ortaya cikan iic temel tarihsel olgu
kapsaminda anlasilabilecegini 6ne siirer. Bunlar kabaca, milliyet¢ilik, ulus-devlet
ingaa siireci ve oryantalizmdir.

Altinc1 boliimiin ilk alt boliimiinde sirasiyla, artan milliyet¢ilik ve Osmanh

aydinlar1 arasinda Tirkgiiliikk ideolojisinin yiikselisi, Balkan bélgelerinde yeni

® Celal Esad, Constantinople de Byzance d Stamboul, (Paris: H. Laurens, 1909).; Celal Esad Arseven,
Eski Istanbul Abidat ve Mebaisi, ed. Dilek Yelkenci, (Istanbul: Celik Giilersoy Vakfi, Istanbul
Kiitiiphanesi, 1989).

' Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi, (Birinci
Kitab, Miiellif: Meclis-i Kebir-i Madrif, Evkaf-i Islamiye Miizesi Meclisi ve Muhafaza-i Asdr-i1 Afika
ve Tarih-i Osman-i Enciimenleri Azasindan Mehmed Ziya), (Istanbul: Darii't-tiba'ati'l-amire, 1336
[1920]; Mehmed Ziya, Istanbul ve Bogazici Bizans ve Osmanli Medeniyetlerinin Asar-1 Bakiyesi,
(Ikinci Kitab, Miiellif: Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Enciimen-i Daimisi Katib Umumisi Mehmed Ziya),
(Istanbul, Devlet Matbaasi, 1928).

" Ahmed Refik, Biiyiik Tarih-i Umumi: Beseriyetin Tekemmiilat-1 Medeniye, Ictimaiye, Siyasiye ve
Fikriyesi, Cilt 4, (Istanbul: Kiitiibhane-i Islam ve Askeri, Ibrahim Hilmi, 1327/1911-1912).
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kurulan ulus devletler ve ardindan 6zellikle Yunanistan’in bagimsizligini kazanmasi
ile gelisen tarihsel siire¢ ve son olarak Osmanli’nin kurulus donemi ve yapisina
iliskin Bizans’in kopyasi oldugu seklindeki Bati Avrupa tarih yazimindaki yerlesik
oryantalist sOylemin kars1 tezler gelistirilmesine neden oldugu ve dolayisiyla
Tiirkiye’deki Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi ve tarih yazimim derinden etkiledigini
ortaya koymaya calisilmaktadir.

Altinc1 boliimiin ikinci alt boliimiinde ise, besinci boliimde eserleri incelenen
ic yazarin, yani Celal Esad, Mehmed Ziya ve Ahmed Refik’in Cumhuriyet’in
ilanindan sonra ortaya ¢ikan tarihsel ve politik kosullar baglaminda bireysel ve
akademik doniisiimleri izlenmektedir. Burada 6zellikle Bizans mirasina yaklagimlar
acisindan ge¢ Osmanli doneminden Cumhuriyet’e kalan miras iizerine durulmustur.
Bu kapsamda ayrica, ilk olarak 1931 yilinda yayimlanan Bizans Miiesseselerinin
Osmanli Miiesseselerine Tesiri Hakkinda Bazi Miilahazalar” adli makalesi ile
yukarida bahsedilen Osmanli’daki Bizans etkisi “sorununu” ¢ok kapsamli bir
sekilde ele alan Fuad Kopriilii ve ¢aligsmalar1 degerlendirilmistir. 12

Bu tez, Bizans mirasinin algilanmasi1 ve mimarlik tarihi yazimi {izerine
yapilan ilk kapsamli ¢alismadir. Tezin sonuclarin1 sekiz ana madde ile siralamak
miimkiindiir:

1. Bizans’a yaklagimmlarin tarih boyunca biitiinciil olmayip, degisen tarihi ve
politik kosullardan fazlasiyla etkilendigi goriilmektedir. Diger bir degisle, tarih
boyunca yekpare bir Bizans algisindan s6z etmek miimkiin degildir. Belirli
donemlerde Bati Avrupa politik ve edebi yaziminda “dogulu” bir devlet olarak
tanimlanmasina ragmen, Bizans’in tamamen “teki” olarak kurgulanip dislandigi da
sOylenemez. Bizans ne tam olarak Avrupa medeniyetine ait, ne de otekidir. Bizans
mirasinin  yalnizca belirli yOnlerinin “benimsenmesine” dayanan bu “segici”
yaklagimin nedenleri tarih boyunca bazi degisimler gosterse de, degismeyen bazi

temel Ozellikleri vardir. Bunlarin basinda da, Bizans olarak adlandirilan

12" Fuad Kopriilii, “Bizans Miiesseselerinin  Osmanlt Miiesseselerine Tesiri Hakkinda Bazi
Miilahazalar”, Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Tarihi Mecmuasi, 1 (1931), 165-313.; Fuad Kopriilii, Bizans
Miiesselerinin Osmanli Miiesselerine Tesiri, 4. basim, (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2003); Mehmet
Fuat Kopriilii, Some Observations on the Influence of Byzantine Institutions on Ottoman Institutions,
trans. Gary Leiser, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999).
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imparatorlugun yapis1 gelmektedir. Klasik Yunan kenti iizerine “Yeni Roma” olarak
inga edilen; Hiristiyan, fakat Ortodoks, “Dogulu” ve “Islam™ amimsatan bazi
Ozellikleri nedeniyle Bizans, Bat1 Avrupa uygarligindan farklidir.

Bu tezin katkilarindan birisi, Avrupa ve Osmanli’nin Bizans algisinin paralel
bir bicimde incelemesidir. Bu kapsamda, Osmanli’nin Bizans algisinin, sanilanin
aksine Bat1 Avrupa’dan pek de farkli olmadig, hatta aralarinda pek cok paralellikler
bulundugu anlasilmaktadir. Her iki durumda da Bizans mirasina ikircikli ve secici
bir yaklasim s6z konusudur. En erken donemlerden itibaren, Konstantinopolis’in
sahip oldugu “antikiteler” ve “tilsimli anitlar” hem Avrupali hem de Miisliman
seyyahlarin ve bilginlerin ilgisini ¢eken ilk sey olmustur. Ayni sekilde, erken
modern donem boyunca, Bizans Imparatorlugunun kendisinden ziyade onun
gecmisi ve temsil ettigi gorkemli Roma, evrensel imparatorluk ideolojisine sahip
olan monarsiler i¢in sembolik ve ideolojik dneme sahip olmustur. Bu yarista elbette
Bizans’in baskentini kendine baskent yapan Osmanli Imparatorlugu da vardur.
Dolayisiyla Osmanlilar tipkt Avrupali imparatorluklar gibi Bizans mirasiin belirli
yonlerini benimsemisler, onu Roma imparatorluk mirasinin yasal varisi iddialarini
desteklemek i¢in kullanmislardir. Bu donemde, Katip Celebi ve Hiiseyin Hezarfen
gibi 17. ylizyll Osmanli aydinlari, Avrupali tarih¢iler ile kurduklar1 akademik
iligkiler cercevesinde, Bizans kroniklerinin Batili edisyonlarinin Tiirkgceye cevirisi
yoluyla en erken “Bizans ¢aligmalarinin” orneklerini vermislerdir. Bu donemde
ayrica, hem mimari hem de sembolik Onemi bulunan Ayasofya, bir taraftan
gorkemli kubbesiyle Osmanli mimarlarina ilham verirken, diger taraftan Osmanh
tarihgilerinin zihinlerini de mesgul eder. Ozellikle Bizans doneminde iiretilen efsane
ve tarihlerin evrilmesi ve yeni eklenen “temalar” yoluyla Osmanli yazarlari
Avyasofya’nin tarihini yeniden iiretirler.

18. yilizylda Avrupa’mn Bizans’it algilayisinda koklii degisimler soz
konusudur. Fransiz devriminin etkisiyle politik literatiirde, Bizans’in “otoriter” ve
“dogulu” ozelikleri nedeniyle despotik ve bozulmus bir imparatorluk olarak

B

tanimlanmasiyla; daha onceleri “antikite deposu” olarak adlandirilan Bizans, 18.
yiizyll literatiiriinde “oteki” olarak belirir. Ilging bir sekilde, bu dénem aym
zamanda “Avrupa” kavrami ve Avrupa merkezci bakis acisinin olusumunda da bir

doniim noktasidir. Oryantalist diisiince sisteminin baslangici ile “dogu” ile bat1”
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arasindaki ayrimin belirginlestigi, politik literatiirde Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun da
tipk1 Bizans gibi olumsuzlandig goriiliir.

Avrupa’da Bizans’a iliskin bu olumsuz tavirlara karsilik, 18. yiizyll Osmanl
bagkenti Istanbul’da Bizans mimarisi ve kiiltiirii adeta yeniden canlanir. Ancak
bunun nedenine iligskin somut tarihi veriler olmayisi, bu ilginin istanbul’da Fenerli
Rumlarin etkisiyle simirli oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Kendilerini Bizans mirasinin
koruyucusu olarak goren ve soy agaglarini son Bizans siilalesine kadar dayandiran
Istanbul’un Fener semtinde oturan bu zengin ve niifuz sahibi ailenin, 18. yiizyilda
Osmanl sarayindaki etkisinin oldukga arttig1 bilinmektedir.

2. Bu calisma, 19. yiizyll ortalarindan itibaren Avrupa’da Bizans kiiltiird,
tarihi, sanat1 ve mimarisine karsi gittik¢e artan ilginin; donemin tarihsel kosullari,
milliyet¢ilik, oryantalizm ve tarihselcilik ile yakindan iliskili oldugunu ileri siirer.
Tabii ki, bu donemde tarihin bagimsiz bir disiplin olarak ortaya cikisi ile Bizans
caligmalarinin akademik bir alan olarak dogusu da Onemli gelismelerdir. 19.
yiizyildaki 6nemli tarihsel gelismeler ve ulus-devletlerin ortaya ¢ikisi, bu siiregte
tarih yaziminin gelisimini derinden etkilemistir. Bu siirecte Avrupa’da yerel
kiiltiirlere iliskin yapilan arastirmalar, Ortagag donemine yeni bir ilgi gosterilmesine
neden olur. Bu kapsamda, modern Avrupa tarih yaziminda gerekli olan tarihsel
stirekliligin ortaya koyulmasinda, Bizans mirasimin yeniden kesfi dikkat ¢ekicidir.

Benzer bir siirecin, Balkanlar’da yeni kurulan modern devletler tarafindan da
yasandigim goriiriiz. Ozellikle 19. yiizyil ikinci yarisindan sonra, ulusal bir kiiltiir
yaratmak icin yerel gelenekleri arastiran tarihgiler, benzer sekilde Ortacag
donemine, dolayisiyla tarihsel iliski icinde bulunduklar1 Bizans tarihi ve kiiltiiriine
yeni bir ilgi gosterirler. Boylece, Ortagag Bizans’1 ulus devletlerin ihtiyaci olan eski
caglar ile modern zamanlar arasindaki tarihsel devamliligi saglayan 6nemli bir halka
olarak deger kazanir. Bu siirec, en ¢cok modern Yunan devletinin politik hedefleri ve
tarih yaziminda goze carpar. 1830 yilinda bagimsizligim kazanmasinin ardindan
ulusal kimligini antik Yunan iizerinden kuran modern Yunan devletinin Bizans

mirasina sahip ¢ikmasi 19. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan sonra gerc;eklesir.13 Unlii

" Alexandra Alexandri, “Names and Emblems: Greek Archaeology, Regional Identities and
National Narratives of the Turn of the 20th Century”’, Antiquity, Vol.76/ 291 (2002) 191-199.;
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Yunan tarih¢i Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos’un Yunan milli tarihini Helenizim,
Ortacag Helenizmi ve Modern Helenizm olarak kurgulamasiyla, Bizans, antik
Yunan ile modern Yunani birlestiren zincirin énemli bir halkasi, Yunan tarihinin ve
kimliginin ayrilmaz bir pargast haline gelir.14 Dahasi, Bizans’in Yunan kimligine
vurgu yapan bu yeni kurgulanan ulusal tarih, biitlin Yunan halklarmin bagkenti
Istanbul olan biiyiik bir Helen imparatorlugu altinda birlestirme ideali, yani Megali
idea’ya da yon vermistir. °

Modern Yunan devletinin ulusal tarih yaziminda Bizans mirasina sahip
cikma bi¢imi diger Balkan uluslart icin de Ornek teskil eder. Ancak bu siireg,
Ornegin Romanya ve Bulgaristan’da daha cetrefilli bir hal alir. Ciinkii modern
Avrupali bir devlet kurma idealleri olan Romanyal1 ve Bulgaristanli donemin bazi
entelektiielleri icin Bizans devleti sadece ‘“dogulu”, “despotik” ve “kirsal” bir
imparatorlugu degil, aym zamanda yiizyillardan beri slirmekte olan Rum
Ortodokslugu’nun istiinliigii ve baskisini da temsil etmektedir. Ancak, tipki
Yunanistan 6rneginde oldugu gibi, eski ¢aglar ile modern ulus devletler arasindaki
bagi kurmada Bizans miras1 6nemli rol oynar. Bu nedenle, 19. yiizyil tarih
yaziminin, her ulusun “6zgiin” niteliklerini belirlemede kullanilan 6lgiitler; yani
etnisite, din ve dil kapsaminda, Bizans Imparatorlugu’nun kendilerine uygun belirli
ozelliklerini vurgulayan bir yaklasim sergilerler. Ornegin Bizans’in Ortodoks dinini
ve Yunanca dilini vurgulayan Yunan tarih yazimina karsilik, bazi Romanyal

tarih¢iler Bizans’1n Roma kokenine dikkat (;ekerler.16

Mehmet Ozdogan, “Heritage and Nationalism in the Balkans and Anatolia: What Has Happened
since Hasluck?”, Archaeology, Anthropology and Heritage in the Balkans and Anatolia: The Life
and Times of F.W. Hascluck, 1878-1920, ed. David Shankland, Cilt 2, (Istanbul: Isis Press), 395-96.

4 Andromache Gazi, “National Museums in Greece: History, Ideology, Narratives”, Building
National Museums in Europe 1750-2010. Conference proceedings from EuNaMus, European
National Museums: Identity Politics, the Uses of the Past and the European Citizen, Bologna 28-30
April 2011, ed. Peter Aronsson & Gabriella Elgenius, EuNaMus Report No 1 (Linkdping University,
2010), 366. http://www.ep.liu.se/ecp_home/index.en.aspx?issue=064 (21.01.2013).

" Joannis A. Tassopoulos, “Constitutionalism and the Ideological Conversion to National Unity
under the Greek Constitution of 18647, in Ways to Modernity in Greece and Turkey Encounters with
Europe, 1850-1950, ed. Anna Frangoudaki and Caglar Keyder, (London; New York: LB. Tauris,
2007), 12.

' Marius Turda, “Historical Writing in the Balkans”, The Oxford History of Historical Writing,
Volume 4: 1800-1945, ed. Stuart Macintyre, Juan Maiguashca, and Attila Pk (Oxford- New York :
Oxford University Press, 2011), 352.
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3. Bu calisma, 19. yiizyilin sonlarindan itibaren Avrupa’da oldugu gibi,
Osmanli yazarlar1 arasinda da Bizans tarihi, kiiltiirii ve sanatina belirgin bir ilgi
artis1 oldugunu gostermistir. Osmanli yazarlar1 Bizans mirasinin ¢esitli yonleri,
ozellikle de bu mirasin Osmanl iizerine etkileri iizerine yazmaya baglarlar. Yeni
tarih yazimi metotlarinin ve evrensel tarih yaziminin ortaya cikist da bu gelismede
elbette onemli rol oynamaktadir. Avrupali tarih¢iler gibi Osmanli yazarlar1 da, eski
geleneklerin ve uzak ge¢misin sadece siirekli ve dogrusal bir tarih yazimi i¢in degil,
imparatorlugun gittikce azalmakta olan siyasi mesruiyetini saglamak icin de dnemli
oldugunun farkina varmislardir. Boylece, tarihsel calismalarda imparatorlugun
kurulug donemlerine yeni bir ilgi soz konusudur."’?

Tipkt Avrupali yazarlar gibi Osmanli yazarlarmin da cizgisel bir Osmanh
tarihi yazmak icin Bizans tarihinden yararlandiklar1 goriilir. Bu metinlerdeki
Bizans’mn betimlemeleri cogu zaman olumsuz olsa da, Osmanl tarihini daha iyi
anlamak i¢in Bizans tarihinin ¢alisilmas1 gerektigini belirten yeni bir anlayis da soz
konusudur. Daha da 6nemlisi, Osmanl1 imparatorlugunun son dénemindeki tarihsel
ve politik kosullarin etkisiyle, imparatorlugun c¢okiis nedenlerini anlamaya ve
¢Oziim aramaya yOnelen bazi tarih¢iler icin Bizans imparatorlugu, 6nemli bir
tarihsel ornek teskil eder. Bizans ve Osmanli’nin, imparatorluk yapisindan kaynakl
ortak Ozelliklerini ortaya koyan bu calismalar, Osmanli’nin Bizans mirasinin
Onemine de isaret eden ilk calismalar olarak degerlendirilebilir.

4. Donemin entelektiiellerinin Bizans tarihine ve Ozellikle Bizans
Istanbul’'una olan ilgisi, yirminci yiizyiln ilk ceyreginde Konstantinopolis’in
tarihsel topografya, mimari ve arkeolojisine dair 6nemli calismalarin ortaya ¢ikisina
zemin hazirlar. Bu tezin en 6nemli katkilarindan birisi de, Bizans Istanbul’una
ilisgkin yukarida isimleri zikredilen bu en erken caligmalarin ayrintili olarak
incelenmesidir. Bu anlamda, 6zellikle Celal Esad, Mehmed Ziya ve Ahmed Refik’in

yasadiklar1 kentin Bizans mirasin1 arastirmak ve bu konuda hemsehrilerini

"7 Christoph Neumann, “Bad Times, Better Self: Definitions of Identitity and Strategies for
Development in Late Ottoman Historiography, 1850-1900”, The Ottomans and the Balkans: A
Discussion of Historiography, ed. Fikret Adanir, Suraiya Faroghi, (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 61-66;
Ahmet Ersoy, “Architecture and the Search for Ottoman Origins in the Tanzimat Period” in
Mugarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World, Cilt: 24 (2007), 126-130.
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aydinlatmak amaciyla yazdiklar1 eserler, Tiirkiye’deki Bizans ¢aligmalarinin ¢ok
daha eskiye gittiginin gostergeleridir.

Bu eserlerin iiretiminin, biiyiikk oranda Osmanli Imparatorlugunun
modernlesme cabalar1 kapsamindaki reformlari, kiiltiir mirasina yeni bir yaklasim
ile yapilan yasal diizenlemeler, miizecilik ve arkeoloji faaliyetleri ile Istanbul’un
cok kiiltiirlii ortaminda kurulan bilimsel cemiyetler ile yakindan ilgili oldugu
goriiliir. Bu durum 6zellikle, her {i¢ yazarin da Muhafaza-i Asar-1 Atika Cemiyeti,
Istanbul Mubhipleri Dernegi ve Osmanh Tarih Cemiyeti gibi, tarih ve Istanbul’a
iligkin bilimsel yayin yapmay1 tesvik eden cemiyetlerin aktif {iyeleri olmalarindan
bellidir. Ayrica, 19. yiizyilda Bizans Istanbul’u iizerine Avrupali yazarlarca yapilan
cok sayida calismanin da, Osmanli yazarlar1 iizerinde biiyiik etkisi olmustur. Bu
durum, her ii¢ yazarin da Bizans Istanbul’una iliskin kendilerinden 6nce ya da
donemin Avrupali yazarlarinca iiretilen calismalarin metot ve icerigini
“benimseme”lerinden de acik¢a bellidir. Ancak onlarin c¢alismasi ayni zamanda;
Celal Esad’in milliyet¢i kaygilarinda, Mehmed Ziya’'nin “evrensel” yaklasiminda,
ya da Ahmed Refik’in gorsel malzemeler yoluyla Bizans mirasint Osmanh
kimliginin bir pargast olarak kurgulamaya caligmasinda goriilecegi iizere, “yerel”
iretimin “6zgiin” drnekleridir.

5. Avrupa’da Bizans mimarlik tarihi yazimina iliskin olarak, mimarlik tarihi
kitaplarinda yaptigim arastirmalar, s6z konusu donemdeki tarih yazimina paralel
olarak mimarlik tarihinin de, 19. yiizyil tarih yazimimn belirleyici faktorleri olan
“etnisite”, “cografya” ve “din” kategorileri ile tanimlanip siniflara ya da donemlere
ayrildiklarin1 ortaya koymustur. Bu ac¢idan bakildiginda, diinya mimarlik tarihi
kitaplarinin, Bizans mimarisini bu kriterler kapsaminda tamimlamakta ya da
siniflamakta “problem” yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Baz1 mimarlik tarihi kitaplariin
Bizans’t Avrupa’dan tamamen soyutlayip genellikle Asyali ya da Dogulu
kiiltiirlerin mimarlig: ile ayn1 kategoride degerlendirdikleri, diger baz1 kitaplarin ise
Bizans’ i Greko-Roman mirasini vurgulayarak, onun Avrupa mimarlik iisluplarinin
gelisimindeki roliine vurgu yapan bir yaklasim sergiledikleri goriismiistiir. Bu
yaklagimin; Bizans mimarliginin yalnizca antik donem ile sirli oldugu,
Ayasofya’nin Bizans mimarlik geleneginde ulasilan en {ist nokta olarak

degerlendirilip sonraki donemlerde ortaya konan yapitlarin mimari bir gerileme
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olarak goriilmesi ve anitsallilik bakimindan Gotik ve Ronesans mimarisinin gelisme
cizgisini yakalayamadigi icin Bizans mimarisinin “kii¢iik, karanlik ve duragan
yapilar” olarak degerlendirilmesine neden oldugu ortaya konmustur. Ayrica,
mimarlik tarih yazimindaki bu yaklasimlarin, ©nceki boliimlerde bahsedilen
Avrupa’nin genel olarak Bizans’a olan muglak yaklasimi ile ortiisiir nitelikte oldugu
goriilmiistiir.

Her ne kadar bu tirden bir mimarhk tarihi yazimimi aym doénem
Tiirkiye’sinde goremesek bile, Bizans mimarisine benzer yaklasimlarin izlerini
inceledigimiz yazarlarda da gormekteyiz. Ornegin, Celal Esad’mn Bizans mimarisini
degerlendirmesi ve diinya mimarlik tarihi i¢ine yerlestirmesi, Avrupa’da iiretilen
mimarhk tarihi kitaplarinda goriilen bu degerlendirmeler ile paralellikler
gostermektedir. Avrupa yazininda, Islam mimarisinin Oryantalist bir yaklasim ile
yekpare ve gelisim gostermeyen bir mimari gelenek olarak degerlendirmesini
elestiren Celal Esad, Bizans mimarisini Yunan sanatinin giizelligine erisememekle
suclar. 8

6. Bu calisma, Osmanli doneminden Cumhuriyet donemine gecis
stirecindeki tarihi ve politik kosullarim, Cumhuriyet dénemi Tiirkiye’sinde Bizans
mirasinin algilanmas1 ve ele alinis biciminin yOriingesini belirlemede son derece
Onemli bir rol oynadigimi gosterir. Bu ac¢idan bakildiginda, Osmanly/Tiirk yazarlarin
Bizans mirasina yaklagimlarinin bir nevi “tepkisel” ve giincel politik baglam ile
yakindan ilintili oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir.

Osmanl Imparatorlugu’nun son dénemlerinde artan milliyetcilik hareketleri
ve Balkanlarda bagimsiz ulus devletlerin dogusuna giden siirecle birlikte, Osmanh
aydinlar1 arasinda giderek artan Tiirkgiiliikk ideolojisi tarih yaziminda da yankilarini
bulmus, bazi yazarlar Osmanli Imparatorlugunun ¢okiisiiniin en biiyiik nedeninin
tarihsel Bizans etkisi oldugunu ileri siirerek, Bizans’in nasil kotiiliiklerle dolu

oldugunu vurgulamiglardir. 19

'8 Celal Esad, “Bizans Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, fkdam, 16 Aralik 1906.

19 Celal Nuri, Tarihi-Tedenniyat-1 Osmaniye, Mukadderat-1 Tarihiye, (Istanbul, 1331/1912-3); Celal
Nuri, Rum ve Bizans, (Istanbul, Konstantinyye: Cemiyet Kiitiibhanesi, 1917); Mehmed Murad,
Tarih-i Umumi, Vol.3 (Istanbul:Mihran Matbaasi, 1298 [1882].
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Yunanistan’m Osmanli  Imparatorlugu’ndan bagimsizhgini isyanlarla
kazanmasindan (1821-29), 1923 yilindaki Niifus Miibadelesine kadar olan siirecteki
savaslar ve anlasmazliklar, tarih yaziminda yalmzca Yunanistan’in degil,20 artik
onunla birebir ilintili olarak algilanan Bizans’in da Tiirkiye nin tarihsel diigman
olarak insa edilmesine yol actigi goriilmiistiir. Diger bir deyisle, Yunanistan’in
politik arzularna ulagsmak icin Bizans mirasim ulusal tarihine eklemleyerek sahip
cikmasi, ge¢c Osmanli doneminden itibaren Tiirkiye’de Bizans mirasinin dogrudan
Yunanistan ile iliskilendirilmesine neden olmustur. Ornegin tarih yaziminda
Osmanh Imparatorlugu’nun ¢okiisii ile Yunan ayaklanmalari ve Bizans
Imparatorlugu’nun yeniden insasina dayali bir politika izlemeleri arasinda dogrudan
bir bag kurulmustur.'

Tiirkiye’deki Bizans algis1 ve tarih yaziminin tepkisel olusunun bir diger
nedeni ise Osmanli Devletinin biitiin kurum ve yapilariyla dogrudan Bizans’in bir
kopyast olduguna iliskin Bat1 Avrupa’da iiretilen Oryantalist sdylemlerdir.”* Hem
ge¢ Osmanli hem de erken Cumhuriyet donemi yazarlari1 bu “sorun” ile aktif bir
bicimde mesgul olmuslar ve karsi tezler gelistirmeye calismislardir. Bu cabalarin
konumuz agisindan en Onemli sonucu ise Bizans ile Osmanli arasindaki baglari
timiiyle gormezden gelen ya da reddeden bir yaklasimin dogmasina neden
olmasidir.

Osmanli/Tiirk yazarlarinin bakis acilarint sekillendiren tim bu “digsal”
faktorler disinda, imparatorlugun i¢ dinamikleri daha dogrusu c¢oken bir
imparatorlugun kendisi s6z konusudur. Bu agidan bakildiginda, imparatorlugun
¢cOkiis nedenlerini anlama ve hatta ¢6ziim arayisina giren Osmanli tarihgilerinin,
Bizans’1 tarihsel bir konu olarak ele almaktan ziyade, giincel politika malzemesi

olarak ele almalar1 da “dogal”’dir. Bu durum 6zellikle “Osmanli’da Bizans etkisi”

%% Hercules Millas, “Milli Tiirk Kimligi ve “Oteki (Yunan)”, Milliyetcilik, ed. T.Bora, M. Giiltekin,
Modern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Diisiince. C.4, T. Bora, genel editor (Istanbul: Hetisim, 2002), 193-201;
Murat Ergin, “Erken Cumhuriyet Dénemi Tiirkiye’sinde Yunan, Roma ve Bizans Donemlerinin
Algilanmast ve Arkeoloji”, Cumhuriyet Déneminde Gegmise Bakis Acilari: Klasik ve Bizans
Donemleri, ed. S. Redford ve N. Ergin, (Istanbul: Kog Universitesi Yayinlar1), 34-35.

*! Hercules Millas, “Milli Tiirk Kimligi ve “Oteki (Yunan)”, 193-201.

*? Bakiniz Alfred Rambaud, Histoire générale du IV° siécle jusqu'a nos jours, (1492-1559) Cilt 4,
(Paris, 1894), 749. ; Gibbons, Foundation of the Ottoman Empire (Oxford, 1916); Charles Diehl,
Byzance Grandeur et Décadence, (Paris: Flammarion, 1919), 305.
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meselesi ile aktif bir bi¢imde ilgilenen yazarlarda goriiliir. Ge¢ Osmanli yazarlar
icin Bizans etkisi Osmanl’nmin ¢okiisiine neden olan en Onemli faktorlerden
birisiyken, erken Cumhuriyet donemi yazarlar i¢in Bizans, artik yeni bir politik ve
milliyet¢i baglamda ele alinmas1 gereken Osmanli mirasi ile yakindan iligkilidir ve
bu nedenle biraz daha karmasiklagmustir.

7. Bununla birlikte, Osmanli yazarlarinin Bizans’a yaklasimlart homojen
degildir. Yazarlarin i¢inde bulunduklar1 tarihsel ve politik kosullarin yam sira,
bireysel ideolojik egilimlerinin de etkisi olmakla beraber, bazen ornegin
“Tiirkgiiliik” ideolojisinin hakim oldugu yazarlarin Bizans’a iliskin yaklagimlarimin
farklt oldugu goriilebilmektedir. Bunun ¢ok pratik bir nedeni vardir: Yazarlarin
kullandig1 kaynaklar. Osmanli ve Islam tarihi digindaki tarih yazimi icin biiyiik
oranda Batili kaynaklara dayanan Osmanli tarihgileri, Bizans tarihinin yazimi i¢in
de Batil1 kaynaklar1 kullanmaktadir. Bu kapsamda, Ahmed Midhat, Celal Nuri ve
Mizanc1 Murad gibi pek ¢ok yazarin Montesquieu, Voltaire, Gibbon, Le Beau gibi
yazarlardan ya dogrudan ceviri ya da derlemelerde bulunduklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu
nedenle soz konusu yazarlarin, Bizans’a iligkin 18. Yiizyil’da iiretilen bazi
“yerlesik” kaliplar1 tekrar ettikleri; yani Bizans tarihini savagslar ve istilalardan
ibaret; Bizans yoneticilerini tebaasina zulmeden despot hiikiimdarlar, halkim ise
ahlaki ¢okiintii icinde sergileyen bir tablo ortaya koyduklar1 goriiliir.

Ancak, Ahmed Midhat, Celal Nuri ya da Mehmed Murad gibi yazarlardan
farkli olarak, Ahmed Refik ve Mehmed Ziya’nin Bizans tarihi ve mimarisine iligkin
temel bagvuru kaynaklar1 daha yakin zamanda Fransiz yazarlarca yapilan
caligmalardir. Bunlar arasinda Fransiz yazar Charles Diehl’in 6zel bir yeri oldugu
agikardir. Bu calismada incelenen neredeyse tiim yazarlarin bir sekilde Diehl ile
akademik ve kisisel iliski icinde olmalarinin yam sira, Diehl’in caligmalarindan
etkilenmislerdir. Ornegin, Diehl, Celal Esad’in Constantinople kitabina 6nsoz
yazarak onun bu caligmasini takdir etmistir. Mehmed Ziya, Diehl’in birisi Kariye
Camii, diger Hiristiyan sanatinin kaynagina iliskin iki makalesini terclime ederek

Ka’riye Cami-i Serif adlh kitabinda kullanmistir. Aym sekilde, Ahmed Refik,

» Mehmed Ziya, Ka’rive Cami-i Serif, (On Yedi adet fotograf havidir), (Istanbul: Sems Matbaast,
1326[1910]); Mehmed Ziya, Ka’riye Cami-i Serif, ed. Omer Ziilfe, (Istanbul: Okur Kitapligy, 2012),
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Diehl’in Figures Byzantines (1906) adli kitabindan yaptigi terciimelerle Bizans
Imparatorigeleri (1915) kitabim yayinlamakla kalmamis, Diehl’in bizzat kendisini
ve akademik caligmalarin1 tanitan makaleler yazarak gazete ve dergilerde
yaylnlamlstur.24 Yine baska bir yazar, Miinir Mazhar, Cenova’da bulundugu
siralarda Diehl tarafindan verilen bir konferansa katildiktan sonra, konferans

2

sirasinda tuttugu notlart “Bizans Tarihine ait ki Ders” bashigiyla Istanbul’a
gondererek Yeni Mecmua dergisinde yayinlanmasini saglamistir. >

Peki, neden oOzellikle Charles Diehl Osmanl yazarlar1 iizerinde bu kadar
etkili olmustur? Diehl’in Istanbul’daki meslektaglariyla kurdugu yakin iliski
haricinde iki onemli neden vardir. Bunlardan birincisi, tezin ikinci bolimiinde
belirtildigi gibi 19. ylizyl sonu ve 20. yiizyil basinda Avrupa’da Bizans
caligmalarinin yeni bir ivme kazanmasi ve Diehl’in Bizans’1 yeni bir anlayisla
degerlendiren bu yaklasimda basi ¢ekmesidir. 1905 yilinda yayimlanan Etudes
Byzantines adli kitabinda Charles Diehl, Bizans’a iligkin 18. yiizyildan kalma bakis
acilarin1 kokten sarsacak bir yaklasim sergilemis ve aslinda “bagka bir Bizans’1n var
oldugunu” ve onun da “sanilandan ¢ok daha entelektiiel ve sanatsal bir kiiltiire sahip
olmas1 nedeniyle” daha fazla ¢alisilmay1 hak ettigini belirten ifadelerle Fransa’da o
zamana dek yapilan Bizans calismalari hakkinda bilgi vermistir.”® Diehl’in Bizans’1
yeni bir bakis acisiyla ele alan bu yaklasimi, Bizans tarihi, sanati ve mimarisi
hakkinda calisan Osmanli yazarlarinca fazlasiyla “benimsenmis”, hatta Ahmed
Refik ve Mehmed Ziya, Diehl’den yaptiklar1 ¢evirileri kendilerine mal etmislerdir.

Bununla baglantili olarak bir diger neden ise, Diehl’in yaptig1 caligmalar
arasinda, Ozellikle Bizans ve Osmanli arasindaki tarihsel, kiiltiirel ve sanatsal
iligkilere odaklanmasidir. Bizans ve Osmanli Imparatorluklar1 arasindaki iliskilere

calisan bir diger Fransiz yazar Alfred Rambaud’dur ki, Ahmed Refik’in Biiyiik

24 Ahmed Refik, Bizans impamtorigeleri, Bizans Tarihine Medhal, impamtorigelerin Tarz-1 Hayati,
Teodora, Atenais, Iren, Dindar Teodora, Teofano, Zovi, Anna Comnenus, (Istanbul : Muhtar Halid
Kitabhanesi, 1331 [1915], 1. tab'.); “Tarih ve Miiverrihler”, Hayat, 60-63, 66, 69, 71, 73, 81
(19.1.1928 vd), “Sarl Dil” Tkdam, 9007, 13.4.1922.

2 Miinir Mazhar, “Bizans Tarihine aid Iki Ders”, Yeni Mecmua, Cilt. 2/51, (1918), 489-495.

26 Charles Diehl, Erudes Byzantines, Introduction a "histoire de Byzance les Etudes d’histoire
Byzantine en 1905, La civilisation Byzantine, L’Empire Grec sous les Paléologues, Les mosaiques
de Nicée, saint-Luc, Kahrié Djami etc. (Paris, 1905),
http://archive.org/stream/tudesbyzantinesO0diehgoog#page/n18/mode/1up, (03.03.2013).
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Tarih-i Umumi’sindeki Bizans boliimii biiyiik dl¢iide bu yazarin Histoire Generale
(1891-1900) adli ¢aligmasindan alinmistir. Rambaud’dan sonra, Charles Diehl de
s0z konusu iligkiler konusunda yaptigi calismalar ile Osmanli yazarlarinin daha
fazla dikkatini ¢ekmis olmalidir. Bu durum ozellikle Miinir Mazhar’in Diehl’in
konferans notlarin1 gonderirken onun “Osmanli’nmin Bizans mirast konusunda
uzman” oldugunu belirtmesinden de anlagilir.

Bununla birlikte Bat1 gelenegi ile uyumlu olarak, Osmanli yazarlarinin bin
yildan fazla siiren Bizans tarihi hakkinda yekpare bir imgesi de yoktur. Bizans
tarihinin bazi donemleri daha olumlu degerlendirilirken bazi donemleri daha
olumsuz degerlendirilir. Buna gore, Bizans’in son yiizyillari muhtemelen
Istanbul’un fethini mesrulastirmak amaciyla en olumsuz degerlendirilen donemdir.

8. Son olarak tezin 6nemli sonuglarindan birisi Bizans mirasina iliskin bilgi
liretimi ve yayllmasinda oldugu kadar, Tiirkiye’de Bizans ¢aligmalarinin
geleceginin belirlenmesinde de bireylerin Onemli rolii oldugudur. Bu tezde
incelenen entelektiieller arasinda, Fuad Kopriilii ve Celal Esad bu anlamda iki
onemli figiirdiir.

Her iki yazarin ortak noktasi, Osmanli’daki Bizans etkisi meselesi iizerine
olan benzer yaklagimlaridir. Aslinda ne Celal Esad ne de Fuad Kopriilii esas olarak
Osmanlr’daki Bizans etkisini tiimiiyle reddetmemislerdir. Onlarin itiraz ettigi, en
basit sekliyle, Osmanli’nin tiim kurumlarinin dogrudan Bizans’tan alindig1 ve klasik
donem Osmanli mimarisinin de tamamen Ayasofya’nin birer kopyasi oldugu
yoniindeki ~ Avrupa’daki  oryantalist sOylemdir. Fuad Kopriilii, Bizans
Miiesseselerinin Osmanli Miiesseselerine Tesiri Hakkinda Bazi Miilahazalar adl
eserinde, Bizans’in Osmanli’ ya dogrudan bir etkisi olmadigi, Bizans’a atfedilen pek
cok kurumun aslinda Bizans kokenli olmayip, Osmanli 6ncesi Tiirk ya da Islam
devletlerine ait oldugu, Bizans’tan gelen bir etki varsa bile bunun dogrudan dogruya
degil; Anadolu beylikleri, Selcuklular, Emeviler ve Abbasiler basta olmak iizere

diger Miisliiman devletleri kanaliyla geldigini iddia eder.”’

Y Fuad Kopriilii, Bizans Miiesselerinin Osmanlt Miiesselerine Tesiri, (Istanbul: Kaynak Yaynlari,
2003), 170.
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Aymn sekilde Celal Esad, her sanat geleneginin birbirbiri tizerinde bir sekilde
etkisi olmasimn muhtemel oldugunu sdylese de”, O da Kopriilii gibi Osmanl ve
Tirk mimarisinin gelisimine Bizans mimarisinin dogrudan bir katkisi
olamayacagin, Selguklular ile Bizans arasindaki bir takim etkilesimlerin kaynaginin
ise esas itibariyle Asya kokenli oldugunu 6ne siirer.” Boylece, tarih alaninda Fuad
Kopriilii’niin, sanat tarihi alaninda ise Celal Esad’in, Bizans ve Osmanl arasindaki
baglara iligkin ileride yapilacak ¢aligmalara Onemli Ol¢iide etkileri s6z konusu
olmustur.

Kopriilii’niin eserinin Bizans ¢aligmalar1 agisindan bir diger 6nemli sonucu
ise onun oldukga genis Tiirk ve Islam kaynaklarin1 kullanmasina ragmen neredeyse
hi¢ Bizans kaynagi kullanmayisidir. Cumhuriyet donemi tarih yazimini dogrudan
etkileyen bu egilim yakin zamanlarda 6zellikle ge¢ Bizans donemi kaynaklarinin
Osmanlr’ nin erken donem tarihi i¢in 6nemi takdir edilinceye kadar devam etmistir.

Aslinda daha 1910’Iu yillarin basindaki yazilar1 ve makalelerinde, Ahmed
Refik, biraz da Avrupali tarih¢ilerin etkisiyle s6z konusu Bizans kaynaklarinin
Osmanl tarihi i¢in 6nemini vurgulamis, Osmanh ile Bizans arasindaki iliskilere
dikkat ceken makaleler yayinlamistir. Fakat ne yazik ki Ahmed Refik bu goriislerini
tarihsel bir metoda dayandiran 6zgiin bir caligma liretememis, cogu zaman Fransiz
yazarlardan dogrudan ¢eviri kitaplarinda parca parca ifade etmistir. Cumhuriyet’in
ilanindan sonra bir siire daha caligmalarin1 devam ettiren Ahmed Refik, 1929°’da
Tirk Tarih Kurumu Bagkanligindan, 1933 yilindaki {iniversite reformu ile de
Istanbul Universitesi’'ndeki kadrosundan ayrilmak zorunda kalir. ™ Cumbhuriyetin
ilerleyen yillarinda ve hatta giinlimiizde Ahmed Refik 6nemli bir tarih¢i olarak,
ozellikle Osmanli dénemi Istanbul yasamina iliskin serisi ile ilgi duyulan bir tarihgi
olmasina ragmen, onun Bizans tarihi ve Istanbul’u iizerine yazdiklarinin Tiirkiye’de
Bizans caligmalarinin gelisimine pek etkisi oldugu sdylenemez.

Istanbul’'un Bizans miras iizerine cok degerli ¢alismalar yapan Mehmed

Ziya’ya gelince, 1928 yilinda, Istanbul ve Bogazici adh eserinin ikinci cildini

¥ Celal Esad, “Osmanli Sanayi-i Nefisesi”, fkdam, (13.12.1906)
¥ Celal Esad Arseven, Tiirk Sanat, (Istanbul: Aksam Matbaasi, 1984, 1. basimu 1928) 36, 57, 83.
30 Gokman, Tarihi Sevdiren Adam, 121-122.
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yayimmlayan Mehmed Ziya, cok gegcmeden 1930 yilinda vefat eder. Onun bu énemli
eserinin yeni harflerle ilk basimi 1937 yilinda oglu Celal Ergun tarafindan
gerceklestirilmeye calisilir. Ancak, 6zgiin kitap formundan ¢ok farkli olarak haftalik
fasikiiller yayimlanan bu yeni baskinin, Mehmed Ziya’min eseri ile yakindan
uzaktan iligkisi yoktur. Orijinal metnin biiyiik bir kismi atilmig, 6rnegin Bizans
Istanbul’unun tarihi neredeyse sadece bir fetih tarihine indirgenmis, 6zgiin kitapta
kullanilan gorsel malzeme yerine, “Osmanli Camileri’nden olusan bir fotograf
albiimii, metnin ilgili ilgisiz ¢esitli béliimlerine serpistirilmistir. Sonug olarak 6zgiin
kitab1 bambagka bir forma sokan bu haliyle cok gecmeden yayimi durmustur.
Boylece, Mehmed Ziya’nin hayatinin on bes yilin1 vererek hazirladigi, Bizans
Istanbul’una iliskin belki de yakin zamana kadar Tiirkce basilan en dnemli eseri,
uzun yillar boyunca unutulmaya mahkim olmustur. Tiim bu veriler 15181nda, Celal
Esad ve Fuad Kopriilii’ye gore, Ahmed Refik ve Mehmed Ziya’nin Cumhuriyet
doneminde gerceklestirilen Bizans caligmalarina neredeyse hic etkisi olamamistir
denebilir.

Sonug olarak, Edward Said’in belirttigi gibi, bilgi iiretimi sadece akademik
bir caba olmayp herhangi bir tarihsel baglamda iktidarin olusumuyla ve
kullanilmasiyla yakindan ilgilidir. Bu kapsamda, Bizans mirasinin Avrupa ve
Osmanl/Tiirk temsillerinin olusumuna neden olan tarihsel gelismeler son derece
karmagsik ve degisen dinamiklere baglidir. Dahasi, tarihsel ve politik kosullarin
otesinde; bireyler, kurumlar ve temel metinler de bu siirecte ¢ok Onemli rol
oynamistir. Ge¢ Osmanli ve erken Cumhuriyet donemi entelektiielleri icin, Bizans
mirasi ile ne yapilacagi konusu kuramsal bir soru degildir. Ciinkii bu ge¢mis, ayn1
zamanda yapili cevrede temsil edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu ge¢misin nasil
yazilacagi sorusu her daim zihinleri mesgul eden konulardan birisi olagelmistir.

Tezin en basinda Avrupa’da Bizans imgesi ve tarih yazimi konusunda,
Averil Cameron’un “Bizans’in yoklugu” olarak adlandirdigi, Batr’daki ana akim
tarih yaziminda Bizans’in algilanis ve ele alinig bi¢imlerinden bahsedilmis,
Cameron’un 1990’larda ¢arpici bir bigcimde dile getirdigi bu konunun, o donemden
beri siirekli olarak modern Avrupa tarih yaziminda elestirel bir tutum ile yeniden
degerlendirdigi ve bu konuda pek ¢ok dncii calismanin iiretildigi ifade edilmistir. Bu

caligmalarda cogu zaman goz ardi edilen Tiirkiye Ornegi ise, bu tez ¢alismasinin
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odak noktasini olusturmus, boylece bu yeni akim tartigmalara bir katkida bulunmak
istenmistir.

Bununla birlikte, Tiirkiye’de Bizans miras1 ile “ne yapilacagi sorusu’nun
yeniden giindeme geldigi tarihi donemlerden birinin daha yasanmakta oldugu da
gz ard1 edilemez. Son yillarda, uzun zamandir miize olarak kullamlmakta olan
onemli Bizans kiliselerinin yeniden camiye doniistiiriilmesi, bu mirasin Tiirkiye’de
siyasi otorite ve bazi kiiltiirel ¢cevrelerin zihinlerini hala “mesgul” ettiinin en agik
gostergesidir. Dahasi, Avrupa Kiiltiir Bagkenti ve bir Diinya Miras Alan1 olmasina
ragmen Istanbul, kentin Bizans, Osmanli ve erken Cumhuriyet mirasinin yok
olmasma neden olan siirekli bir “doniisiim™ siireci yasamaktadir. Bu nedenle,
Tiirkiye’de mimari miras olarak “Bizans’in yoklugu’nun, evrensel miras agisindan
olumsuz ve geri doniilmez sonuglar doguracagi ortadadir. Dolayisiyla bu tez
caligmasinin, Tiirkiye’deki Bizans mirasinin korunmasina bilgi iiretimi yoluyla -
tipki bu tezde incelenen bireyler ve metinleri gibi - kii¢iik de olsa bir katki sunmasi

umut edilmektedir.
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